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Alternative LG proposal

Towhomitmayconcern,
Itisobviousthatthesupercitymodelfailsthoseregionsfurthestfromtheepicentre.Adisproportionate
amountofmoneyisspentonservicesintheOrcͲlandisthmus.
Thelevelofdebtisstaggeringandgrowingdaily.Theamountspentoncouncilsalariesisnotrepresenting
goodvalue.Therearetoomanycouncilemployees.
Transparencyisajoke.ACCisarrogantandprofligate.Residentsfeelunabletocomplainanddonotfeel
listenedtowhentheydo.
TheneedsofurbanOrcͲlandandruralOrcͲlandaresodistincttheymayaswellbedifferent“cities”.
Councilhasgonefarbeyonditscoreservices.WhenIreadinmylocalpaperthatthereareover200events
plannedtocelebrateMatariki,mostifnotallatratepayersexpense,Iseered.
Thissortof“feelͲgood”expenditureshouldbefundedbythegroupsconcerned,orbyprivateenterprise
withaviewtomakingmoneyfromadmissionfees,notbytheratepayer/taxpayer.

TheupperboundaryofOrcͲlandshouldbealinedrawnfromOrewatoKaukapakapainthenorth.
Iamnotfamiliarwiththeproblemsinthesouthofthecity,sodonothaveanopinionwherethesouthern
boundaryshouldbe.
Councilincomeshouldbedividedasfollows:
*Coreservices,notcountingsalaries:80%(roading,lighting,litter,buildingpermitsetc).Otherservices
thecouncilcurrentlyundertakes,likedogregistration,water/wastewaterservices,foodpremisescontrol
andaccreditationetcetcshouldbecontractedout,coststobebornebythosetheserviceexistsfor).
*Councilsalaries,includingancillaryservices:nomorethan15%
*Contingencies:3%
*Grants:1%.
*Other:1%
All“feelͲgood”expenditure,includingsocial/culturalactivities,shouldbefundedbyprivateenterprise,
withaviewtoturningaprofit.Ifyougotoanevent,expecttopayforit.
Libraries,swimmingpoolsandcommunityhallsshouldpayapeppercornrentalbutbeselfͲfunding
otherwise.Ifthecommunitycan’tuseandrunthefacilities,thenhardasitsoundstheyshouldn’tbe
fundedbytherestofus.
Itisunreasonabletoexpectthe670kilometresofunsealedroadsinRodneytobesealedtofirstͲworld
standards.
Itisunreasonabletoexpectroadstobesealedtotheirfurthestextent,especiallyifonlyoneortwo
householdsliveintheirouterlimits.
Thereshouldbealistaimingtosealthefirst3kmofanyroad,thoseroadswiththegreatestdensityof
properties,onschoolbusroutes,orusedasmajorthoroughfaresdonefirst.LittledeadͲendlowͲvolume
sidestreetswillbelowerpriority.Peoplewishingtosealtheirownstretchofroadtoserviceablestandard
shouldnothavetopayratesuntilthecosthasbeenrecouped.

Iseethegreatestneedareturntocoreservices,withbetteraccesstothedecisionͲmakersthanwe
currentlyhave,andaremovalofallthetouchyͲfeelyfripperythatweareallcommittedtofundwhether
weuseitornot.
LesleyMunro
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WellsfordNorth.
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Alternative Application.

From ‘Better Together’ Waiheke, June 2016.

Re: ‘Our Waiheke’ proposal for a Waiheke Unitary Authority, November 2015.
To: The Local Government Commission
Transmitted by email:
Simon.cunliffe@dia.govt.nz
Please direct to the appropriate officer.

The under-signed submit for consideration an alternative proposal for the reorganisation of local
government in respect to Waiheke Island and the Islands of the Hauraki Gulf.
We would respectfully request that the Commission takes into account the following factors when it
considers this alternative application:
1) Await the outcome of pending legislative amendments.
Before any decisions are made that will affect the residents and ratepayers of the Auckland region
(the community of interest), we believe it is better to await the proposed options for improved Local
Government Services promised in amendments to the Local Government Act due for introduction
into the House of Representatives, June 2016.
2) There are risks involved in ‘Our Waiheke’ application.
The ‘Our Waiheke’ proposal for a separate Waiheke unitary authority is not well supported:
- It fails to present complete, plausible and credible figures. It is based largely on assumption;
- It Involves risks to the quality and capital development of current and future local infrastructure;
- Estimates are speculative and incomplete in respect to the delivery of public services and regulatory functions at the expected current levels;
- Overall benefits of breaking away from Auckland are not well described; and,
- Support from the population of the Auckland region is not evident.
3) Our Waiheke costs are estimates only and not comprehensive.
The best current estimate of the Auckland Council owned asset base that would transfer to a proposed Waiheke Unitary Authority is $309 million. These assets will require ongoing maintenance,
upkeep and capital development. These costs will need to be met by the local community.

The cost of debt incurred by a local authority is normally serviced from future revenues, particularly
rating revenue. The cost of debt servicing is unknown.
Further, Auckland Council is unable to provide the total cost of providing public facilities, amenities
and services to Waiheke Island as not all costs are identified on a specific basis.
Auckland Council advises that costs can generally be broken down into three types:
A) Costs that are incurred for a specific project, which can be then identified and allocated to a local
area (examples include operating a library, sealing a particular stretch of road, or building a standalone water treatment plant);
B) Costs that are incurred on a regional basis and provide services for the entire region (examples
include running elections, preparing unitary plans, managing or employing customer contact
centres, public transport planning, civil defence and emergency management); and
C) Costs that are incurred for works in specific locations but where the costs are charged on a wider
basis within contracts that have gained council savings through economies of scale (examples include parks maintenance, facilities management).
Therefore, a substantial portion of costs incurred by the council group cannot be identified as
belonging to a specific local area and the only way to do so would be to allocate costs across the
Auckland region on some arbitrary basis (e.g.: population, area, rates income).
4) Costs of de-amalgamation may outweigh benefits.
The push for de-amalgamation arises from a frustration with:
- Rate rises;
- Perceived inefficiencies;
- Lack of input into issues where local decision making may provide a better outcome,
(subsidiarity)and,
- The perception that inadequate account is being taken of Waiheke’s fragile island environment
and the national heritage of the surrounding Hauraki Gulf and its islands.
5) resolve conflict over repeated claims for de-amalgamation.
This is the third time that a sector of the Waiheke community has sought to break away from Auckland, previous attempts having been made in 1989 and 2009.
In the interests of reducing the cost and eliminating the continual disruption to the wider community we would ask for clear parameters to be put around repeated applications for devolution.
Every application carries a very real risk that it will lead to a divided community. Divisive things divide. A divided community is the antithesis to good local government.

Conclusion.
These are the issues that we believe can be better addressed under the proposed amendments to
the Local government Act.
The submitters are of the opinion that devolution to a parochial model is not the answer for Waiheke and that the costs of de-amalgamation may far outweigh any benefits.
We hold that a more flexible approach to local government organisation aimed at efficiencies and
satisfaction with value for money, and the setting of priorities based on facts rather than ideologies
would help offset many of the frustrations with local government.

End.


SevendemocraticallyelectedCouncils(wartsandall)werereplacedwithsevenundemocraticallyselectedCCOs,
eachwiththeirownBoardsofDirectors,Executivestaff,staff,consultants,contractors,offices,StatementsofIntent
etc.

ButwhereisthetransparencyanddemocraticaccountabilitywiththisCCOmodel?

Wherearehundredsofmillion$ofpublicratesmonieswhicharegoingtoCCOsactuallybeingspent?

Havingconductedaoneperson'ratesrevolt'indefenceofmylawfulrightsasacitizento'open,transparentand
democraticallyaccountable'localgovernment,forthelast9years,IampleasedtobeabletoconfirmthattheLocal
GovernmentandEnvironmentSelectCommitteeagreewithme.


http://www.parliament.nz/resource/enͲnz/51DBSCH_SCR69296_1/924613ec7fb831c4e74bd062f73287ac2ceb5081

"AccountabilityandtransparencyofAuckland’scouncilͲcontrolledorganisations

ThepetitionertoldusofherconcernthatthepublicwasunabletohaveasayonthemodelofAuckland’sCCOsafter
the2009Auckland“supercity”merger.

ShestressedthatthepublicisalsounabletohaveasayaboutthedirectorshipofCCOsortohaveanydirectsayin
CCOstatementsofintent.

ShebelievesthatthisisbecauseCCOsarenotclassifiedaslocalauthoritiesforthepurposesoftheLocal
Government(Rating)Act2002.

ThepetitionerstronglybelievesthatCCOsneedtobemoreaccountabletoAucklandratepayersbecausea
percentageofratesgoestowardstheoperationsofCCOs.

Shetoldusthatsheisdefendingher“lawfulrightasacitizentoknowwheremymoneyisbeingspent”.

ThepetitionerquestionshowtheefficienciesandcostͲeffectivenessofAucklandCCOsismonitored.

SheisparticularlyconcernedthatinformationaboutthefinancialtransactionsofCCOsisunclearanddifficultforthe
publictoaccess.

Forexample,shewouldpreferthatcontractortransactionswereeasilyavailableinawrittenformatforpublic
scrutiny.

ThepetitioneralsoaskedwhyAucklandTransportdoesnotprovideopenaccesstoinformationabouttransport
subsidies,giventhatmuchtransportinAucklandisprivatelyoperated.

WewerealsotoldthatAucklandrateshaveincreasedtopayforatransportlevy.

'Democracyfordevelopers'viathe'OnePlan'fortheAucklandregion.

Inmyview,bothAucklandCouncilandcentralGovernmenthavehelpedtoinflatethehighlyspeculativeAuckland
realestatemarketbynotfollowingthestatutoryrequirementsoftheLocalGovernment(AucklandCouncil)Act
2009,whichlawfullyrequired'spatialplanning'tobe'evidentiallybased'.

Itwasn't.

DespitetheDepartmentofStatisticsrecommendingthe'medium'populationgrowthprojectionofanextra700,000
peoplecomingtoAucklandby2040,twopeople,MayorLenBrownandthe(former)AucklandCouncilChief
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PlanningOfficer,DrRogerBlakeley,chosetousetheDepartmentofStatistics'high'populationgrowthprojectionof
anextra1,000,000peoplecomingtoAucklandby2040.

IprovidedevidenceonthismattertotheSocialServicesSelectCommitteetosupportmyPetition2011/64.

This'extramillionpeople'comingtoAucklandby2040,wastheunderpinningdriverfortheSpecialHousingAreas
legislation,which,inmyview,hashelpedtoexacerbatethecurrentcrisisofhomelessnessinAuckland.

HousingNewZealandhas,inmyview,nowbeeneffectivelytransformedintoapropertydevelopmentcompany,
whichisengagingin'landbanking'.

WhilesomeofourmostvulnerablecitizenstrytosleeponcardboardinQueenStreet,orcrammedintocars,
caravansandgarages,therearehundredsofemptyStatehousesinAuckland.

Nottomentionthousandsofemptyprivatesectorhomes,wherethelightsnevergoonatnight,becausethey
weren'tboughtforeitherownersorrenterstolivethereͲbutforspeculativecapitalgain.

Whereistheleadershipbeingshownbycentralgovernmenttodevelopanationalpopulationgrowth,migrationand
regionalemploymentstrategy?

Whydoesallthis'growth'havetocometoAuckland?

Whoisbenefittingfrom'packingandstacking'peopleontopofeachotherintheskinniestpartofNewZealand?

Propertydevelopers,foreigninvestors,bankers,landbankers,speculatorsandmoneyͲlaunderers?

WhatisthisGovernmentactuallydoingtostoptheAucklandRealEstatemarketbeingusedformoneyͲlaundering?

Whatis'local'aboutlocalgovernmentinAuckland,whencentralgovernmenteffectivelythreatensCommissioners,
andAucklandersNOThaving'thelastsay'whenitcomestopropertydevelopmentwhereWEliveinOURAuckland
communities?

Inmyview,theLocalGovernmentneedstoconductanurgentreviewofthisAuckland'Supercity',andAuckland
CouncilControlledOrganisations(CCOs(againsttheunderpinningstatutoryrequirementsoftheLocalGovernment
(AucklandCouncil)Act2009,LocalGovernmentAct2002,LocalGovernment(Rating)Act2002,andPublicRecords
Act2005.

Inmyview,thereshouldbeabsolutelynolegislativechangestoextendeitherthe'amalgamation'ortheCCOmodel
withoutafull,properandindependentinquiryintoboththeAuckland'Supercity'andAucklandCCOs,where
ratepayersandcitizensaregivenafullandthoroughopportunitytoexpresstheiropinionsandexperiences.

Yourssincerely,
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MANAIA PROPERTIES LTD
Mataia
2791 Kaipara Coast Highway
Glorit RD4
WARKWORTH

E-mail: rg.manaia@xtra.co.nz

24 June 2016

Chief Executive Officer
Local Government Commission
P O Box 5362
Wellington 6145

Dear Sir
Re: Alternative Application to Northern Action Group Proposal
This is to confirm the support of Manaia Properties Limited, of the Alternative Application proposed by
James Grant Kirby, as an alternative to the Application for a North Rodney Unitary Authority proposed by
the Northern Action Group.
Manaia Properties Limited is the proprietor of approximately 1300ha of land at Glorit, of which about 800ha
is actively farmed and the balance managed for conservation purposes. The company enjoys good support
from the Auckland Council for its conservation efforts. The land is within the area proposed by the Northern
Action Group to be a unitary authority.
Manaia Properties Limited shares the concerns that Mr Kirby expresses in his Alternative Application about
the separation of the south west of the Northern Action Group’s proposed unitary authority from its
predominant community of interest to the south, and in particular that this area, or at least a large part of it,
is within the Kaipara Harbour catchment, rather than the Hauraki Gulf catchment, as is the case with the
area to the east and around the Warkworth township.
Please direct all correspondence in this matter to:
Richard Gardner
8 Ada St
Remuera
Auckland 1050

Yours faithfully

P R Gardner
Director

Taupaki Residents and Ratepayers Association
63 Amreins Rd, Taupaki. R.D2 Henderson. Ph: 8109435
Email: shawz@clear.co.nz

22 June 2016.
Local Government Commission
PO Box 5362
Wellington 6145
NEW ZEALAND
Proposal from the Northern Action Group (NAG)
The purpose of this letter is to register a formal objection by the Taupaki
Resident & Ratepayers Association to the proposal by the NAG to split off
the northern area of the Rodney Ward from Auckland Council.
We have discussed this at our recent Committee meeting, and at our AGM
in June, and our Association has held consultation with the Kumeu-Huapai
Residents & Ratepayers Association on the matter.
We agree with the Kumeu-Huapai Resident & Ratepayers Association that
the Rodney Ward as it exists lacks meaningful representation with 1
Councillor and 1 Local Board trying to cover a large geographic area and
separate communities of interest.
We register here, our support of the proposal by the Kumeu-Huapai
Residents & Ratepayers Association to delineate the Rodney Ward into
two Wards, (still within Auckland Council), but each with a Councillor and
a Local Board, thus giving it better representation of its separate
communities of interest and its geographical spread.
We would be happy to further express our views by attending any
meeting or hearing into this matter.
Yours faithfully,

Ian Shaw
Chairman
Taupaki Residents & Ratepayers Association

Letter to Local Government Commission – info@lgc.govt.nz; (P.O.Box 5362 Wellington)
Below are some of my reasons for asking you to support the “Our Waiheke” plan for
Independence from Auckland City.
1)Waiheke is physically discrete - No roads, bridges, reticulated water, storm water
drainage, sewerage or other infrastructure items cross into another territory.
Recreational and other facilities are not shared. In effect, we are visitors in Auckland and
they are tourists here.
2)Our only physical ties to Auckland are via privately owned bus and ferry
companies docking at Half Moon Bay and the CBD (which is rapidly becoming less and less
user-friendly for ferry users as bus termini move further away, more ‘events’ and roading
decisions close off access to the ferries and the needs of the elderly and disabled are
marginalised). There would be virtually no changes necessary to alter wharf usage
agreements (indeed if Waiheke had had control of the recent berthage contract changes
we would almost certainly not have lost the competition advantages of having a second
ferry operator). Even Watercare’s plant at Owhanake which services a tiny part of Oneroa
village is completely independent.
2)We have different community values and aspirations from our urban neighbour.
The very raison d’etre of the super city was to homogenise and create uniformity while
Waiheke is different physically and socially (the majority of us would not pay the ferry fares
if life here were in fact the same as in Auckland).
3)It is this “difference” from the urban that is celebrated in our selection by Lonely Planet
as the 5th best regional destination and by Conde Nast Traveller as the 4th best Island in the
world and features high on the Air NZ in flight “to do” list. Waiheke makes up only 0.6% of
Auckland voters but its Tourism potential and consequent infrastructure needs give it an
importance well beyond its power.
4)Both previous amalgamations (Auckland City and Auckland Council) promised Waiheke a
greater degree of self determination/rule/independence than other areas because of 1-3
above – this has never eventuated (if anything it has decreased).
5)Promised ‘economies of scale’ have also been replaced by huge budget excesses largely
due to the replacement of local knowledge and input by hired consultants and a regime
which turns local consultation into the rubber stamping of pre-determined outcomes.
6)As decision making and power move further and further away from the local community,
trust in the process is diminished

Negatives of administration by Auckland City:
7)We have continuing issues with Auckland Council in general but particularly with its
Planning Division (which appears to be more in sympathy with external entrepreneurs and
developers than with the existing local community), and with its CCOs.
8)For example ATEED undermines its Waiheke ‘strategy’ by supporting activities around the
CBD ferry terminus (e.g. fan zones, start and/or finish lines of sports events, cruise
terminus) which make access to the Island difficult (especially for the elderly and disabled)
while at the same time they do not promote improvements in fundamental ‘on Island’
infrastructure like toilets, rubbish removal, transport or the preservation of the very
environmental factors which have attracted the visitors in the first place.
9)Our greatest bug-bear Ak Transport is diminishing and destroying the very things which
make Waiheke (the golden goose) such a popular destination – it’s mix of low impact
facilities and old fashioned rural ambience. The impact of a CCO like AT (which is a
“democracy free entity” (Gulf News 14/1/16 pg 1) not accountable to any elected authority
and uncontrollable to both those who ‘employ’ it and those it ‘serves’) is much more
dangerous when the concepts are so far out of their experience and expertise that
decisions that would barely be noticed on the mainland can be lethal on a small island.
10)Independence would avoid financial waste in the hundreds of thousands of dollars being
haemorrhaged to pay for ‘mistakes’. Our experience of city administration has been a long
history of bungling and frustration. N.B. it is ALWAYS cheaper and easier to avoid/prevent
problems than to repair them:
a)budgets used up on the glossy ‘expert’ consultations so none is left for the actual job
(Oneroa service lanes and beautification). Spending up to ahundred million p.a. ($62mill
Gulf News 5/6/08) on consultants (which infers getting advice) is not the same as consulting
(which assumes listening and heeding).
b)AT creating, then having to remove or adapt, inappropriate solutions/structures e.g. road
‘calming’ humps in Oneroa (cancelling the trolley derby & santa parade); and in Ostend –
(damaging bus axles and ambulances); dodgem style alternating flower beds inserted into
the shared cycle/pedestrian Matiatia footpath; oversized roundabouts Oneroa and Surfdale
that buses can’t get round; unneeded Rocky Bay road ‘repairs’ that took 3-4 months to
completely destroy the road and then necessitated repair of the entire stretch of roading;
Rocky Bay pedestrian bridge which cost $160,000 but still wasn’t ‘fit for purpose’; the
Blackpool to Surfdale Esplanade which has been turned into a visual and driving nightmare
with its pot holes and bollards which narrow the road so much that neither maintenance
graders nor emergency service vehicles can use what is the Island’s only alternative route
to the ferry.
11) There is still no mention in the next ten years of a plan to address parking issues at
Matiatia. Matiatia has an annual through-put comparable with Auckland Airport, 1000 daily
commuters and up to a quarter of a million people per month. Yet the available public

transport “key hole” is only 4 bus lengths long and there is no free parking within a
kilometre of the ferry - and that is the unterraced, unmarked and unsealed “temporary” for
almost 15 years disgrace of Owhanake .
12)Not one single Waiheke project appears in any city budget for the next ten years. But
this is not primarily about money it is about GOVERNANCE. With our own Council we could
decide the priorities.
13)Imagine if Ak Council had agreed to mediate rather than litigate the Matiatia Marina
application. One million city and half a million local dollars could have been spent on that
indoor public pool that they refuse to include in the budget instead of being spent opposing
(successfully) a project City planners short-cut process and discounted fees for.
14)A Waiheke Council would notice when millions of dollars of wharf taxes “disappeared”,
would differentiate between Planning guidelines and rules and would pursue enforcement
with something a little more forceful than a ‘wet bus ticket’.
15)It would not treat a new competitor on a monopoly ferry route so unfairly as to cause it
to withdraw from the market purely on the basis of discriminatory decision making nor
support the trebling of sailings over summer while having no item at all in its 10 year plan
for anticipated new project expenditure.
16)If a project is prioritized and budgeted for locally, it means A) the right job is done (bus
shelters of wood for the weather not glass for the vandals) B) it is DONE right with local
oversight C) it is done in a penny pinching manner (so other jobs can also fit within the
budget) e.g. $10,000 was allocated to move a bus stop sign 3 metres while the $5,700 to
give each household a DVD explaining how to maintain a healthy septic system was denied.
17)In support of my points I refer you to others who have recently commented through our
local (award winning media) on our troubled relationship with Auckland City. These tend to
revolve around wasteful spending, non-eventuating outcomes, paralysis by competing
sections of the bureaucracy, lack of institutional and/or local knowledge, poor
communication, the consultation and job quote ‘gravy trains’ (jobs up to 4 times more
expensive than the local quote), CCOs as a law unto themselves, and lack of communication
between different sections of Council (e.g. 3 ‘owners’ of Matiatia land but no mutual plan):
Mike Lee on ‘consultation’ – Gulf News, 28/1/16
Peter Leenstra on ‘the war’ - Gulf News, 14/1/16, pg 13
Paul Walden on our ‘comprehensive transport plan’ - Gulf News, 14/1/16, pg 16
Paul Walden on our ‘herding cats’ - Gulf News, 14/1/16, pg 16
Mr Tavares on democracy failures - Gulf News, 31/12/15
Carl Flavell on so called maintenance - Gulf News, 28/1/16, pg 7

Summation:
18)Look at what IS happening – sell Downtown to developers, then move buses from the
transport hub of Britomart, pedestrianize Quay street, restrict disabled and freight access
to the wharves (except for cruise ships) etc etc
19)Local Board members have been quoted as saying that approximately 90% of meeting
time is spent/wasted ‘battling’ with Council employees.
Our relationship with Auckland City is dysfunctional - It is ‘broke’ so let’s fix it.
It is no accident that Wellington and others have sent the government a resounding NO to
being ‘upsized’ to ‘super’ status because Auckland’s ‘experiment’ has clearly shown the
outcomes are not desirable.
20)While Rodney’s reasons for seeking Independence are probably similar, their claim
shouldn’t be lumped in with ours. Because they have ‘neighbour/overlap’ issues there are
complexities whereas because we are a discrete entity our separation would be clear cut
and easy.
21)The objective of the Super City is to unify Auckland into a cohesive unit with single
District Plan etc. To subsume semi-rural Waiheke into such an urban amalgamation would
be inappropriate and counter to all the stated regional and national policies for the Island
and the antithesis of local community wishes.
As an island separated from Auckland, Waiheke’s infrastructure and other core functions
are independent so governance of the islands can and should reflect this. Core areas such
as Transport (roading, footpaths, traffic,etc); Water; Waste (rubbish, sewerage, drainage
etc); Planning and Consents should all be decided and administered locally in order to effect
economies of (small) scale, accountability, community participation, and development
appropriate to a non urban ‘recreation’ area. - I believe that only keeping the Islands of the
Gulf separate will enable them to retain and enhance their points of difference from the
city which I believe to be a desired outcome. Waiheke IS different and forcing the square
peg into a round hole does BOTH a disservice. Homogeneity would be the death knell for
the Gulf Islands.
22) I believe the only successful solution for Waiheke (despite its small size) is
independence within the context of a Hauraki Gulf Islands Ward/Council/area.

Submission to Local Government Commission (LGA) re
Governance of Auckland Council (AC)

My proposal is based on what I perceive as the abysmal lack of interest by the Auckland Council in
the concerns of the citizens it supposedly represents. So called "public consultations" seemingly
fall on deaf ears as the Auckland Council (AC) proceeds with its pre-determined courses of action.
In our area of Warkworth, there is an immense resentment about this issue. I and others make
submissions to these "public consultations" and the lack of AC acknowledgement or response to
our concerns is totally frustrating. As a consequence we feel disenfranchised, as well as a strong
resentment towards AC for what seems to be dictatorial decision-making driven by AC officials and
not by the ratepayers who pay for AC.
People living even further north of us in Wellsford and Te Hana most probably experience even
more frustration given how much further they are from Auckland's CBD where the main concern,
vision and focus of AC resides.
You, as the LGA, will be well aware that we, who reside in the new Auckland Supercity, were
forced to amalgamate by government legislation. There was no referendum. Government believed
they knew better than those of us who actually live here. At the last moment the northern boundary
of the new city was suddenly extended to include Puhoi, Warkworth, Wellsford and Te Hana, all of
which are rural service towns. No input from the residents was sought on this decision - it was
made by decree.
Under the Local Government Act 2002
Subpart 1 - Purpose of local government
10 Purpose of local government is (1) The purpose of local government is
(a) to enable democratic local decision-making and action by, and on behalf
of, communities;
In Auckland City this purpose seems not to have been met in any useful manner whatsoever.
The Local Government Commission already knows that there are a number of better ways to
govern a community and that the associated templates and models are already in place and
practice in some parts of New Zealand.
What I do fail to understand is why it is not mandatory for all councils in New Zealand to be obliged
to follow one or more of these proven models and thereby empower communities in managing and
enhancing their own environments.
As is often the case, there is a wealth of information available from various sites on the internet. I
have selected parts extracted from both the Thames Coromandel District Council and your own

LGNZ site. The following document has remarkably useful content. and without wishing to repeat
to you, a document with which are fully familiar, I would like to simply highlight some of the
statements from this document
A Good Practice Guide for Enabling and Supporting Place-Based and Related Community
Governance
New Zealand-Australia
September-October 2014
(http://www.lgnz.co.nz/assets/KnowHow-pdf-documents/Good-Practice-Guide-Community-Governance2014.pdf)

The guide sets out to provide a pathway for councils and other entities towards building a
community governance approach into the way in which decisions are taken on behalf of the
communities they serve.
The focus of the guide is on non-statutory community governance where the framework is set by
the Council (or other entity), but the initiative to establish individual community governance bodies
comes from the community. Statutory forms of community governance are typically 'top down' in
the way they are established. They both depend on council initiative for their establishment, and
can be disestablished as a result of council action. Examples include New Zealand's community
boards and the use of Council committees in Australian local government.
The guide sets a course that is ‘bottom up’, centered on place and neighbourhoods (that is, placebased), in contrast with ‘top down’ approaches which have been the more usual first step for
councils seeking greater community involvement, but extending also to communities of interest
and of identity.
The principles include:
a need for clear on-going council commitment including some support for capability
development and resourcing
an understanding of the importance of respecting the independence of community
governance groups, and rate payer.
Two examples of where New Zealand Councils that are able to successfully establish governance
that is "bottom-up" and centered on place and communities.
Southland District Council
Thames Coromandel District Council
They have made very extensive use of powers of delegation to community boards and, more
generally, put a strong emphasis on working with their communities whether or not they are
formally constituted.

Southland District Council
Southland District Council (SDC) is generally accepted is having the most community
based and participatory to community governance and community boards in New
Zealand. The introductory message from the Chief Executive provides an insight to
the approach adopted by Southland District Council to governance.
When the Southland District Council was formed 21 years ago, a lot of thought went
into identifying one founding principle - a key message to underpin our culture and
drive everything we do. In the end, it came down to two words: "People First"

'People First' is also the Council's slogan.
Southland Community Boards and Local Committees
• SDC actively promotes and supports local input into decision-making through
its 12 Community Boards, 16 Community Development Area Sub-Committees
and various other committees.
• Southland community boards can make local policy decisions on water supply,
sewerage, drainage, reserves, footpaths, street lighting, camping grounds,
traffic management, waste management and many other local activities.
• Community boards are delegated to approve leases including leases on
recreational land, managing specific local halls and cemeteries.
• The most significant function of the community boards is the preparation of
local budgets and recommending the level of local rates, particularly where the
local community wants an enhanced or better standard/level of service than the
standard level of service.
• The principle of local people determining their priorities for their community
activities and influencing the level of local rates is applied. For district wide
activities/rates, communities that want an increased level of service beyond the
district level set their rates (via Council) accordingly.
Community Development Area (CDA) Sub-Committees
CDAs were established in the Southland model to further encourage local representation in
assessing the needs of communities. The sub-committees are formed when a request is received
from a community and local support can be demonstrated.
Operating at a lower level than Community Boards, some CDAs are responsible for all activities in
their communities, and others are responsible for only recreational facilities. CDAs can
recommend to Community Boards and/or Council.
Governance Support in the Southland Model
•
Eight council area offices are operated as a first point of contact for residents and
ratepayers (located in Invercargill, Winton, Te Anau, Otautau, Lumsden, Wyndham, Stewart Island
and Riverton).
•
Many of the Council’s services including responding to general customer enquiries are
provided through the area office staff.
•
Area offices provide secretarial support for Community Boards, Community Development
Area subcommittees, committees of council and other organisations.
•
All area offices except the main Invercargill office, Te Anau office and the office on Stewart
Island are accommodated with local libraries, following the Council’s “one stop shop” concept.
•
The administrative (staff function) contributes to strong, effective leadership by providing
support to local decision-makers. The administrative support model strengthens Council's links
with the numerous communities in Southland by having local staff situated in local offices in or
near to the community.
It is evident from the SDC Ten Year Plan and general organisational approach that
people and communities are a key focus of SDC and the way it goes about its business.

Thames Coromandel District Council (TCDC)
1. That Council adopts a new partnership approach to the governance of the District that will
primarily be delivered through the five Community Boards.
2. While noting Council's overall accountability and responsibilities under the Local Government
Act 2002 for the governance of the District, Community Boards could be granted authority based
on the principle of Boards exercising powers of general competence, to make governance
decisions relating to the following activities and sub-activities
• Parks and Reserves
• Halls
• Libraries
• Airfields
• Swimming Pools
• Public Conveniences
• Cemeteries
• Local Transportation
• Local Strategic Planning
• Community Grants
• Local Economic Development
• Local Bylaw Levels of Service

Key Drivers
Some key drivers include:
•
Recognition that local government nationally is changing and that opportunities exist for the
council to take a proactive approach to implementing some of these new directions.
•
Recognising and providing for diverse community needs.
•
Developing a responsive approach to customers and stakeholders that increases customer
satisfaction.
•
Developing partnerships and collaborative approaches in the provision of some Council
services.
•
An organisational drive toward achieving increased efficiencies and cost reductions.
•
Streamlining decision-making to empower both elected members and staff to make
decisions quickly and with a good understanding of community views when doing so.
•
Utilising and empowering Community Boards to the greatest degree practicable and at the
same time ensuring strong community representation structures are in place should amalgamation
occur.
•
Focusing on and funding the essential services together as a district and funding the nonessentials as communities and linking this to a new governance approach.
•
Efficiency gains with cost reduction and improved responsiveness.
•
Increased accountability.
•
Improved relationships and satisfaction.
•
Identifying and implementing opportunities for decentralised decision-making associated
with Community Boards.
•
Maximising value from an area based governance and service delivery where appropriate.

The following example from TCDC’s experience highlights the value of drawing on knowledge held
by the community. The value of working closely with communities, and drawing on the knowledge
and expertise which is held at a community level was quite dramatically illustrated by an
experience of the Thames-Coromandel District Council. Puriri, a small dairying community within
the district, needed a new water supply system. Council engineers designed a new system with an
estimated capital cost of $16 million for approximately $35,000 per rate payer. The community was
less than enthusiastic! As a result Council engineers and local farmers, through a series of
barbecue meetings at the local hall, designed a solution drawing on local knowledge which met
needs at a third of the original estimated cost
=====================================
Two examples of overseas cities are cited:

Portland, Oregon
The experience of Portland, with its 40 years of history in the practice of community governance,
provides a number of valuable lessons for councils, wherever they may be, which are building their
own culture and practice of community governance, and includes a clear illustration of what can
happen when a council itself fails to maintain a strong commitment.
During the 1970s and 1980s the city developed a very strong culture and practice of community
governance and was recognised as one of the five leading cities in the US in developing
participatory democracy. During the 1990s and early 2000’s, the city’s commitment waned and as
a result the relationship between the Council and neighbourhood associations became more
conflictual than collaborative. The review initiated by Mayor Potter reinvigorated the city’s
commitment, and Portland is again a leading exemplar of good practice in community governance.
What is meant by good practice – how should it be applied?
Good practice:
Consists of the known effective ways of carrying out functions and managing processes
Has a view to excellence
In reality, will be a synthesis of practices that have worked well in one’s own organisation and
elsewhere, and which have had proven successful results.
Good practice has to be adapted to the context and needs of the individual organisation. It does
not work by just being borrowed from somewhere else.
‘Good practice’ is best used as a means to:
learn from the experiences of others and avoid re-inventing the wheel
assess an entity’s performance against the best available practices
identify standards the entity might wish to achieve, areas for innovation, improvement or
development and the routes for doing so
adapt and implement practices that work well elsewhere to the entity’s own use.
4.1 Learning from experience
As the research evidence comes in, the case that well-managed community governance adds real
value both for councils and other entities of community governance on the one hand and
communities on the other grows ever stronger.

The evidence also shows that building a culture and practice of community governance takes time,
requires an on-going commitment, needs to be properly resourced, and depends crucially on
building and maintaining trust.
4.2 Lessons from Portland
Reach beyond “geographic” community. Effective involvement of a broad spectrum of community
members requires recognition that people define community in different ways. Geographically
based neighbourhood association systems remain the easiest place for many communities to start.
However, communities also need to look at how people gather and work together and build a
system that supports and involves a range of community groups.
Use a Bottom-up Approach. Supporting and guiding the evolution of a community involvement
system is most effective when it focuses on empowerment and working collaboratively with
community leaders rather than trying to impose system changes from above.
Build relationships and trust on many levels. You need to tackle the issues of effective engagement
at multiple levels in the community and within council. Building relationships and trust is vital. For
Portland some of the biggest positive changes were the growing openness of neighbourhood
system leaders to seeing under engaged groups as equal and valued partners and the burgeoning
number of personal relationships that are starting to bridge this previous divide.
Be willing to let your language evolve. Be aware of the language you use. Terms such as “citizen
involvement” can be a deterrent for immigrant and refugee community members. Also,
“under-represented” somehow focuses on the group rather than the council’s responsibilities to
engage them. Developing a common vocabulary or understanding of terms such as “equity” and
“people’s expectations” is important.
Use a multipronged approach; build capacity in community and in city government. System
changes are more likely if, at the same time you are increasing capacity for involvement in the
community, you increase willingness and ability among council leaders and staff to partner with
community members.
A strong political champion is essential. In Portland’s case mayoral leadership was critical.
However, it is not enough to have a Mayor say “just do it”. You need a comprehensive strategy,
resources, and broad buy in from people in council and in the community. To continue to make
progress, over time elected leaders and council executives have to understand and champion
comprehensive community involvement.
Seed money is vital for building community capacity. Seed money is a vital tool with which to
engage people and leverage additional resources in the community. The community can do much
more small amounts of money than the council can.
Staying the course. Some elected officials may expect immediate praise from community members
for opening the door to greater community involvement. The reality is that people who open the
door to something new are often the most attacked, and people may vent their frustrations on them
simply because they are there. This goes with the territory. You’ve got to stay firm in your
commitment.

This all takes time. None of this work happens quickly. It takes time for people to change their
views and for relationships and trust to build between people and organisations on the one hand
and council on the other. Be patient, and commit to allowing the process to unfold organically.
Tell the story. We all need to do a better job of telling compelling stories that answer the questions:
Why is this important work? Who’s affected? How is it making a difference? Good stories are vital
for building and sustaining broad support for community involvement.
Lambeth Borough Council
The Lambeth Borough Council, within the greater London area of England has
adopted an approach of being the 'co-operative council' including a commitment that
wherever possible services should be delivered through cooperative or community
based structures. The Borough has adopted seven key principles in its delivery of
public services, they are:
Principle 1:
The council as a strong community leader.
Principle 2:
Providing services at the appropriate level personalised and
community based.
Principle 3:
Citizens and communities empowered to design and deliver services
and play an active role in their local community.
Principle 4:
Public services enabling residents to engage in civil society through
Employment opportunities.
Principle 5:
A settlement between public services, our communities and the citizen
(this is what we provide, this is what you do for yourself) underpinned by our desire
for justice, fairness and responsibility.
Principle 6:
Taking responsibility for services – regardless of where they are
accessed or which agency provides them.
Principle 7:
Simple, joined up and easy access to services – location and
transaction, for example, "one place to do it all" and "one form, one time to do it all"
– providing visible value for money.
Provision of Services
1.
Fully Council funded and managed services(called district services); and
2.
Partly Council funded and community managed services (called community
services).
Both models have strengths and challenges and one is not necessarily superior to the other. Both
approaches have differing levels of cost and levels of service.
It is important to recognise that what suits one community in relation to services and the costs
they are willing to pay for the service may not suit another. It may be the simple recognition that
different provision solutions for different communities are okay.
While this is a brief overview of one Council in England it illustrates some simple, proactive actions
and guiding principles that could be developed as a basis for a more responsive approach to
governance.

Whilst I am prepared to recognise that an amalgamation of many councils into just one supercity is
a problem-fraught process, I strongly believe that the Auckland Council has used a very blinkered
approach in building a new city, so much so that most of the peripheral districts will regard the
amalgamation as a very expensive failure which does not recognise to take into account the actual
needs of its residents.
As we have seen above, there are numerous ways of achieving a more balanced and effective
community based decision making processes. In our northern part of the Supercity we do not feel
included in any way whatsoever; in fact misunderstood, ignored and excluded would better
represent our interactions and feelings about the current governance of Auckland City
The examples of community based governance have focussed on smaller jurisdictions, but the
principles and the templates are still applicable to any larger entity.

A further consideration for the LGC is of course the physical and size and geography of the
Auckland Supercity. Longitudinally, we have a very large land mass in a peninsula structure which
contributes to the pains the AC is trying to cope with.
The following article, I think, provides an overview which helps us understand why so much
frustration occurs for us as citizens and ratepayers.
Dushko Bounovich and Matthew Bradbury "Curing Auckland's Growing Pains"
Monday 29 February 2016 http://www.nzherald.co.nz/nz/news/article.cfm?c_id=1&objectid=11597098
The problems of a growing Auckland are becoming more and more urgent. Bunk-beds in the city
are being let for $170 a week; the average house costs 10 times the average annual income; ugly
terraces and apartments are built in random locations; mature trees are felled and reserves
encroached upon, while parks and golf courses are eyed by developers; the Ports of Auckland is
filling in the harbour; motorways are doubling in width. And the suburbs are rising in revolt against
the Council.
But what if we thought about Auckland not as a traditional city but as a city-region that extends at
least from Wellsford and Helensville to Pokeno and Orere Point?
In Europe planning authorities have long ago realised the inevitability of urban sprawl and
neighbouring cities and towns coalescing into conurbations. Frankfurt is a famous example of a
super-efficient city that consists of more than 70 local authorities. It prides itself on its inclusion of
agriculture into the metropolitan fabric, its first class, evenly distributed, recreational green open
spaces, and international airport amidst a forest, which serves three major cities.
Other famous models of successful, decentralised and polycentric development are metropolitan
Munich and the urban region of the Ruhr. Both cover large areas, include plentiful open spaces,
and have managed to contain urban sprawl in the form of a coherent polycentric pattern.
The Auckland city-region could do even better. Being located on a land-bridge, Auckland has
mainly grown in the northern and southern directions. After 100 years of growth and
amalgamation, it has grown into a linear conurbation some 70km long. By 2040 it could be 150km
long. This is not bad news; linear cities are famously efficient.

They typically have a single transport corridor, often accompanied by other cardinal infrastructure.
This enables investment into fast, high-capacity, high-frequency transit. In Auckland this corridor is
State Highway 1. But, with strategic investment into a new harbour crossing and improving the
existing rail infrastructure, this corridor could be also the main public transport spine, as railway or
busway, or both. It is in this corridor that most of the intensification should take place. Increasing
density in places like St Heliers and Kohimarama makes little sense.
Growth is already happening along this corridor anyway - witness the boom in Te Rapa, Pokeno,
Silverdale and Warkworth. However, this development is haphazard, exacerbating traditional urban
sprawl and commuting distances. It also relies too much on expensive and vulnerable
infrastructure.
Instead, we suggest a linear, city-region that follows the opportunities and respects the constraints
in the landscape. Its central spine would connect many nodes of density, functioning as centres of
commerce and production, with high-rise living. There could be 20-odd nodes between Whangarei
and Hamilton.
This is what we call the "working city". In contrast - the "lifestyle city" would be situated on the
glorious east coast. We see it as part of the larger "NZ Riviera", stretching from Whangarei to
Whakatane. Here, the world-renowned qualities of Auckland's superb suburban lifestyle would
mature to the level where Auckland would truly become the "world's lifestyle capital".
New infrastructure technologies, such as localised sewerage and water systems, super-efficient
solar panels, internet and electric cars, mean that any new urban settlement is not necessarily
reliant on expensive centralised infrastructure systems. We no longer have to get our power from
the South Island or by burning fossil fuel, and we don't have to drive two hours to work.
Distributed, small scale, clean, green and smart infrastructure also means more autonomy in
securing the basics of life. This means less exposure to disruptions and crises - a vitally important
consideration in the face of advancing climate change.
Housing affordability then comes as a bonus. By acknowledging that Auckland is a city-region, the
housing crisis - which is actually an urban land crisis - can be tackled in a rational way, distributing
the population across the whole region.
Similar reasoning applies to the Ports of Auckland dilemma. By looking at the upper North Island
as one region we can figure out the inevitable division of roles between our three big northern
ports.
Historically, this area was always the most desirable part of Aotearoa. It has been home to four
great iwi - Ngapuhi, Ngati Whatua, Tainui, and Te Arawa - for many centuries. Let us then embrace
our new-old regional home - Te Hiku o Te Ika, The Tail of the Fish, Auckland, the Regional City.
Dushko Bogunovich and Matthew Bradbury teach urban design at the Department of Architecture
and Landscape Architecture, Unitec.
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Submission on Alternative Reorganisation for Auckland Council Area
To: Chief Executive Officer,
Local Government Commission,
PO Box 5362,
Wellington 6145,
NEW ZEALAND
Telephone: +64-4-460 2228
Facsimile: +64-4-494 0501
Email: info@lgc.govt.nz

(1) We support the status quo.
(2) We submit that there should be more ‘checks and balances’ (ie.
quantitative accountability measures) introduced for Auckland Council
Committees and Local Boards, particularly in terms of the allocation of
financial resources.
Our concern about financial accountability and transparency stems from numerous
decisions taken by the current Waiheke Local Board - the net effect of which has
been to direct public money to unqualified, inexperienced community groups to
conduct ill-defined works/projects for Council. These works have not been open to
tender by other parties and there is little or no accountability regarding the
methodology or resulting reports. The community groups do not have any history of
expertise in the fields to which they have been funded to conduct work. Such works
and projects would normally be undertaken by qualified in-house Council staff or
suitably qualified Council approved Consultants. They would also be subject to the
‘checks and balances’ built into the relevant Council contracts and expectations of
the appropriate professional bodies.
While the following examples come from the Waiheke Local Board (WLB), the
principle is equally applicable to other Local Board areas and Council Committee
decisions.
The Waiheke Resources Trust has received approximately $400,000 from the WLB.
This amount is the equivalent of one year’s discretionary Operational funds for the
Board. Most of the money has been used to pay Trust members to write reports and
plans and to conduct public consultation. There is no evidence that Trust members
have the expertise to undertake these Council tasks to any, let alone a credible level
or that this is a service that they offer in the open market place. To date, the results
have been minimalistic and there is no evidence of ‘value for money’ for the
ratepayer. Accountability and transparency measures that one would expect to be
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applied to the work if done by local government staff or a Council consultant have
not been applied.
The so-called Waiheke Resources Trust is the umbrella organisation for Waiheke
Resources Limited, a private business. As yet there have been no outcomes for the
Waiheke community in terms of the work they have been funded to do that meet
the purpose of local government.
‘ to meet the current and future needs of communities for good-quality local
infrastructure, local public services, and performance of regulatory functions in a way
that is most cost-effective for households and businesses’.

The WLB has also funded reports by community groups that duplicate Auckland
Council work – past, current and projected.
Community group:
Grant from WLB:
x ‘Direction Matiatia’
$150,000
Duplicates work of Auckland Transport and the legacy Auckland City Council
x

‘Hauraki Gulf Conservation Trust’
$54,000
Duplicates work of ‘Seabreeze’, a Marine Spatial Plan for the Hauraki Gulf

x

‘Waiheke Resources Trust’ - Project Little Oneroa $40,000
Duplicates work of Auckland Council Environmental Monitoring team and
Waiheke Wastewater Officer

x

‘Essentially Waiheke’ update
$30,000
The principles of this document have already been incorporated into the
Hauraki Gulf Islands District Plan Review

x

Waiheke High School Board of Trustees
Funds allocated to undertake a swimming pool feasibility report. This work
duplicated work either already completed by, or able to be undertaken by,
Council officers and consultants. The resulting report by the community
group was inadequate and of poor standard. Conducted by a party that
stands to gain from a Council funded pool on its grounds, it lacks credibility
and because of this should be considered irrelevant.

In addition, the Waiheke Local Board has transferred the management of local
ratepayer owned halls/facilities from Auckland Council to a number of community
groups and one private business.
Until recently, Council’s halls for hire on Waiheke were rented out to individuals and
community groups on a daily or hourly basis through a centralised booking system
and managed by Auckland Council’s Community Development Department. Hireage
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fees counted as income in Auckland Council’s balance sheet and helped defray the
cost of maintaining these halls. There was both accountability and transparency in
this arrangement (which applies across the region) with regular reports on income
and expenditure appearing in the Local Board minutes and equal opportunity for
access for all individuals and groups.
However, the current Waiheke Local Board has been permitted by Auckland Council
to adopt a model whereby these publically owned, community facilities are now
either leased to local community groups/Trusts or private businesses and given to
‘gatekeeper’ groups to ‘manage’.
Once under ‘management’, the Local Board also grants substantial, annual
‘management fees’ to the favoured group, thereby paying them to undertake the
bookings work that was previously done by Council’s bookings system. The group
also gets to keep any hireage fees from other people. Thus, ratepayers continue to
pay for all the upkeep and maintenance of the buildings through their rates but are
denied the income. Ratepayers also have their access to their community facilities
restricted because of the incumbent lessee, with the Local Board making annual
‘invisible’ grants to community groups, in the form of management fees. Once public
money is granted to the ‘management Trusts’ there is no further opportunity for
ratepayers to access accounts. Accountability and transparency are denied.
On Waiheke, the current Waiheke Local Board has transferred the management of
the following Council owned community facilities to these community groups/Trusts
or private businesses:
x
x
x
x

Old Waiheke Library Building - Waiheke Adult Learning and Literacy
Old Oneroa Bowling Club Building - Waiheke Resources Trust
Surfdale Hall - Rudolf Steiner School
Ostend War Memorial Hall - Waiheke RSA

The management fees awarded to these groups comes from Local Board’s
discretionary funds.

(3) Further, we submit that the application by a group calling itself ‘Our
Waiheke’ (OW) to de-amalgamate from Auckland Council and form a
Unitary Authority is ‘frivolous’ and does not satisfy any of the
requirements of providing ‘good, local government’.
The ‘Our Waiheke’ proposal:
x Does NOT have sufficient community support.
x Would NOT improve economic performance or be cost effective and instead,
has the potential to impact severely on the ability of Waiheke ratepayers to
uphold any credible, solvent form of local government.
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x
x
x
x

Would NOT provide better quality or good quality infrastructure and services.
Rather, it completely misrepresents and understates the current
infrastructure and services provided by Auckland Council.
Would NOT have the necessary resources to be successful and shows little
understanding of the complexities of Local Government requirements and
responsibilities – practical and legal.
Is ‘frivolous’ and based on unsubstantiated, qualitative and emotive
statements.
LACKS credible, quantitative analysis, especially with regard to financial
obligations.

x

FAILS to present complete and credible figures. Instead giving speculative,
incomplete estimates in respect of regulatory functions and service delivery.

x

DOES NOT provide any definitive or credible benefits to the ratepayer of
undertaking such a de-amalgamation move.

x

WOULD NOT meet the purpose of local government:
‘ to meet the current and future needs of communities for good-quality local
infrastructure, local public services, and performance of regulatory functions
in a way that is most cost-effective for households and businesses’.

Yours faithfully,
(Representative of Applicants)

1.)Despiteearlyassurancestothecontrary,localinputfromeachoriginalcouncilareahas
beendevastated.Thepresentstructureoflocalboardsmakesthemvirtuallypowerlessand
withhugelyerodedgrassͲrootsinvolvement.Individuallocalareaidentityhasbeenlostand
veryfewlocalresidentsfeelabletoparticipateincouncilissuesduetothehugelycomplex
andpoorlypresentedmaterial,oftendifficulttoaccess.Thishasbeenanalienating
experienceforthemajority.

2.)Thehugenumberandsizeofnewplanspresentedtothepublicforfeedbackhavebeen
incomprehensiblebytheirdesign,theirstructureandtheiradministration.Ithasbeena
callousandcynicalexercisetosuggestnonͲprofessionalpeoplebeexpectedtotakepartin
multiͲvolumedocumentsandcomplexonlinepresentationssuchastheUnitaryPlan.The
responsefromthepublicinmyexperienceisnowtoturnawayandabandonanyattempt
totakepart.

3.)Addingtothisproblemofsizeandcomplexityofdocuments,bookletsetcisthe
relentlessuseofinflatedlanguage,fullofjargon,technicaltermsandspin,madeworseby
therepeateduseofthemuchdespised“mostliveablecity”term.Thefailureofthistermto
berealisedhasbecomeawryjokeamongstAucklanders.Council’sclaimsofsuccessful
publicparticipationarerevealedasridiculousbytheproportionallysmallnumberof
submissionstotheUPthatleavethevastmajorityof!,377,000Aucklandersuninvolved.

4.)TheestablishmentoftheCouncilControlledCorporationshascreatedatotally
undemocraticsystemwhichshouldbecompletelyreͲstructuredandmadedirectly
responsibletothewholeCouncil.AtpresenttheCCO’sfrequentlyactindependentlyand
arrogantlywithscantregardforCouncilwishes,andCCOdecisionsarebeingmadebyunͲ
electedindividualsonhighsalaries.AllAucklandershavelearnttobeverysuspiciousof
CCOssincethePortsofAucklandexampleofundemocraticpractice.Thisisoneofthemost
flawedareasofthecurrentCouncilstructure.

5.)The“economiesofscale”thatAucklanderswerepromisedfromthe“supercity”have
beenafarcewheretheoppositehashappened.AucklandersarewellawareofCouncil’s
hugelyburgeoningnumbersofbureaucratsandconsultants,creatingunsustainablecosts
ofratesincreases,massivedebtandexcessivesalariesforsomepositions.Thesehighcosts
havenotbroughtsuperiorefficiencyorgreatersatisfactiontorateͲpayersintheirdealings
withCouncil;insteadtheoppositeistrue,withlongwaitsthenormformostCouncil
processes.

Conclusion:Ͳ

The5issuesabovearejustafewoftheproblemsdeeplyinherentinthecurrentAuckland
Councilmodel;therearemanymorethatcreatethewholeofthisveryunsatisfactory
operatingsystem.Mysubmissionasksforanindependentstudyintoacomplete
restructureofAucklandCityCouncil.
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The Chief Executive
Local Government Commission
P.O. Box 5362
Wellington
info@lgc.govt.nz

SUBMISSION TO: Alternative Proposals with regard to reorganisation of
Auckland Local Government
Background
This submission follows on from, and supports, the content and sentiments of
both a submission which has been made previously to the Local Government
Commission and a 1000 signature petition that was presented to Parliament and
promoted by local MP Sue Bradford under a Private Members Amendment Bill
in February 2010.
The petition which was started by myself and others, was then adopted and
promoted by the Wellsford Action Group. Within a week of commencement
approximately 40% of north, north Rodney voters had signed. The petition and
the subsequent Private Members Amendment Bill requested that Members of
the House amend the legislation before them involving the creation of a new
amalgamated Auckland Council by amending the Northern Boundary location
of Auckland Council to the Hoteo River thus excluding north north Rodney.
The requested proposal was for: the amended Auckland Council Northern
boundary to be in alignment with the existing Northland Parliamentary
boundary at the Dome Valley / Hoteo River.
Please note this boundary change promoted by the Wellsford Action Group
(WAG) is different from that sought later by the Northern Action Group (NAG)
Founding Principle
It is submitted: that the founding principle of the local government act is to
enable local people who have a common community of interest and focus to
engage democratically with local government processes and effect change in
order to promote the welfare and wellbeing of their local community.
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Community of Interest
It is submitted: that the area of the Auckland Council which is located to the
north of the Dome Valley and Hoteo River is well recognised as having a
unique rural community of interest.
The residents of this area have a strong sense of rural identity and purpose.
They also share a sense of belonging to a community that has strong historical
ties to the Kaipara Harbour, which reaches 30 kilometres north of the existing
newly formed Auckland Council boundary.
The area to the north of the Hoteo River is defined not only by its distinct
geographical topography and rural farming character but also by the residents
rurally focussed community of interest which tends to focus on activities
relating to the farming sector and the rural service town of Wellsford. For
greater commercial and social service needs, residents are just as likely to travel
to Whangarei as to Auckland. In deed, all our local sporting competitions are
held against communities north of Auckland up to Hikurangi and Whangarei.
The rural farming character and community of interest of North Rodney is quite
different from the urban interests in other parts of Southern and Eastern Rodney
and therefore should be enabled to engage with like communities of similar
interests.
Tangata Whenua tradional Rohe divided
It is submitted: that the new Auckland Council Boundary now divides in two
the traditional tribal boundaries and natural community of interest of local
Tangata Whenua in two, making difficult kaitiakitanga of Mana Whenua, Mana
Moana, Mana Tangata. It is understood that the Rohe of the local hapu of Te
Uri O Hau southern boundary is located at the Hoteo River, therefore coinciding
with this proposed boundary amendment.
Historical community of interest and associations
It is submitted: that since the Albertland settlement scheme, of approximately
4,500 immigrants who settled in Port Albert and its surrounds in the 1860’s,
there has developed an historical community of interest north of the Dome that
has included parts of the Kaipara District and Rodney District ridings of
Tauhoa, Wharehine, Albertland North and Albertland South and Whakapirau
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(Wellsford) and Otamatea. All of these ridings and their original European
settlers worked closely and cooperatively with local tangata whenua and have a
history of being independent , hardworking and resourceful rural communities
which focus their lives on mainly rural and harbour activities. The Oruawharo ,
Otamatea , Pahi ,Tauhoa , Hoteo Rivers and the waters of the Kaipara Harbour
formed the district’s “front door” and the main transportation highway. In many
areas of our community this historical backdrop forms the basis of the social
fabric as it is today.
And to conclude, even all our Land Titles describe our properties as being part
of North Auckland, not Auckland.

This submission requests: that the Northern boundary of the Auckland
Council should be realigned to coincide with the Northland and Auckland
Parliamentary Boundaries at the Hoteo River. The river would form the
southern boundary of a more compatible community of interest whereby
this area in north, north Rodney would amalgamate to form a larger and
more sustainable Kaipara Council.
I do....wish to speak to this submission.

"Moving West Auckland's rural coastal and bush communities of Waima, Woodlands Park, Parau, Waiatarua, Laingholm,
Huia, Karekare, Piha and Te Henga into this proposed north-west electorate also fails to give due consideration to the
area's community of interest." Link

The comments above specifically exclude the Rural Foothills of Oratia, Swanson and Henderson Valley
and Waitakere to be part of the group and their “communities of interest”. The concern was for the Rural
Coastal and Bush areas being associated with Helensville. But, the Eastern rural foothills are blue voting
areas and have been excluded from their comment and also from budgets and decision making.

While the last Waitakere Long term plan public consultation said that the Capex was going to Glen Eden
and Oratia for town development. We were misled, and these projects were not in the budget.

One example is our largest contractor, is not based in our area but in the New Lynn
Electorate. Ecomatters partnership contracts with the Western Boards of over $1.2 Million per annum.
Ecomatters Trustees and Managers include two Waitakere Local Board Members, the board secretary, the
co-owner of the Labour-Greens Ad agency Christine Mitchell of Running with Scissors and a local Labour
MP’s assistant. Ecomatters runs environmental education campaigns , events and door
knocking campaigns. This is not in the interest of the people of the Foothills. I would like to see spending
benefit our own local area for local outcomes like footpaths and sewerage and a town square and a paint for
the village hall and local cultural (not political) events, and our few remaining rural heritage farms, and our
own environmental issues..

Heritage Area Act

The Rural Foothills are protected under the Waitakere Ranges Hertiage Area Act. The Acts objectives
include:

x (i)to recognise that people live and work in the area in distinct communities, and to enable
those people to provide for their social, economic, environmental, and cultural well-being:
x (j)to provide for future uses of rural land in order to retain a rural character in the area:

There has been no attempt to provide for future uses of rural land and the impact on the rural character and
orchards were not reviewed in the statutory monitoring document.
.
. To meet the objectives of “distinct communities” we must have genuine representation of our distinct
cultural heritage and area. I’d like to see our own funding ring-fenced to our area and genuine local
representation. Oratia and the foothills need representation that reflects it’s rural economic understanding
and believes in the social and culture of the local people.
2

Rich and Poor

The gap between rich and poor in Waitakere is also diverse. The coastal communities of Huia , Laingholm
and Titirangi South driving through Decile 10 Titirangi and directly to the wealthy newly renovated New
Lynn area in the Whau Local Board.

While, Glen Eden is used to house WINZ and the Pokies and Trust bar which funded the Multimillion
dollar Titirangi’s Lopdell precinct renovation, but sees little of the return into their own area. This is the
closest shopping precinct for the Rural Foothills.

In summary, it’s not working!.

This is not a full application but a notification of a difficult situation.

In conclusion, I ask that some alternative representation structures be considered for the Waitakere and
particularly the Rural Waitakere Foothills. Please give us our own precinct, our own funding, and own
representation. It would be better to have smaller parcels of funding for each rural village to meet our
simple needs rather than one giant funding pie that is dominated by the metropolitan suburbs and party
politics. And then perhaps those representatives could meet bi-monthly for a combined board to decided on
wider regional issues like weeds and roads. Oratia currently run most of our own affairs community halls,
picnic tables, local gardens, via our own local volunteers. This would just be giving legal structure to the job
rural communities already do running their local affairs.

Kind Regards

*This is my own opinion and doesn’t represent any other organisation I belong to.
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Chief Executive Officer
Local Government Commission
P O Box 5362
Wellington 6145
info@lgc.govt.nz

Submission to Local Government Commission re alternative applications for Local
Government reorganisation in the Auckland Area

I respectfully submit: that the area north of the Hoteo River and currently in the Northland
Parliamentary Electorate be allowed to return to its rural roots with the Kaipara District and
amongst its fellow rural dwellers.
It is my contention that this area no longer has the usual form of two tier local government.
It is missing a local government level, Auckland City, in my opinion, has failed to adequately
provide local governance, mostly due to lack of knowledge of the area and the distance from
its CBD. Consequently, it has failed to deal with the everyday problems of the ratepayers
expeditiously or at all.
I see no reason why our neighbour Kaipara District Council could not provide this usual
lower tier form of government in the Wellsford area .It would bring the needed strength to
KDC and make for a more economic unit.

I have lived in Wharehine for nearly 20 years prior to that I lived on the Hibiscus Coast for almost 30
years. Wharehine is a remote rural farming community with little (if any) Council amenities. It
borders the Kaipara Harbour and lies about 90 kms north of Auckland CBD and about 20 kms west of
Wellsford. The latter is our farming and household servicing centre, as well as the emergency
services domicile of police, medical and fire. It is necessary to travel an additional 20km (40 km total)
south to contact Auckland Council offices.
We are in the Northland Parliamentary Electorate. A few years ago, this area was taken out of the
Rodney Parliamentary Electorate and put into the Northland Parliamentary Electorate by the
Electoral Commission, presumably because of “compatibility of interest” such as Kaipara Harbour,
farming communities as well as historical and traditional ties. It is noted that this same criteria
“compatibility of Interests” is set down for the deliberations of the Local Government Commission.
Traditionally this area and Wellsford have looked to the North and not to Auckland as its centre. In
the 1860’s when first settled by the Albertlanders, it was an area called Albert land which focussed
1|Page

around the Northern Kaipara Harbour. Presently, our sports codes compete with the north in
facilities provided locally not by Auckland. For instance the Wellsford Rugby Club plays against
Whangarei, Dargaville, Hikurangi, etc. Their centre being Dargaville.Similarly cricket also comes
under Northern Districts area.
When this area was thrust into the city against our will and inclinations, the local Hapu’s Rohe was
also insensitively bisected causing the necessity for the Iwi to liase with both the Northland Region
and the Auckland City. The Rohe’s southern edge coincides with the Hoteo River boundary as does
the Northland electorate’s southern boundary and I would respectfully submit that is the logical and
realistic place for Auckland City to stop and to also have its Northern Boundary. I have previously
submitted to the Commission and am now even more definite that this is the proper and logical
place for these boundaries. Our community’s place is in the Northland Parliamentary Electorate
and with Northland. NOT with Auckland City.
In the recently advertised grand plans for North Auckland’s future transport plan envisaged to be
for the next 30 years, Wellsford was not mentioned and seemingly Auckland Transport thinks North
Auckland stops at Warkworth. This Wellsford area is levied a transport rate . The nearest AT bus
service is at Waiwera, the end of the line for Aucklanders but some 70 km distant for the North.
When the imposition of the transport rate was questioned we were told that the transport rate
covered both roading and bus services. It is to be noted that this area is principally served by SH1 &
SH16 (both a central government responsibility) and mostly gravel roads. It is understood that
Auckland Council policy is, no further sealing, if this is so we are precluded from any return on our
transport rate. According to this latest advertisement we apparently have no hope of having our
present, or even our future needs fulfilled for at least the next 30 years. It could then be concluded
that AT do not aspire to fulfil even our present basic needs but intend to take our money in the form
of a transport rate.
Although we may not have the people power of the urban dwellers in the city I believe we are
entitled to fair and considerate treatment, but it seems our basic needs are ignored and neglected
whilst our assets and cash have evaporated. We now feel bereft, neglected and forgotten on the
edge of Auckland’s urban world.

To sum up: I respectfully submit that the area north of the Hoteo River, now in the Northland
Parliamentary Electorate and formerly in Rodney District, be allowed to return to its historic roots
in the North amongst its compatible community.
I believe that the democratic right to have a say in local issues should not be taken away. Local
knowledge of places, traditions, history, a sense of continuance of what has happened in the past
from which to build for the future is needed at local government level as well as a community of
interest. The tyranny of distance alone makes this rural area separate from the urban centre of
Auckland.

The Northland area of local government was scheduled for a local government reorganisation and
our neighbour Kaipara District is soon to come out of administration, all sorted and ready to take2|Page

over the governance of this area. It seems a very felicitous and logical and sensible time to
reorganise and join together with minimum upset involved either financially or in the practical
reorganisation.
I do not support the northern boundary line at Puhoi as suggested by NAG.
I wish to be heard.

Contact Details:
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reflect and nurture the cultural diversity within the Auckland region; and
(ii)

provide leadership for the Auckland region and its communities, while
facilitating appropriate participation by citizens and other groups and
stakeholders in decision-making processes; and ….

The Commission developed guiding principles when assessing alternative governance
models and to assist it when developing an alternative option that aligns with these
principles –
Common identity and purpose
The new structure should encompass the interests of the entire Auckland city-region and
foster a common regional identity and purpose. Auckland needs an inspirational leader,
inclusive in approach, decisive in taking action, a person able to articulate and deliver on a
shared vision, and who can speak for the region. The new structure should support better
coordination of key services and infrastructure, and foster integrated planning and decision
making. The urban core should be recognised as critical to the economic vitality of the
region, and rural values and areas protected.
Effectiveness
The structure should deliver maximum value within available resources, in terms of cost,
quality of service delivery, local democracy, and community engagement. It should allow
services to be delivered locally, where appropriate. It should also be more efficient than the
current system, and provide improved value for money.
Transparency and accountability
Roles must be clear, including where decision making should be regional and where local.
Appropriate accountability must be achieved for delivering outcomes, use of public funds,
and stewardship of public assets. Institutions should work in an open manner and should
communicate clearly about their activities, how much they spend, and the results.
Responsiveness
The structure should respect and accommodate diversity and be responsive to the needs
and preferences of different groups and local communities. It should be inclusive and
promote meaningful public participation. It must be nimble in responding to change. 2
The Commission’s recommendations for a two-tier governance model based on an Auckland
Council and Local Council concept was accepted in-part by the government. However, the
Commission proposed four urban and two rural local councils based on the following:
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(iii)

Rodney Local Council

(iv)

Waitemata Local Council (formally North Shore)

(v)

Waitakere Local Council

(vi)

Tamaki-makau-rau Local Council (formally Auckland)

(vii)

Manukau Local Council (including Papakura)

(viii)

Hunua Local Council (formally Franklin)

Report of the Royal Commission on Auckland Governance, March 2009, Vol. 1, p313.

The government did not favour the local council concept. But the government did opt for 21
local boards, which with statutory functions. The function of local boards was to ensure
Aucklanders are heard on issues and make local decisions on local issues.
The Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009 (the Act) codifies the functions, duties
and powers of local boards, including –
(a) must exercise the responsibilities conferred on it by section 16(1); and
(b) must monitor and report on the implementation of the local board agreement for its
local board area (in accordance with section 23); and
(c) must communicate with community organisations and special interest groups within
its local board area; and
(d) must undertake any responsibilities or duties that are delegated to it by the governing
body under section 31 or Auckland Transport under section 54; and
(e) may consider and report on any matter of interest or concern to the local board,
whether or not the matter is referred to it by the governing body; and
(f) may exercise any powers that are delegated to it by the governing body under
section 31 or Auckland Transport under section 54.
Section 16(1) of the Act codifies that each local board is responsible and democratically
accountable for –
(a) the decision making of the Auckland Council in relation to the non-regulatory
activities of the Auckland Council that are allocated to the local board in accordance
with section 17; and
(b) identifying and communicating the interests and preferences of the people in its local
board area in relation to the content of the strategies, policies, plans, and bylaws of
the Auckland Council; and
(c) identifying and developing bylaws specifically for its local board area, and proposing
them to the governing body under section 24; and
(d) the agreement reached with the governing body (as set out in the local board
agreement) in respect of local activities for its local board area.
While the government did not adopt the Local Council proposal of the Royal Commission it
did delegate to Auckland Council the legislative means to achieve similar outcomes as those
sought by the Royal Commission through a co-governance model.
Local Boards could perform valuable functions proposed by the Royal Commission, and
which are within the scope of Auckland Council’s statutory power to delegate. These
functions include –
“… local roads (as distinct from arterial roads) make a significant contribution to local
amenities, including as they do, street furniture, footpaths, street lights, street trees, lawns,
and sometimes garden beds. The quality of these elements and changes to them are
matters of importance to local residents …” 3
3

Report of the Royal Commission on Auckland Governance, March 2009, Vol. 1, p367.

“… look beyond the services and functions [local councils] are delivering, and to engage with
others working in the community – including central government agencies such as the police
and health (for example, district health boards), the education sector, business groups,
volunteers, and not-for-profit groups. [Local councils] might, where appropriate, exercise a
positive facilitating role in helping these entities work together for the good of the community,
for example, by highlighting particular needs, and providing leadership where appropriate. In
some instances it may be as simple as providing people in the community with places where
they can meet.” 4
“… The local council will, once every three years, prepare a community action plan. The plan
will be prepared by the local council in coordination with the elected Auckland Council’s
LTCCP or annual plan. The community action plan will cover a period of at least six financial
years. The plan will, to the extent determined by the local council, describe



outcomes for the social, economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of the
community
how these outcomes have been identified



how the elected Auckland Council and the local council will contribute to furthering
these outcomes



the specific activities and the programmes and projects comprising them that will, as
their main purpose, contribute to these outcomes



budget allocations requested by the local council and any related proposals



alignment with regional strategies.” 5

AUCKLAND COUNCIL
Auckland Council has achieved much in its first six years, including –


the adoption of a spatial plan (the Auckland Plan), which provides a 30-year blueprint
for Auckland;



the notification of the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan (PAUP) in September 2013,
which will be made operative in 2016; and



the establishment of 21 local boards, which provide a valuable interface with the
community.

Whilst these achievements have been significant, the co-governance model is far from a
success, Local Boards are not empowered to fulfil their roles.
CO-GOVERNANCE
I have some sympathy NRUC’s comment in their submission, `We believe the basic
problem why local governance is not working for North Rodney lies in the ill–
conceived notion that a rural area could be effectively governed by a remote and
4
5

Report of the Royal Commission on Auckland Governance, March 2009, Vol. 1, p370.
Report of the Royal Commission on Auckland Governance, March 2009, Vol. 1, p373.

urban-focused administration’ I would amend the words `urban-focussed’ to city centric
in my experience of how Auckland Council governance is taking place.
I am not completely opposed to the current structure of 21 Local Boards with 20 Councillors
and one Mayor. I believe the legislation enables the co-governance model to work effectively
for the region. The barrier to empowering the 21 Local Boards lays in the tightly held reins of
the administration in not enabling subsidiarity.
POLICY DEVELOPMENT
It is my view the co-governance model of Auckland Council should see the Governing Body
and Local Boards developing policy together. Briefings by officers should be held in cogovernance, similar to the model Deputy Mayor Hulse implemented for developing the draft
Unitary Plan. The current process is for the Governing Body to receive a briefing, then
officers will visit the 21 Local Boards to gather their input, a report will then go to the
Governing Body with recommendations, often without Local Board input influencing the
officer’s original report. An example of this is the Empowered Communities Approach – 21
Local Boards opposed this policy, 21 Local Boards supported a delay in the implementation
so the policy could be developed to meet the needs of the Local Boards who would be front
facing the community in the outcomes. Had this policy been developed using a true cogovernance model it would have been delayed a year to ensure robust design. The outcome
of the decision to proceed in this financial year has effectively disempowered Local Boards
in community development and left our community groups isolated.
In addition to flawed policy being developed and implemented, the cost to the organisation of
at least 22 briefings across the region must be exorbitant. Every Local Board will have to
hold a workshop with their own Local Board Services staff present, officers from Auckland
Council will be present, refreshments will be provided, travel costs would need to be covered
21 times. There is also the delay in development while these 21 consultations takes place.
The above example may be applied to the development of many policies and by-laws this
Council has adopted in the past nearly 6 years.
Policies that require a tangible outcome, such as a smokefree signage policy, required Local
Boards to fund the signage on Council owned facilities. This policy was adopted after we had
budgeted for our financial year, is another example of the disconnect between the Govering
Body and Local Boards.
Local Boards have been placed in a position whereby they are expected to fill the funding
gaps left by changes in Council funding policies to local groups previously funded by local
councils. We simply do not have the budget for it. There is no discussion between the two
governance bodies – the Governing Body is simply provided with a summary of Local Board
feedback resulting from the 21 individually held local board workshops.

LOCAL PROCUREMENT
As the organisation continues to develop a regional approach to savings Local Boards are
experiencing a loss of local jobs and contracts to our local residents and businesses. Local
Boards should have delegated authority to procure locally. I support NRUC’s position in 3.3
and 4:2:2 of their submission to have a `buy local’ policy. Using the `savings’ as the
measure of success of a city is not helpful to those trying to empower and sustain their local
communities. We simply cannot afford for the major players in the procurement space to get
richer while our local economy suffers.

REGIONAL DECISION MAKING vs LOCAL DECISION MAKING
The Thames-Coromandel District Council Community Governance document recognises
some basic principles of community governance that shifts governance responsibility closer
to the community through its Community Boards. i6 Some of those principles are:
x Community capability is an important value adding resource for Council
x Unless good reasons exist to do otherwise, decision making authority should occur at
the lowest possible level.
x In some cases, opportunities exist to decentralise the operation and management of
council functions.
x There is no `one size fits all’ approach to community governance
The below excerpt from the Thames-Coromandel document 7 is critical to subsidiarity:
`A simple response to the question of how to empower communities is to increase
community board delegations. While this is an option, a recommended first step is to ensure
that:
a) The existing delegations are understood by both staff and elected members; and
b) Community boards and their delegations are recognised and supported by the
administrative structure within TCDC.
For example, community boards could be given significantly increased responsibilities and
associated delegations by Council. However, if boards are not supported to exercise and
achieve their delegated governance role, such changes are pointless.
Council itself has made initial changes to deliver on its objective of empowered community
boards including:
a) Community board chairs being invited to and given meaningful opportunities to
participate in all Council meetings.
b) Greater emphasis on ensuring that input from the relevant board has been obtained prior
to making decisions, particularly on local issues but also on wider strategic issues.
These simple changes have already led to an improved relationship between boards and
Council, essentially contributing to the development of a 'one team' approach to governance
while placing greater emphasis on ensuring decisions are made with an understanding of
local community needs.
Local Boards are still viewed as 2nd place in a hierarchical structure by the majority of
Councillors and Council officers. This limits our ability to deliver on our local board
outcomes. There is enormous strength in 21 Boards working in their communities to deliver
on the Auckland Plan. Each Board area has uniqueness where place making will hold a
point of difference from area to area. Once size fits all thinking and policy making does not
empower transformational leadership or change. Local Boards need to be mandated with
their full delegations under the legislation with the associated budgets so we may get on with
our place in making Auckland the Most Liveable City in the World.

6

Thames Coromandel District Council Community Governance p21.
http://www.tcdc.govt.nz/Download/?file=/PageFiles/7643/Draft%20Thames%20Coromandel%20District%20C
ouncil%20Community%20Governance%20Report%20for%20Council.pdf
7
Thames Coromandel District Council Community Governance p33.

Local Board Services
It is my view that if Local Boards were working to their capacity in terms of delegated
decision making the Local Board Service Team would work in a completely different way.
Currently they are fronting internal challenges as the organisation struggles to deliver on the
Local Board plan outcomes. The model has pitched colleague against colleague in some
instances where the role and mana of the Local Boards is not being upheld. This is an
organisational culture that needs to change across Council. The pressure placed on staff
from the ever evolving department restructures and internal delegations continues to stall
work plans, push projects out, incur costs overruns and create stress. There is little time for
collaboration between the Local Board Service teams across the region on matters of
submissions to policy to garner a sub-regional flavour. Efficiencies can be gained through
this collaboration of effort, there simply is no time as the workload is onerous and neverending.

SUMMARY
While I can see benefit of reducing elected membership down to the ward model of
governance, I think we are too far down the track with the 21 Board model to revert to a
change in structure, something for the future perhaps.
What’s urgently required are the full delegations under legislation handed over to the Local
Boards so they may get on with their responsibilities in local governance. This will enable the
Governing Body to focus on the regional decisions. Co-governance needs to be enacted so
that Local Boards are at the discussion table with the Governing Body when discussing any
matter that will impact a Local Board area. Only then will we realise the full potential of the
Super City.

Best regards

23 June 2016

Submission to the Local Government Commission
1. This is a submission in response to the Local Government &RPPLVVLRQ¶VUHTXHVWIRU
alternative applications for local government reorganisation in the Auckland Council
area
2. The address for service is Orakei Local Board, Auckland Council, Private Bag 92300,
Victoria Street West, Auckland 1142.
3. Please direct any enquiries to Mark Thomas, Orakei Local Board Member.
or email mark.thomas@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
4. I wish to appear before the Local Government Commission to discuss this
submission.

Executive Summary
I believe local government in Auckland needs to be reorganised. The new Auckland Council
model has not delivered adequate regional progress and has been particularly weak in
delivering key local priorities. These results have impacted the trust and satisfaction held by
both citizens and elected members about Auckland Council (refer: appendices I and 2).
Only 17% of AuFNODQGHUVWUXVWFRXQFLO¶VGHFLVLRQPDNLQJILYHDQGKDOI\HDUVDIWHU
amalgamation. Just 51% of elected members are satisfied with Auckland Council, a 13%
drop from the last survey in 2014.
The changes I seek impact the way Auckland Council works, rather than its geographic
structure.
In October 2014, the Orakei Local Board met with Auckland Council CEO Stephen Town to
discuss the problems we were experiencing with the local board model.
These issues have not been substantially addressed. I detail these below and submit that a
new model of local government be established to improve regional and local governance.

Introduction
In making this alternative proposal I focus specifically on the changes I believe are needed
to the constitution [refer: LGA 2002, S24 (1) (b)] of Auckland Council.
A map of the 21 local board areas is attached (refer: appendix 3) to show the areas that
would be affected by the proposed changes.
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I outline the specific areas where I believe changes are needed. These are:
1
2
3
4

Auckland Council local board delegations
Council Controlled Organisation delegations
Auckland Council planning
Auckland Council budgeting and asset management

This submission is mindful that an alternative application must promote good local
government (Schedule 3, clause 12) including:
x
x
x
x
x

improved economic performance, including efficiencies and cost savings;
productivity improvements, both within the local authorities and for the businesses
and households that interact with those local authorities;
simplified planning processes within and across the affected area
promote the benefits to all communities of a consistent or co-ordinated approach;
promote the benefits to particular communities of reflecting the particular needs and
preferences of each community.

There have been regular attempts at Auckland Council over the previous five and a half
years to deal with these issues. Council has a governance review underway to provide
information to the incoming council later in the year. However, if the organisation was going
to provide solutions to these issues it would have done so by now.
I believe it is possible that the right new mayor for Auckland could make a substantial
change to many of these issues ,UDLVH%XWWKDWQHZPD\RU¶VHIIRUWVZRXOGEHVXSSRUWHGLI
the changes I propose are incorporated into the constitution of Auckland Council.

Key issues
1

General delegations: Local board delegations do not reflect the key local place
making role of local boards. Local board influence has been progressively
³UHJLRQDOLVHG´ZLWKNey local decisions being taken centrally. Local board input is
token at times on key issues or sometimes not included. For example, local boards
were not meaningfully involved in the ILUVWWHUP¶V -2013) contracting processes
for parks maintenance and community facilities operations despite these assets
being under local board governance and budget control. In the current term, a
unilateral decision was taken by council senior management to reduce library hours
as part of achieving cost savings targets
(refer:http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/en/newseventsculture/ourauckland/mediar
eleases/pages/aucklandlibrariesholdontoopeninghours.aspx).
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Yet in the Long Term Plan, boards have been allocated decision making for ³WKHXVH
RIORFDOOLEUDULHV´ UHI
http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/EN/planspoliciesprojects/plansstrategies/longter
mplan2015/Documents/ltp-vol2.htm#decision). Neither the original draft LTP proposal
nor the final compromise was approved by local boards. As a result of the decision
by the Governing Body, a number of local boards have been forced to pay additional
funding to retain the existing hours.
This is inefficient and creates community resentment. I believe amending local board
delegations would help create a more efficient, productive structure that enhances
community benefit.
Alternative proposal: $XFNODQG&RXQFLO¶Vallocation of decision-making for nonregulatory activities is revised in legislation to give local ERDUGV¶ actual decision
making over the areas they control including: parks & recreation, community facilities,
libraries, business area and local planning, town centres, street and local
environment.

2

Council Controlled Organisations (CCOs) delegations: The CCO model fails to
adequately reflect key local board priorities. 7KH0D\RU¶VOHWWHUVRIH[SHFWDWLRQWR
&&2¶VDQGWKHGoverning Body Statement of Intent priorities have been unable to
address this.
The misalignment issues are most acute with Auckland Transport which frequently
does not engage effectively with communities or local boards on key issues, or if it
does often ignores this feedback. Only 40% of Auckland Council elected members
are satisfied with Auckland 7UDQVSRUW¶VFRQVXOWDWLRQ UHIHU(lected Member Survey
appendix 2).
The biggest challenge has been making progress with town centre improvement
activity where AT has limited capability, is difficult to work with and slow to act. An
Auckland Transport executive member conceded that they are not set up to prioritise
³WKHP\ULDG´RIORFDl board projects.
7KHPRVWUHFHQWH[DPSOHKDVEHHQ$XFNODQG7UDQVSRUW¶VGHFLVLRQWRFKDQJHWKH
rules and charges for displaying town centre cross street banners and pole flags
despite local boards being delegated responsibility for town centre branding.
There has also been conflict between local boards and Auckland Events, Tourism
and Economic Development (ATEED). Local boards have to deal with ATEED and
council separately regarding events and this should be streamlined. ATEED does not
focus on local board priorities as part of its tourism planning. The Auckland Visitor
Plan (http://www.aucklandnz.com/downloads/Auckland Visitor Plan 2021 September 2015 1.pdf) makes no reference to local board priorities. As a result,
around a dozen separate local board tourism plans have had to be developed (e.g.
http://nztri.aut.ac.nz/main/orakei/getlocal.html).
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It is a similar story with economic development. The Auckland Economic
Development Strategy
(http://www.aucklandnz.com/images/uploads/page images/economic-developmentstrategy.pdf) makes no reference to local board economic priorities (other than the
Business Investment District programme) and a series of individual local board
economic development plans have been prepared as a result
(http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/EN/AboutCouncil/businessandeconomy/Pages/l
ocaleconomicdevelopment.aspx).
With both of these CCOs, as well as Auckland Council Investments Limited, Panuku
Development Auckland, Regional Facilities Auckland and Watercare, we need a new
way of operating to better deliver both regional and local priorities.
There are considerable efficiency and cost saving benefits to be gained by locating
responsibility more closely to where it lies.
Alternative proposal: CCO establishment legislation should be revised to incorporate
WKHORFDOFRXQFLOVHUYLFHGHOLYHU\IXQFWLRQVFRQWDLQHGLQWKH5R\DO&RPPLVVLRQ¶s
recommendation. This will allow local boards to have greater responsibility for the
ORFDOSODFHPDNLQJDFWLYLWLHVRI&&2VDQGIRU&&2V¶VWRPDNHPRUHSURJUHVVRQ
their regional priorities.(ref: Royal Commission local council options appendix 4)

3

Auckland Council Planning: The board hears regularly about the importance of the
30-year Auckland (Spatial) Plan, and 3-year Local Board Plans are supposed to be
key inputs to the Auckland Plan. But they are generally poorly reflected in the Plan
and so we hear much less about their priority from officers. Local Board Plans were
updated in 2014 (after the first three years) and they should have been a key input
LQWRFRXQFLO¶V\HDU/RQJ7HUP3ODQDQG\HWWKH\ZHUHRYHUZKHOPLQJO\QRW
reflected. Considerable time and resources is invested in establishing these
documents and yet even the top 5 priorities in these plans are not guaranteed
inclusion in the 10 year plan.
For example, the Orakei LocDO%RDUG¶VWRSWKUHHSULRULWLHV(refer: Orakei Local Board
Plan appendix 5) DUHSURJUHVVLQJDQHZ³6HOZ\Q´WUDLQVWDWLRQSURJUHVVLQJWKH
Tamaki Drive masterplan and refurbishing the Meadowbank Community Centre. The
first two are absent from the LTP. The community centre upgrade was in the previous
LTP for the 2016-17 year but was moved back to 2020-21 despite its condition
deteriorating. Local board plans appear WRH[LVWDVMXVW³QLFHLGHDV¶WKDWPD\RUPD\
not come to pass rather than being the key strategic platform for all wider Auckland
Council views on issues in their area.
There were similar problHPVZLWKWKHGHYHORSPHQWRI$XFNODQG&RXQFLO¶V8QLWDU\
Plan, where many communities felt disconnected from the planning process run by
council staff.
My alternative proposal produces a more simplified planning process for council.
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Alternative proposal: The legislation is amended to proscribe that local board plan
priorities are formally adopted and budgeted ZLWKLQWKHFRXQFLO¶V\HDU/RQJ7HUP
Plan, noting time-phasing may be needed. Council¶s legislative spatial planning be
revised, as required, so that Area planning process can permit local boards to lead
plan changes to the Unitary Plan to better reflect local needs.

4

Auckland Council budgeting and asset management: Local Board budgets
comprise around $300M or 8.5% RI$XFNODQG&RXQFLO¶V%Qtotal annual budget,
but effectively boards only have complete discretionary control of around $30M (less
than 1% of council budget). Local boards have very limited visibility of regional
budgets and are not meaningfully involved in prioritisation discussions. Local boards
have also not been involved in the significant contracting decisions made that impact
the assets they are responsible for. Examples include not being involved in the parks
maintenance and operations contract tender; and not being involved in the
contracting process for our local facilities contracts (swimming pool, recreation
centres). Although there are obviously significant regional services delivered into
local board areas (transport, water etc), this budgeting imbalance reinforces the lack
of priority for local issues.
Council¶s asset management approach does not prioritise local priorities. The former
Auckland City Council purchased the Liston Park sports ground and buildings from
Marist Rugby Club in 2009. 7 years later, the building is damaged and dilapidated as
no effective capital management planning has been in place. Greater local board
capital management decision making would have resolved this problem.
There are inefficiencies caused by the lack of local board involvement and
prioritisation in budgeting and asset management.
Alternative proposal: Section 93 of the Local Government Act 2002 (Long Term Plan)
is amended to require local board plan priorities to be incorporated by agreement
with the relevant local board. Related council financial budget, financial policy and
asset management policies are similarly revised.

More Detailed Consideration Of The Orakei Local Board Plan Issues
7KUHH\HDUORFDOERDUGSODQQLQJLVLQWKHRU\DNH\VXFFHVVRI$XFNODQG¶VDPDOJDPDWLRQ
This allows local boards to lead a significant engagement process to develop thoughtful and
clear priorities for their communities. These plans are supposed to be key inputs to the 30year Auckland Plan and then to the 10-year Long Term Plan budget. The following is an
outline of the key priorities in the current Orakei Local Board Plan to indicate how the
document is travelling. The full document is included as appendix 4.
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1. Outcome: a world-class TƗmaki Drive precinct
The Tamaki Drive Masterplan KDVEHHQWKHERDUG¶VWRSSULRULW\. It was developed with
Auckland Transport and co-signed with the Mayor in 2012 and yet Auckland Transport (AT),
a key enabler of important parts of the plan, has not prioritised it in the Regional Long Term
Plan. Auckland Council has similarly not prioritized key projects in the LTP despite local
board advocacy to both organisations.
Funding in the LTP for the Tamaki Harbour Edge Connector (boardwalk), one of the key
projects, is missing. The Governing Body and AT seem to engage on prioritisation but Local
%RDUGVDUHQ¶WSDUWRIWKHFRQYHUVDWLRQ

2. Outcome: Balanced use of road space and public transport that is frequent and easy
to access
2QO\SHUFHQWRI2UƗNHLUHVLGHQWVFXUUHQWO\WUDYHOE\EXVRUWUDLQGrowing public transport
is a key Auckland Plan priority and the board identified that a new train station between the
Meadowbank and Glen Innes train stations (the Selwyn train station) would address this
issue. This would be supported by feeder bus services that have the potential to connect all
RIRXUVXEXUEVWR$XFNODQG7UDQVSRUW¶VSODQQHGIUHTXHQWQHWZRUNRIEXVHVDQGWUDLQVThe
board has been advocating for this since 2012 and funded initial investigation work
ourselves. AT has undertaken some exploratory work which says it is possible, The board
understands a new train station is clearly a significant investment and detailed planning
would be required but despite being a local board priority that accords with a key Auckland
Plan goal and has been established by AT to have merit, is still neither an RLTP nor LTP
priority for further work.

3. Outcome: Quality parks, reserves and places to be active
Auckland Council purchased Colin Maiden Park in St Johns in our ward for $60m in 2013.
The board is developing a masterplan for the park hat will take into account the views of the
wider community and the various sports clubs that have expressed interest in using the park.
This will ensure thDWWKHIXWXUHXVHDQGGHYHORSPHQWRIWKHSDUNPHHWVRXUFRPPXQLW\¶V
recreational needs. This is an important role of local boards. However, there is no CAPEX
funding to implement in the LTP to deliver the key outcomes of the Masterplan. This risks
making the process less credible. Key local board priorities should automatically be included
in the LTP, although there will always need to be negotiation around the level of funding and
timing.

4. Outcome: Well-built and improved community centres, enhanced libraries and welldesigned neighbourhoods shaped by the community
7KHUHGHYHORSPHQWRIWKH0HDGRZEDQN&RPPXQLW\&HQWUHKDVEHHQWKH%RDUG¶VWRSSULRULW\
since 2012. It was funded in the previous LTP in 2016/17 and yet this has been deferred
without our approval and in opposition to our advocacy to 2021.
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5. Outcome: Pollution-free waterways, tree-lined suburbs, protected built and natural
heritage
Heritage/character evaluations of some pre-1944 buildings have been a tool feeding into the
Unitary Plan process. However suburb assessments requested by a range of local boards
were not been progressed in time to influence the draft Unitary Plan. My board wanted to
ensure that growth in our area is shaped by our community, but this has not been a priority
for the Unitary Plan.

6. Outcome: Fair rates and better council services for all of our ratepayers
7KH2UƗNHL/RFDO%RDUGFRQWULEXWHVaround $115m in rates to council, but receives $15m as
an operating budget. This is overwhelming tied to our local assets: parks (the majority),
libraries and community centres ± and there is very little flexibility or local control. Further,
the LTP reduced budget for parks maintenance ± despite our and other local ERDUGV¶
opposition. As local assets drive a great deal of local place making, local boards need to
have greater influence over these or their credibility will be more limited.

7. Outcome: Distinctive, people-centred town centres and a thriving local economy
7KH%RDUGZRUNVFORVHO\ZLWKRXUEXVLQHVVDQGUHVLGHQWV¶DVVRFLDWLRQVDQGKDVLGHQWLILHGD
number of urban design, access and visual opportunities to improve the look and feel and
pedestrian experience of our town centres (Ellerslie, Mission Bay, Remuera and St Heliers).
However, most of these opportunities exist within the Auckland Transport controlled road
corridor and it has been difficult to engage with AT to get these projects implemented. Local
boards should have the ability to be more influential on local transport issues.

Conclusion
I believe significant changes to the delegations, planning, budgeting and asset management
of Auckland Council are needed to improve its effectiveness.
The amalgamation has created significant potential for addressing legacy planning, transport
and other issues. However this potential is being eroded as the falling citizen and elected
member satisfaction surveys show.
Auckland Council will have a new mayor later this year, and their efforts to address the
issues raised in this submission will be enhanced if the Commission agrees to the
recommendations that have been made.
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About the submitter
Mark Thomas is an elected member of Auckland Council. He is one of the Deputy Chairs or
the Orakei Local Board, first elected in 2010. Mark is a candidate for Mayor of Auckland.
The Orakei Local Board is the statutory body that represents 81,000 people in the
communities of Orakei, Mission Bay, Kohimarama, St Heliers, Glendowie, St Johns,
Stonefields, Meadowbank, Remuera and parts of Ellerslie. It is one of 21 local boards that sit
within Auckland Council. The Board comprises 7 elected members.

Appendices:
1) Citizens Monitor Survey:
http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/EN/AboutCouncil/HowCouncilWorks/Performanc
eAndTransparency/Documents/citizeninsightsmonitorbaselinesummaryjune2016.pdf
2) Elected Member Survey:
http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/EN/AboutCouncil/representativesbodies/electedr
epresentatives/Documents/2016acelectedmemberssurveyfullreportfinal25052016.pdf
3) Map of the 21 Auckland Council local board areas: attached.
4) Royal Commission local council options: attached
5) Orakei Local Board Plan:
http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/EN/AboutCouncil/representativesbodies/LocalBo
ards/Orakeilocalboard/Documents/orakeilocalboardplan201417.pdf
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TO:

Chair & Members, Local Government Commission

FROM:

SUBJECT: Submission on changes for local government
arrangements in Auckland. (Auckland Council).
Introduction:
(a) Background:
In making these comments, I should explain that I have had fairly wide and lengthy
experience in local and central government. Briefly: MP (including serving on Local
Government select committee); Councillor and Committee chairman on North Shore
City Council; Birkenhead/Northcote Community Board member, Birkenhead
Licensing Trust elected member; Kaipatiki Local Board member;
Devonport/Takapuna local board member.
I write in support of a submission on the same subject, to the LGC by Tony Holman,
plus adding some comments of my own.
Discussion
Council Controlled Organisations
The CCOs should be re-absorbed into the council structure, either as special departments or
business units under democratic governance and control. Each would be responsible for
reporting to and being accountable to a relevant committee of council, or directly to council.
Most of the issues of direct concern to communities and people are issues under the arms’length control of the CCOs. Although, theoretically responsible to the ‘governing body’ CCOs
control the main assets of the people of Auckland and there is little access available to
ordinary people to influence the decisions of the CCOs. For example, simple issues such as
painting yellow parking lines on the road used to be the prerogative of community boards.
Now, local boards can only request it be done but are not decision-makers.
[
Although the Royal Commission based recommendations on the four principle guidelines: of
common identity and purpose, effectiveness (including quality of service, local democracy
and community engagement); transparency, and responsiveness, it is hard to see these
guidelines being met in either the Governing Body or the CCOs to a high level of
expectation. 1
High costs
The previous councils (prior to amalgamation) budgeted to spend $2.8b in the 2008/09 year.
In the 2016/17 year Auckland Council budgets: … to invest $1.2 billion in Auckland over the
next year to support growth, while also providing $3.7 billion to deliver day-to-day council

1

Para 22 of Summary

services. 2 The burden on ratepayers has reached breaking point, especially as the rating
base is focused on capital value and the Auckland residential market has skyrocketed.
It was predicted that “adopting the Commission’s proposals will result in estimated efficiency
savings in the indicative range of 2.5% to 3.5% of the total expenditure of the Auckland
councils planned for 2008/9 (of around $3.2 billion.)”. 3 This Council has failed the residents
in this respect.
I don’t wish to dwell further on the make-up of Council nor the CCOs. But the issues that
affect the community, outside of regional and those controlled by CCOs are those pertaining
to the local boards.
I suggest that the Commission revisit the original proposals for 6 Local Councils rather than
the proliferation of local boards that we have today.
I suggest that the issues relating to a lack of transparency, democracy, community focus and
empowerment are brought about by the sheer number of local boards. The unwieldly
number has invited a lack of respect by Council (governing body) towards the local boards,
rather than a true co-governance model. Council has therefore retained most powers,
arguing that the issue has a regional bearing. This regional argument has been used to retain
control of even local issues in a drive towards homogenisation of service in spite of local
need eg. Libraries and parks.
My main observations as a local board member are as below:1. Most decision-making is really done in ‘briefings’ out of the public eye. This is when
the debate is had, defacto decisions made and officers’ reports presented. The
briefings are not held under LGOIMA and don’t need to be by law. Therefore, they
are not publicly advertised nor agendas made available to the public. But the
decision-making meeting in public is in most cases a rubber stamp. The public are
unaware of the background debate or the various members’ individual views.
Devonport/Takapuna Local Board is one of the only or few to hold these sessions in
public. Only strong lobbying led to summaries of events being placed on the public
minutes of the subsequent meeting. In most cases these are insufficient. Further
defacto decision-making is done by portfolio members at portfolio meetings. Again
these are held in closed sessions and the make-up is determined by the Board
majority effectively shutting some members out.
2. CCOs rarely decide in the direction requested by the local board. Eg. Panuku consults
amongst a large number of stakeholders about selling parkland. This includes asking
adjacent landowners if they wish to buy said reserve. This is prior to asking the local
board for a view. Subsequent decisions are made by the Governing Body and
sometimes against the wishes of the respective Boards. Boards can advise and give
an opinion but in the case of many of the issues the Local Board is treated as an
ordinary stakeholder rather than a partner.
3. Chairs of local boards have become an informal but powerful layer between the
Local Boards and Governing Body. Chairs are not elected at large by the community,
2

http://www.aucklandcouncil.govt nz/EN/planspoliciesprojects/plansstrategies/annual_plan/Pages/home
.aspx#annualplan20162017
3
Para 76.

yet are placed in a strong role. I suggest this occurs because it is easier to consult
with the number of Chairs than full boards.
4. The Governing Body plans and visions are very regionally based. This is as it should
be. But, the impact on local communities and neighbourhoods is hard to evaluate.
Auckland Council has driven hard to blend Auckland’s diverse communities into one
homogenous mass, yet at the same time maintains a charade of diversity via a
number of stakeholder panels and groups. But, local board boundaries were
established in an effort to recognise communities, and not just communities of
interest. The Unitary Plan passes scant regard for the neighbourhood effect except
for a few heritage areas. Even these are evaporating as the weeks pass. The new
recycling/rubbish, libraries, sportsgrounds, parking, facilities, arts, public arts,
Business Improvement districts and numerous other plans and strategies illustrate
the determination that all peoples squeeze into one mould.
5. Local boards have been effective in areas such as Parks and renewals. But there has
been a lessening of the interaction between (previous) councillors and community
boards with the community. And, this has been replaced with a more community
control approach as the Boards become the local arm of Council to impose its will on
communities and neighbourhoods. Even community development is more controlling
how communities develop rather than communities developing as they envisage for
the future. This control is often exerted by withholding or directing funds more than
previously occurred. But more so, the portfolio model focuses such powers in the
hands of a few, rather than a council at large.
I recommend a revisting of the structure of local boards within the council setting to
enhance community development and participation The Royal Commission’s model
(which I was opposed to at the time) now seems a better model than the current
one. I consider that the fewer number of Boards would provide an enhanced, larger
and more robust board in which the Governing Body will develop greater confidence.
Devolution of governing body powers to such boards would allow them to focus
more on provision of services to local communities. The current smaller sizes means
that council level retains most powers that residents expect in local boards.
Larger boards would allow a robust committee structure, unlike the current portfolio
model, allowing for greater transparency and open governance. Each board need
only have 10-20 members (depending on size) not the sum of the current board
membership of the comprising boards. Therefore, cost savings will result through
fewer members but also less officer time as they report to (approx..) 1 board instead
of 2-3 as currently.
But whatever model is chosen, it needs to be one that can be effective and
responsive to local communities and neighbourhoods. The division of decisionmaking needs to be re-evaluated. The Board areas should comprise communities of
interest. Such communities should be engaged with and the process transparent. If
these goals are achieved, Auckland Council services to its communities will be
effective, of higher quality, cost effective and enhanced. A further advantage would
be a more balanced relationship between the powers and therefore the relationship
between the boards and governing body.

I stress that these views are my own and are not submitted on behalf of any group.
However, I also support and have relied in part on the submission by Tony Holman.
24 June 2016

TO:

Chair & Members, Local Government Commission

FROM:

SUBJECT: Submission on changes for local government
arrangements in Auckland (Auckland Council)

1. Introduction:
My main concerns and submission relate to:
● Council Controlled Organisations
● Unsustainable costs, rates and debts
● Mayoralty
● Major lack of transparency, public information, access and
accountability
● Over-reliance on large corporates to provide contract services with loss
of local engagement and quality of outcomes
● Serious shortcomings in customer relationship management follow
through and feedback
● Poor quality adherence to principles of open government information
● Inadequate delegation of powers and funding to Local Boards
● Poor local engagement, monolithic, remote organisation, eroding local
community organisations and local identity.
● Huge staff with excessive powers, dominating the few elected
members.
● Failure of the “promises” and intent of the ‘super city’ and the ‘more
liveable city.’
2. CHANGES PROPOSED TO AUCKLAND LOCAL GOVERNMENT:
2.1

Council Controlled Organisations

Proposal: CCOs should be re-integrated into the council structure, either as special
departments or business units under democratic control. Each would have its own
manager and required specialist and be responsible for reporting its activities, needs
and performance either to a relevant committee of council, or directly to council.
Currently CCOs are operating semi-autonomously building their own systems for
maintenance and relationship management. This creates unfortunate consequences
where for example two adjacent pieces of land may be managed by two different
bodies - eg a street by AT and the reserve by Auckland Council Parks. Maintenance
work in this area may be undertaken by two different contractors leaving undefined
tasks unresolved.
An example of this is in Birkenhead where a road runs beside a drain. Neither
contractor has cleared the drain in over 4 years - leaving dirty water flowing across
the car park.

If a problem occurs which overlaps these two pieces of land, then in principle a call
needs to be made to both the Auckland Council contact centre AND to the AT contact
centre. If the call is made to the wrong one, then time is taken by the first level agent
to redirect it to the correct one.
If a major emergency incident occurs, then information will arguably be submitted to
and managed in different systems. This will lead to poor response coordination.
Reasons:
(a) Currently, although the CCOs are (theoretically) responsible to the ‘governing
body’ they hold between them the bulk of the people’s communal assets,
including water, ports, transport, airport shares and other investments, and property
including commercial and other land. These should not be put at ‘arms length’ divided
up into separate silos, lacking democratic control, public consultation and strong input
from the elected members and the public.
(b) There have already been graphic instances of the ‘governing body’ being ignored,
or challenged by CCOs such as the defiance shown by the Ports of Auckland. To
quote from a report of the Committee for Auckland –
“One risk that the report sees to regional governance is that the CCOs operate as
functional silos, where assets and services operate independently from the rest of the
council structure. Governance issues such as this are highlighted by recent tensions
around the independence of Auckland Transport and the reclamations of the Ports of
Auckland.”
Please note, they use the word ‘independence,’ a major problem, along with the
separate, independent policies and plans of each company, lacking any effective
integration between them and the council.
(c) However, there are much more subtle ways in which such organisations easily
defeat any control by the ‘governors’ through the weak oversight and influence
provided by means of the Statements of Intent. These are initiated by the company
concerned, the facts and policies are provided by them, and any discussions between
them and the council’s preferences are easily circumvented because council will not
have (in house) the required information or expertise to successfully challenge it.
Although the Royal Commission proposed a single independent services performance
‘Auditor’ to deal with the compliance and performance of the CCOs, this would be
totally inadequate and beyond a single person. He/she would need a considerable
staff, some of whom would need to be embedded in each CCO.
It is much more effective and efficient to have these organisations as part of an
integrated council.

The argument that such assets and facilities are better kept at ‘arms length’ and away
from the elected arm is facile in my view and destructive of democratic determination
and disclosure, and undermines citizens’ influence through their elected members.
These are, after all, publicly owned assets. The public have paid for them, they own
them, and they need to see the direct benefits that they are entitled to.
Furthermore, the corporate model of a skewed local government, is not only
inappropriate in a democracy, the separation into companies readies them more likely
for sale to private enterprise, which brings more and more pressure from big and
usually powerful multi-nationals, which inhabit this world. Examples of the issues
which can arise from this have occurred in both California and part of the UK where
corporates have held the communities to ransom over provision of key services or
have minimised the handling of flood controls based on a profit-making model.
Finally, although the Royal Commission advocated for the CCOs they have not met,
and cannot meet the Commission’s four principle guidelines:
● “Common identity and purpose
● Effectiveness (including quality of service, local democracy and community
engagement)
● Transparency and
● Responsiveness.”
(Para 22 of Summary)
It is also clear that despite the Commission noted that “All council activities (such as
public transport, urban design, rate-setting and roads and infrastructure) have
significant social consequences” and were concerned about council’s “obligation to
promote social well-being” * Not only has council performed very badly in this arena,
the CCOs are totally unable to do this and are generally focussed elsewhere.
* (Para 70 Royal Commission Summary)
In relation to council/publicly owned assets (eg open space, ports, other moneyearning assets) both council and their CCOs should be banned by legislation from
selling or otherwise removing them from general public benefit unless a referendum
of all ratepayers is held to determine the wish of the public who own them (e.g. Swiss
canton and Californian models).
2.2 Unsustainable costs, loans and rates – belies the ‘savings’ promoted
originally.
Proposal:
My understanding is that the Royal Commission undertook a careful survey of
amalgamation processes in overseas countries to find out how to achieve the best
benefits with maximal cost savings. The model they chose for this was based on four
cities under overall governance. When the amalgamation was put in place under
Rodney Hide, this research was ignored and the amalgamation process was rushed
and major rapid change took place. In the process, many existing benefits were lost

(institutional knowledge, high quality experienced staff, clear understanding of
processes amongst others).
Reasons:
It appears that the following situation has occurred:
● Auckland Council liabilities now equal $20,000.00 per household.
● Council staff numbers now far exceed pre amalgamation numbers.
Pre-amalgamation, approximately 8,200 staff. Now about 12,000, and still
climbing.
● Salary approximately $1 billion with increasing additional amounts on
perks and expenses. (Does not include costs of consultancies.)
● Mayor promised 2.5 % average increase. This has ballooned to 9.5%
average, with the worst hit areas facing up to more than 16.9% .
● Council collects about three billion dollars a year in rates and charges
● AC spends more than $400,000,000.00 a year in loan interest payments.
● Massive outlay on the Unitary Plan process causing major costs, disruption
and confusion along with serious community alienation. Most community
groups and leaders I am aware of have given up in dismay at participating
in UP processes.
It appears that huge amounts are being wasted by lack of due diligence (e.g. purchase
of the (former ASB) Building, now needing extensive repairs; lavish and ill
considered schemes of Auckland Transport; extremely high levels of payment for a
big layer of management positions, and separate board and management structures in
the CCO silos.
In the lead-up to amalgamation, various groups and individuals predicted “savings”
which would come from the ‘super city.’ This included the following in the
Commission’s summary headed ‘Adding up the savings’ (Paras 74 – 79.)
The corporate finance consultants Taylor Duignan Barry were asked by the
Commission to provide a financial analysis and comparison of the costs of a unified
Auckland vs six councils.
Unsurprisingly, the estimates provided by the engaged experts found that “adopting
the Commission’s proposals will result in estimated efficiency savings in the
indicative range of 2.5% to 3.5% of the total expenditure of the Auckland councils
planned for 2008/9 (of around $3.2 billion.)”(Para 76).
There should now be a further study undertaken to show the real costs of
amalgamation and the predicted costs set out currently in the council’s 10 year
financial plan, and detailing the inefficiencies and the efficiencies currently existing.
It should also estimate the general cost/benefits of this council structure and
administration, including all social aspects.

2.3 Mayoralty.
Proposal:
(a) That the current legislation concerning the Mayor and Mayoral powers be
altered, with the position of head of the governing body being determined
from among the councillors elected, as has been the case formerly for the
Chairman of the Regional Council and that therefore there be no region-wide
public election
(b) That the special powers given to the Mayor in the Auckland Council
legislation, be removed, including the power to appoint the deputy-Mayor and
Chairs of council committees, these positions to be determined by the
councillors from among their number.
Reasons:
Proposal (a) is recommended for the following reasons:
▪ The current law means that the likely candidates able to mount an effective
region-wide campaign is narrowed to a very tiny group of rich or famous
people. This is an unhealthy situation in a democracy putting the outcome of
the election at the mercy of the best constructed publicity campaign that
money can buy.
Worthy and valuable people who would be more representative and have a
better understanding of the wider community and do not have strong
connection with specific sectoral interests, are likely to make decisions which
encompass the needs, desires and financial realities of the general public.
In either case, the very significant amount of money required to carry out a
mayoral campaign is likely to see parties seeking large donations to
participate.
That in turn means that those wishing to help in any substantial way will see
this as an “investment” in the future activities of the council led by such a
Mayor. There will be expectations, possibly even “understandings” reached
about those desired outcomes in giving substantial donations.
This is anti-democratic and verges on corruption in the US style of both their
local and government politics. In my view, totally undesirable.
▪

Very important too, is the cost of replacing a Mayor through a new election
during the term. That situation was a likely scenario during the term of the
current Mayor of Auckland.
However, it could arise from a variety of possibilities : ill-health; death;
criminal charges and conviction, etc.

The main point is that a Mayor must critically retain the confidence of the
councillors to lead the council and the region. If that fails and the councillors
decide the encumbent is failing in an ongoing and serious way, then a new
election for the position may be held by the councillors, at no cost to the
ratepayers, and with no interregnum while a new region-wide election is
held.
To use the considerable ARA/ARC experience of this system, to my
knowledge shows that it did not lead to any instability in council and nor did it
require anyone to be stood down and replaced.
The summary and recommendations of the Royal Commission on this matter
(largely adopted) are characterised by an unrealistic, Utopian dream of having
a succession of “inspirational leaders.”
These are rare phenomenon and will not emerge simply because they are given
special powers.

Proposal (b):
This is simply the logical and desirable extension of Proposal (a) above, and
has been used traditionally and successfully by a number of councils and
community boards over time.
It rests on the same general principle that the confidence of the majority of
councillors must be retained by the various chairs for the council to progress
in as unified way as possible.

2.4 Major lack of transparency, public information, access, quality of service
and accountability
Proposal:
Provision must be made to align all local government policies and processes with
best practice in open government information and customer relationship
management. This should be a requirement for Councils - not an option to which
lip service is given.
Provision must be made to require Council departments, CCOs and contractors
to provide information proactively about issues and changes in policy which may
impact individuals and groups.
Provision should be made to more proactively support community engagement
and empowerment in budget setting, local planning and contractor engagement.

Council should adjust its processes so that small local contractors or community
groups can be awarded contracts - especially for activities requiring local or
specialist knowledge. We are aware of cases where Council has rejected bids by
highly qualified contractors without due regard for the quality of outcomes for
the costs expended. In some cases, services provided by large contractors
involve unnecessary duplication of volunteer efforts or result in one off actions
with no follow up. Such issues result in a waste of rates and community time.
Council systems should be amended so that local community groups can easily
see the sums being expended in their community and can then make practical
bids to deliver better value for money through a combination of voluntary project
management, voluntary service delivery or use of donated materials. These
processes should be built into Council systems - not treated as a minor adjunct.
Council contact management and work management systems should be
redesigned to make it easier for
(a) requests submitted to council to be routed to voluntary groups or small
contractors
(b) requests to be linked to the outcome of the work action undertaken by
contractors of volunteers
(c) access provided so that residents, ratepayers and other stakeholders can view
the status and outcomes of their requests.
Reasons:
While the Council has a digital policy promoting good quality communications
with its residents, ratepayers and stakeholders, current practice falls far short of
providing open government data, high quality customer relationship management
processes that would allow citizens to be able to know what is going on and to
know how their submissions and requests are being managed.
Currently most public requests fall into a black hole and the only way to find out
what is happening is to personally contact a council officer or elected
representative to investigate. This is undemocratic as well as being costly for
Council and the public. All requests submitted to Council should be tagged with
a reference number (as is currently done to its credit by AT) so that the submitter
can easily find the request status and know what division of Council the request
has gone to.
Progressively Councils are moving towards depriving citizens of the right to
have input and comment. This has been promoted locally and nationally as a
tool to improve efficiency. Efficiency can be gained by earlier consultation with
relevant communities rather than by expensive consultants and contractors
engaged at an early stage to make proposals that serve no value.
However, what has occurred in some instances is that Council departments, local
boards or CCOs have implemented expensive solutions with no consultation

with the public. Wastage could be reduced if models for open government
budgetting were adopted from successful overseas exampled.
Examples include:
Ɣ An example in the North Shore resulted in the expenditure of $65,000 on an
unnecessary structure in the wrong location. AT has indicated it will require a
similar cost to remove it. Not only was the structure not required and
unpopular with the community, but it proved to be badly built and a number of
panels have fallen out. With genuine proactive consultation, the poor decision
making and consultation by the CCO could have been avoided and a sum
arguably nearing $100k saved.
Ɣ Another example involved a specialist consultancy being engaged to survey
requirements for recreational amenities. Fees were spent proposing items of
expenditure which the community didn’t want before even the local board or
relevant community groups and stakeholders were consulted.
Ɣ The Council’s property arm has also spent time and money negotiating to sell
off Council reserve land in response to private developers seeking to expand
their commercial opportunities. These processes have been kept secret from
elected members, affected neighbours and relevant community groups.
Ɣ The InfoCouncil system used by Council to manage agendas, minutes and
attachments does not provide adequate tools to allow busy citizens access to
the information they need to interact with Council. For example, agenda items
or reports may be buried in long documents that are only available in graphic
format - making it impossible to search these long documents, usually
available only a day or two before a meeting, for items of interest.
Ɣ Council procedures for engaging large contractors through complex
procurement processes has resulted in a loss of quality of service in many
areas.
Ɣ A request for service to address an issue overlapping private and public land
was made to Council in 2015. No response was received over a long period.
After a year, a follow up call was made with detailed background notes that
outlined various important issues to be covered This was addressed to a
Council officer but passed on to a contractor without the covering information.
The information was again provided to the contractor who advised that the
issue would be dealt with. A phone call was made to advise that part of the
problem would be resolved and that the remainder was being passed back to
the Council to deal with. Councils must implement quality processes and
systems that are less likely to alienate the public and community volunteers.
2.5 Inadequate delegation of powers and funding to Local Boards
Proposal:

That considerably more responsibilities in relation to community engagement,
local needs and desires and community organisations be delegated to Local
Boards and that council be required (by legislation) to provide the necessary
funding, staff, processes, systems and other resources to achieve all of the
requirements for better outcomes in these matters.
(This proposal is the same for the next related topic, 2.6)

Reasons:
The following comments from the report of the Committee for Auckland,
encapsulate lucidly all of the key points of concern under this heading (2.5) and
the next topic (2.6)
“Primary Findings / Observations
“Increasing inequality is a failure at both regional and central government
level. The Auckland Council’s vision for Auckland as ‘the world’s most
liveable city’ is not yet in sight for many residents of Auckland. The report
recognises that the governance system needs attention in some areas. Three
outtakes emerge from the report:
1. Community Participation Needs Work
The principal determination of the report, which directly impacts equitable
growth, is that the links between the region and the neighbourhoods need to
be strengthened.
The second systemic problem identified by the Royal Commission – that
community engagement was poor – remains an unresolved issue. The size
and complexity of the new Auckland Council is inherently alienating, even
though the council does have sector group panels to provide input into
council. Scale may undermine the public’s sense that they can get involved
with or influence decision making.
The local board model is a key part of public engagement. It has yet to
achieve its potential as an effective means of representation. In creating local
boards, the government departed from the Royal Commissions’
recommendation of a second-tier of six locally elected councils. Local
decisions are devolved to local boards. The initiative was certainly
well-purposed as it provided a mechanism for grassroots
locally-representative input into decision making.
However local boards lack power and potency. Furthermore, most residents
don’t feel they can participate in local board decision making. The practice of
community engagement varies from board to board.
The role and effectiveness of the local boards is critical for strengthening
grassroots input from communities. Decision-making is legally meant to be
‘shared’ between the governing body and local boards. It is not. Local boards
have a broad mandate but lack power, profile and respect. The lines between
local decisions and regional decisions are blurred. The part time status of
members and low profile / status of boards impede exercise of their power.
Representative governance has yet to come to fruition. The local board
model needs to be stronger for regional governance to deliver. The demands
of a growing population base underscore this. The Howick local board, for
example, represents a population the size of Hamilton. Local boards could

potentially have a local economic development role through
community-focused initiatives.”

Over all, ‘power’ and consultation needs to be moved downwards, not upwards
towards the Mayor, Mayor’s office and bureaucrats.
2.6 Poor local engagement, monolithic, remote organisation, eroding local
community organisations and local identity.
Proposal:
That considerably more responsibilities in relation to community engagement,
local needs and desires and community organisations be delegated to Local
Boards and that council be required (by legislation) to provide the necessary
funding, staff, processes, systems and other resources to achieve all of the
requirements for better outcomes in these matters.

Reasons:
One of many issues raised by the Royal Commission was that in its view,
Auckland had suffered from insufficient effort being put into social well-being
over a considerable period although they gave no quantitative or other proof of
this assertion.
In addition, the highly disruptive processes put in place by the Government to
align district plans has resulted in even more serious alienation of even
normally engaged members of the community. This goodwill and engagement
needs to be won back by improvements to local board processes and
resources, by greater community empowerment especially in the early phases
of developing policies and projects. Members of the public don’t enjoy being
treated like fools in being surveyed on a short list of items where the major
decisions have already been made by contractors or staff.
They also saw as part of their ‘vision’ for the new council that it would “unite
Aucklanders to achieve prosperity for all, quality of place and lifestyle and enhanced
well-being for the region’s diverse and growing population.”
Ch. 6, Recommendations)
High minded hopes and objectives, but unfortunately there were no indicators given
of the then existing levels and measures of well-being, nor how these aims should be
achieved by the new council.
Unfortunately deprivation, well-being and greater equality have deteriorated
considerably since their recommendations, as evidenced in housing costs and scarcity,
rapidly rising rents and homelessness, congestions, loss of environmental quality,
increasing noise, increasing health problems of the poor, major income disparity in
the face of these overwhelming problems.

APPENDIX The following note is appended as a reminder of what Councils should aim for in
working for greater community engagement:
A Good Practice Guide for Enabling and Supporting Place-Based and Related
Community Governance New Zealand-Australia September-October 2014
(http://www.lgnz.co.nz/assets/KnowHow-pdf-documents/Good-Practice-Guide-Community-Governanc
e-2014.pdf)

The guide sets out to provide a pathway for councils and other entities towards building a
community governance approach into the way in which decisions are taken on behalf of the
communities they serve.
The focus of the guide is on non-statutory community governance where the framework is set
by the Council (or other entity), but the initiative to establish individual community
governance bodies comes from the community. Statutory forms of community governance are
typically 'top down' in the way they are established. They both depend on council initiative
for their establishment, and can be disestablished as a result of council action. Examples
include New Zealand's community boards and the use of Council committees in Australian
local government.
The guide sets a course that is ‘bottom up’, centered on place and neighbourhoods (that is,
place-based), in contrast with ‘top down’ approaches which have been the more usual first
step for councils seeking greater community involvement, but extending also to communities
of interest and of identity.
The principles include:
Ɣ a need for clear on-going council commitment including some support for capability
Ɣ development and resourcing
Ɣ an understanding of the importance of respecting the independence of community
governance groups, and rate payer.
Two examples of where New Zealand Councils that are able to successfully establish
governance that is "bottom-up" and centered on place and communities.
Ɣ
Ɣ

Southland District Council
Thames Coromandel District Council

They have made very extensive use of powers of delegation to community boards and, more
generally, put a strong emphasis on working with their communities whether or not they are
formally constituted.

TO:

THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION

RE:

The application by the Northern Action Group (NAG) for the separation of the
Northern Rodney area from Auckland City and the creation of a new unitary
authority.

Submission of Bruce Allan Manson.

1. I am a resident of Orewa within the boundaries of the Auckland City. Until
recently I resided in Warkworth for eleven years and for a number of those I
was co-chair of the Warkworth Area Liaison Group. My submission is based
primarily around my knowledge of activities in the Warkworth/Snells
Beach/Algies Beach/Omaha/Sandspit.

2. I am familiar with the proposal by NAG which, while the detail has changed
with respect to the type of organisation being promoted, still has at its core
secession from Auckland City.
3. I oppose the application on the following grounds:
I.

The area proposed for a Unitary Authority is not large enough to
support and carry out the duties of such an authority. This appears to
be acknowledged by the applicant wherein it is proposed that some
regional services such as control and management of regional parks
will remain with Auckland City.

II.

The proposal ignores the extent of the relationship between the
affected area and Auckland City which has developed since
amalgamation in 2010. This includes the production of the Auckland 30
year long term plan; the development of a new Unitary Plan; the
attention by Council Controlled Organisations such as WaterCare
Services to the planning of infrastructure upgrades; the integration of
the library services; and consultation around the need for major roading
upgrades.

III.

A major element of this relationship is the declaration of Auckland City
to designate Warkworth as one of two ‘satellite towns’ (the other being
Pukekohe in the south) and with an estimate of growth to around
20,000 within the next 30 years. As result a number of organisations
and individuals will be making forward planning decisions in the light of
this prediction. This has been heightened by the decision to extend the

northern motorway from Puhoi to Warkworth thereby increasing further
the link between Auckland City and the Warkworth Area. A survey of
recent commercial activity in the area is testimony to this. If history tells
us anything it is that projections are likely to come true earlier rather
than later. The NAG proposal will effectively create “an island” authority
with at best tenuous links to organisations to the north and the south.
IV.

As a ‘green fields’ start-up the proposed new authority will be required
to develop new systems and processes at a not inconsiderable cost. It
will also be required to repeat the same planning process which is
about to conclude within Auckland namely, the development of its own
unitary plan. The claim by the applicant that a new plan for the area will
be “simple” fails to recognise the explicit requirements of the Resource
Management Act, the dual responsibilities of a unitary authority and the
breadth of variation in the aspirations of groups and individuals over
what they believe such a plan should include. Having contributed
through the rating base to the formation costs of the Proposed
Auckland Unitary Plan (PAUP) and through time and money expended
during the submission process the proposal by NAG would have
citizens repeat this process all over again for an uncertain outcome not
to mention the planning uncertainty that would overshadow all future
development.

V.

The proposal makes no mention as to the ‘fate’ of the balance of the
current Rodney Ward namely the townships of the west such as
Henderson, Kumeu and Huapai. In this regard the proposal is deficient.

VI.

By way of a more general submission, the statements relating to many
of the proposed ‘activities’ such as libraries; ‘buy local’; rating policy;
‘plan for local needs’; public transport; community volunteers;
regulatory consents; borrowing policy; financial hardship assistance
policy; are not unique to the area and could well be used to describe
the activities of any other local authority. In particular the proposal
seems to assume that only a new authority can deliver on these. On
matters such as rating; financial hardship assistance; borrowing policy;
use of the annual general charge etc the proposal ignores the fact that
local government is a creature of statute and must work within the
rules.

VII.

A new authority is not needed to achieve any of these stated aims. The
delivery of any particular service can be more efficiently achieved
within the confines of the present structure.

VIII.

In large measure the proposal by NAG is based on perceived and in
some cases real shortfalls in service delivery. Dissatisfaction with

performance is not grounds for a reorganisation proposal of the extent
under consideration in this process.

4. Representation
In large part the applicants proposal revolves around the size of the
present Rodney Ward; the fact that it has only one voice on the
Governing Body and covers a geographical area too large for one
councillor regardless of competency.
To the extent that these are the realities of the situation I can agree
with the concerns expressed on this issue. I do however disagree with
the proposed method of fixing the problem.

5. Alternative Proposal

It is my submission that any alternative proposal for the exercise of
local government in the area should take into account the whole of the
current ward and not just the northern area as described in the
application. As it stands the application makes no mention as to the
balance of the ward not included in its proposal. It also ignores the fact
that growth in these other areas is proceeding apace and will require
much the same additional level of focus as will be needed in the
Warkworth Area.

My alternative proposal for a reorganisation of local government
in the Rodney Area is to create an additional ward and an
additional local board by forming two areas based on a boundary
line running west to east in the present ward. North of the line to
be known as the “Warkworth Ward” and south of the line to be
known as the “Kumeu Ward”. Each ‘new ward’ to be represented
on the Governing Body by one councillor and each ward to
consist of one local board the composition to be determined by
the Commission.
The proposed new wards to be serviced out of Warkworth for that
ward and out of Kumeu for that ward.
In regard to the above proposal I provide a map of the current
ward with a line approximating that shown as the southern

boundary in the NAG application to be the boundary between the
two new wards.

6. Reasons for the Alternative

I.

There is general acceptance of the fact that because the current
Rodney Ward comprises approximately 46% of the geographical
area of the Auckland City governance through the provision of
just one councillor on the Governing Body and one Local Board
is more difficult than in the higher density of urban based wards.
While such a proposal may be at odds with representation
based on population it is submitted that the situation is unique
relative to the rest of the region and can be justified on the
above facts.

II.

The creation of an additional ward based on the above can be
achieved at minimal cost. There would be little in the way of ‘up
front’ costs involving systems and other processes. Facilities in
each ward centre exist for housing the new entities.

III.

There would of course be increased operating costs associated
with the addition of one councillor and the need to provide staff
servicing of an extra local board.

IV.

The alternative retains “membership” of the Auckland Region
and continues the links that have built up over the past six
years.

V.

There would be no need to carry out a new and uncertain
planning process.

VI.

It recognises that projected growth in each new ward can
proceed in a more focussed way by providing a closer link
between ward, local board and the Governing Body.

VII.

An additional councillor will provide more weight around the
Council table and should serve to create more awareness of the
needs of those areas that are a mix of urban and rural.

VIII.

The provision of the extension of the northern motorway (a
contract is due to be announced in August) will enhance the link
for northern residents and will also tend to accelerate growth in
the Warkworth Area.

IX.

While Warkworth is currently seen as a “rural” township, this is
changing. The town is the gateway to the eastern areas of
Sandspit; Snells Beach; Algies Bay; Omaha Beach; Matakana
and a number of regional parks. Each of these areas are
growing and will continue as tourist elements in and around
Auckland CBD reach capacity and attention is directed to the
tourist opportunities in the north. Currently all private,
commercial and tourist traffic accesses the eastern destinations
via Warkworth.

X.

Roading development in the west and adjacent to the KumeuHuapai area can also be expected to contribute to growth as will
a range of commercial developments around the Westgate area.

XI.

All of these growth factors affecting as they will, two quite
distinct areas of the current ward will benefit from closer scrutiny
and support with the creation of the additional ward as
proposed.

XII.

All of the work done by individuals and groups in the Warkworth
area (and no doubt by many in the Kumeu area) in relation to
the various planning documents and the PAUP in particular will
be seen to be worthwhile as the areas remain within the larger
organisation. This will be lost if the applicants proposal is
allowed to proceed.

Conclusion

Any reorganisation and particularly within local government can be fraught and
should not be entered into without good strategic vision. It needs to recognise the
likely state of communities into the future and set a structure around this that enables
people and communities to realise their aspirations and ambitions. The work carried
out by Auckland Council in this regard while criticised in some quarters, is the best
way forward and should not be disrupted by implementation of the applicants’
proposal.
The proposal by NAG does not in my view achieve this element of forward thinking.
Instead, if it allowed to proceed will create an atmosphere of uncertainty not needed
in todays’ world. I submit that the application by NAG should not be permitted to
proceed and commend to the Commission the alternative proposal.

Dated 24 June 2016

This submission is made by:

Bruce A. Manson

The creation of a new local board, and one that, along with the other local boards, enjoyed a
moderate amount more power than local boards currently are allowed, would send a strong
signal to the people of north Rodney that their communities are recognised as having distinctly
different issues and needs from the balance of the Auckland region.

Other information Mahurangi Action considers relevant to the
commission’s consideration of the application:
Mahurangi Action track record
From the commencement of the royal commission process, Mahurangi Action and the
Mahurangi Magazine have engaged in an open-minded exploration of how Auckland region’s
governance could be improved. Included in the 30 Mahurangi Magazine articles published
(listed page 4) is the draft of this alternative application͕ĂŶĚĂĐĂůů͕ŽŶϮϱDĂǇϮϬϭϲ͕ĨŽƌŝŶƉƵƚ.

Incontestable need for regional governance
Mahurangi Action’s formative experience, and indeed the proximate driver for founding the
organisation in 1974, was an example of the need for regional governance. The then
Warkworth Town Council was pursuing a localised wastewater treatment solution when it was
clear to others, including the special water board tribunal that considered the water right
application, that a system that included nearby Mahurangi coastal settlements was preferable,
including in respect to safeguarding Mahurangi Harbour oyster-farming operations.
That a legal loophole was exploited by the town council to go it alone then, and that the
current proposal of Watercare, 42 years later, is for a combined scheme, only goes to illustrate
the need for comprehensive regional governance.
Mahurangi Action’s other two areas of focus, landscape protection and sediment mitigation,
strongly reinforce its experience of the need for regional governance:
1

2

Acquisition of regional parkland in the 1970s protected the Mahurangi landscape from
coastal residential settlement at a time when available town planning mechanisms were
minimal; and
The 10 years of scientific surveys of the Mahurangi Harbour’s benthic communities
leading up to 2004, and the Mahurangi Action Plan that those studies spawned, were
initiated by the Auckland Regional Council and continue under Auckland Council,
without which the harbour would have received no help in addressing its sediment
accumulation rate, double that of other Auckland catchments.

These three examples, of course, are not a definitive list of regional governance needs, which
would include transport and residential planning, to name two of the more obvious.
Auckland’s regional governance practice dates from the establishment of Auckland Regional
Planning Authority in 1954. Then came the Auckland Regional Authority, with its built-in
provisions for the purchase of regional parks, beginning with Wenderholm 50 summers ago,
followed by the Auckland Regional Council in 1989, and culminating in the region being
constituted a unitary authority, Auckland Council, in 2010. After 62 years of progressively
building robust regional governance, and with a population more than three and a half times
greater1, the Northern Action Group notion that the Auckland region could somehow dispense
with regional governance is risibleͶŶŽƌƚŚZŽĚŶĞǇ͕ŽǀĞƌŶŝŐŚƚ͕ǁŽƵůĚďĞƌĞŶĚĞƌĞĚĂŶ
ƵŶĨĞƚƚĞƌĞĚĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞƌƐ͛ůŽƌĂĚŽ͕ăůĂDĂŶŐĂǁŚĂŝĂŶĚŝƚƐĂƚƚĞŶĚĂŶƚŐŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞĚĞďĂĐůĞ.
The evolution of regional governance, however, might have taken a number of different
legitimate paths other than the creation of a unitary authority. Certainly, Mahurangi Action
was far from convinced that the royal commission had diligently explored options to the
monolithic model it ultimately recommended. Specifically, the commissioners ignored
Mahurangi Action’s humble urging that they consult Professor Brian Dollery of the University
of New England, who would later, in 2003, write a report for the Napier City Council2 that
concluded:
1

The proposed amalgamations scenarios advocated in [respect to Hawkes Bay and
Northland] are not supported by available empirical evidence and past experience of
compulsory council mergers; and

2

2

Shared service arrangements should be considered as an alternative option to forced
council amalgamations.

That a forced amalgamation would provoke a backlash was entirely foreseeable. But neither is it
cause to prolong the disruption with any form of de-amalgamation, which even the libertarian
Fraser Institute finds ‘is not often desirable.’3

Giving Auckland governance a fair go
The application by the Northern Action Group is unabashedly dogma-driven and wholly without
merit as a governance model for an area that is totally in the thrall of New Zealand’s dominant
conurbation of Auckland—home to one third of New Zealanders. With significant numbers of
residents commuting from north Rodney, and even from Mangawhai north of the Auckland
Council boundary, it is clear that functionally, north Rodney is part of the Auckland region.
The massive, undisclosed and on-going cost of creating one unitary authority from one regional
and seven city and district councils would be greatly added to, was part of the region to be now
split off and another new unitary authority created, before the new governance arrangements
have been fully bedded in.
While it was the democratic right of the Northern Action Group actors to oppose Auckland
region unification, and to agitate for secession once it occurred, the majority of north-Rodney
residents, and organisations such as Mahurangi Action, have been working diligently to obtain
the best results from the new structure. As Mahurangi Action stated to the royal commissioners,
the time for providing the citizens of the Auckland region with a poll should have been once the
commission had identified a number of robust options for the governance of the region. If a poll
is now to be held, it should not be held as in response to the piecemeal Northern Action Group
application, but should follow a commission of inquiry held say in 2025͕ĂůůŽǁŝŶŐ a fiveelectoral-term stabilisation period, provided ƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐa region-wide public consensus for ŽŶĞ.

Name for north Rodney
Aside from its twin coasts, the principal geographic features of north Rodney are:
x
x
x

Tamahunga Range
Kaipara Harbour (southern part of)
Mahurangi Harbour

Next in line include South Kaipara Head, TĈwharanui Peninsula, and Cape Rodney. If the Rodney
Ward is to have two local boards, the southern local board connection to Cape Rodney would be
tenuous in the extreme, making Kaipara or South Kaipara a more natural, and geographically
coherent choice. In the proposed north-Rodney local-board area, Mount Tamahunga has a
stronger geographic dominance than does Cape Rodney, which shares its coastal sentinel role
with four-kilometre farther easterly-jutting TĈwharanui Point.
Mahurangi Action commends Tamahunga as a name for a new local board, which would have an
implicit mission to represent Aucklanders north and south the Tamahunga Range to the best of
its ability and to engender a sense of shared community in the Auckland region’s north.

Two-Rodney-Ward application
The Rodney Ward, with its population of only about 55 0004, is currently the best represented
ward in the Auckland region. In contrast, the WaitematĈ & Gulf Ward, which as its name suggests
includes Waiheke and Great Barrier Island, is the least, with Councillor Mike Lee currently
representing more than 86 000 people4. Without doubling the number of councillors to 40,
Mahurangi Action can see no democratic way that the present Rodney Ward could be split into
two and allowed two councillors, as applied for by the Kumeu–Huapai Residents and Ratepayers
Association. Not only would the proposal would give Rodney people three times the
representation allowed WaitematĈ & Gulf Ward residents, it would result in a governing body of
22, which would increase a mayor’s opportunity to cast two votes.

3

Conclusion
Sixty-two years of regional governance has seen the growth of regional services greatly valued
and enjoyed by Aucklanders, including a network of regional parks that ensures that inhabitants
of the metropolis enjoy similar levels of access to wild places that the balance of New Zealanders,
with their typically closer proximity to national parks, enjoy.
Any breaking up of the region now—de-amalgamation—would be an historically retrograde step,
unless it was accompanied by the reintroduction of a regional tier of government.
In its final submission to the Royal Commission on Auckland Governance5, Mahurangi Action
supported the model proposed by the then Auckland City Council calling for ‘a menu of options’
for representation at the neighbourhood level6. This might have seen, for example, councilsupported forums Wellsford- and Warkworth-based, serving that part of the region north and
south respectively of the Tamahunga Range.
Short of such flexibility belatedly being introduced, the alternative application of Mahurangi
Action Incorporated is for:
1
2
3
4

the current Rodney Local Board to be divided into two;
the current Warkworth and Wellsford subdivisions to form a ‘Tamahunga’ local board;
the current Warkworth subdivision to elect four local board members; and
all local boards to enjoy a moderate amount more power than currently allowed.

1 EĞǁĞĂůĂŶĚKĨĨŝĐŝĂůzĞĂƌďŽŽŬ

1954
Dollery and Kortt 3 December 2013
3 ĞͲŵĂůŐĂŵĂƚŝŽŶŝŶĂŶĂĚĂʹƌĞĂŬŝŶŐhƉŝƐ,ĂƌĚƚŽŽ Fraser Institute 7 July 2015
4 Census Meshblock Dataset Statistics New Zealand 2013
5 Local Government (Auckland Council) Bill Submission 930
6 Thirty into 1.4 Million Equals One Tamahunga Local Board DĂŚƵƌĂŶŐŝDĂŐĂǌŝŶĞ 10 April 2009
2 ŝŐŐĞƌŝƐEŽƚůǁĂǇƐĞƚƚĞƌ

DĂŚƵƌĂŶŐŝDĂŐĂǌŝŶĞ articles about, or mostly about, the region’s governance arrangements
Mahurangi Action Application for a Tamahunga Local Board
Mahurangi Action to Submit to Building a Better Region
More Support for a Rose for Rodney
A Healthy Dose of Overdue Democracy
As a Name for the Region Auckland is Wrong
DĂŚƵƌĂŶŐŝDĂŐĂǌŝŶĞ Open Letter to Labour
District Council Desperate Bid for Self-Preservation
Last-Minute Changes Cause to Plan for Celebration
Action Plan is Mahurangi Preparing for the Transition
Electing the Mayor of Mahurangi
Bad Language but Boundary Brilliant
Rodney Didn’t Speak Rodney Roared
Key Calls for a Pƻhoi–Makarau Line Uprising
Notion to Exclude Mahurangi Uncalled-For
Auckland Regional Council Media Release Rodney’s Disaster
New Zealand Labour Party Minority View
Letter to Lockwood – Mahurangi Must Remain in Region
Mahurangi Action’s Last Glossy Gasp
Local Government (Auckland Council) Bill Submission 930
Council Barking up the Wrong Rodney Unitary Authority
Taking the Dumb Out of Referendum – Yes and No
Crude Devices and the R-Word
Thirty into 1.4 Million Equals One Tamahunga Local Board
Wanted – Name for New Plan and New Name for Rodney
Twin Streams Floated their Punt
What Time’s the Tide on Saturday 24 January 2060?
Mahurangi Action Submission to the Royal Commission on Auckland Governance
Wanted – Attractive, Well-Developed Models
We Can Get Bitter, or Get Learning
In the Hands of Aucklanders
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Submitters:
Sue Henry ( The Housing Lobby)
In conjunction with The Tamaki Housing Group

Friday 24 June 2016
Local Government Commission
Attention: Chief Executive Officer

-

Pursuant to clause a9 of Schedule 3 of the Local Government Act 2002.
Submission to alternative application for Local Government Reorganisation.

Introduction:
A serious issue arises from the shifty away from seven democratically elected councils, to seven
undemocratically appointed council controlled organisations and amalgamation. The model
framework should be subject be subject to intense scrutiny. This has not been the case. The present
council governance structure is totally disjointed from its functions transferred over to detached
(silo)CCO’s.
It’s worthwhile considering how far removed the amalgamation model has become from the stated
purpose of the Local Government Act 2002
Local Government Act 2002:
Subpart 1 purpose of Local Government Act is:
1. The purpose of the Local Government Act is:
(a) To enable democratic local decision making and action by, and on behalf of the communities and
(b) To meet the current and future needs of communities for good quality local infrastructure, local
public services and performance of regulatory functions in a way that is most cost effective for
households and businesses.
In this act good-quality in relation to local infrastructure, local public services and performance of
regulatory functions means infrastructure services and performance that are –
(a) efficient and
(b) effective and
(c) appropriate to present and future circumstances
Comment:
Example if you look at -

1 (a) It’s clearly obvious the general public have been sidelined from the democratic local decision
making process. The process has become demonstrably biased in favour of the corporate sector
particularly property development companies.
(b) Another glaringly, obvious example is the public exclusion, and ignored community input on the
rezoning of suburbia. Services the public have previously utilised have been reduced.
-The council controlled organisation model is simply not capable of delivering services previously
councils function. The duplication is ridiculous.
Solutions:
In accordance with the Local Government Act 2002, we would like to see the old Auckland Council
catchment taken out of the supercity and reinstated to the prevoius model.
We would recommend for the rest of the region that the Auckland Council be replaced with the
once workable Auckland Regional Authority, and Community Boards be replaced with local Borough
Councils. It would not be costly to do this as the structures are already in place. To keep Local in
Local Government elected representatives must take back control.
The Maori statutory board and all other ethnic advisory boards should go, they are no different to
unelected CCO’s and ultimately they do not deliver any council function.
Will there be an opportunity for submitters to speak in Auckland.
Regards
Sue Henry

SPAN
Strategic Property Advocacy Network

Strategic Property Advocacy Network (SPAN) is a volunteer organization representing many hundreds of
ratepayers who live in the Waitakere Ranges in the west of the Auckland region. Our objectives are to protect
private property rights and to promote good government by acting as the watchdog of Council and central
government activities on behalf of property owners. We support environmental responsibility together with
appropriate development and economic activities in the foothills of the Waitakeres and the villages along the
Manukau and Tasman coasts.

SUBMISSION RE ALTERNATIVE APPLICATIONS FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT
REORGANISATION IN THE AUCKLAND COUNCIL AREA

SPAN successfully proposed that Auckland become a unitary authority when the opportunity arose
in 2008. Despite some discontent after six years of unitary governance, SPAN does not resile from
its original position. There can be no doubt that there are significant advantages for both Auckland
and central government in having one local authority in Auckland, rather than the original eight.
Cohesion in Auckland is critical for problem solving. Historically there had been a high level of
fragmentation and central government had the unenviable task of dealing with eight different
agendas, some of which were conflicting. This led to progress on important issues being delayed
and in some cases stopped. Even if there is disagreement, Auckland now speaks with one voice to
central government, which gives central government the opportunity to discuss the matter and come
to a negotiated conclusion. The Central Rail Link is an example of this.
Any attempts to return to borough council thinking in places like Waiheke and Rodney are short
term and tactical, rather than long term and strategic. In the same way that household insurance
policies make a contribution to EQC on a national basis, there needs to be an acceptance that
transport costs in particular must be shared by the wider community for ultimate public betterment.
Secession by Rodney may jeopardise proposed roading improvements in the area, simply because
an enlarged Kaipara or independent North Rodney would not have the financial resources to deal
with this.
Despite these demonstrated benefits there is room for improvement. As political appeasement for
those opposed to change, local boards were introduced as part of reorganisation. In the west at
least board performance has been unsatisfactory. The boards have been ineffective but expensive,
and policy has been hijacked by extremist elements. The boards would argue that their capability
has been hampered by the governing body, and there is no doubt some truth in this.
The fact remains however that the performance of too many board members has been inadequate,
and ratepayers have not received value for money for the very considerable costs of having local
boards. There is a better solution that SPAN proposed but was disregarded for political reasons.
The solution favoured by SPAN is to adopt the same system successfully used by Brisbane for the
last 91 years. This is the mini parliamentary system of empowering elected councillors by supporting
them with appropriate resources in their respective ward offices.

The way the system works is for each councillor to have a small team of specialised support staff in
a local office, in the same way that an MP operates. If constituents have a problem they need to
discuss, they make an appointment to see their councillor, and the issue is then either dealt with on
the spot, or taken further by the councillor. The fact that Brisbane have been successfully using this
system for so long demonstrates its effectiveness.
The beauty of the system is its simplicity and its direct communication with the governing body.
There has been understandable cynicism and frustration among Aucklanders that they have been
denied the opportunity to make their voices heard by the governing body, as evidenced by the
debate on intensification. The Brisbane system deals with this problem, and is far more cost
effective. For all of these reasons SPAN submits that local boards are replaced with appropriately
resourced ward offices.

John Newick
Chair
Strategic Property Advocacy Network
20 June 2016

reporting its activities, needs and performance either to a relevant committee of
council, or directly to council.
Reasons:
(a) Currently, although the CCOs are (theoretically) responsible to the ‘governing
body’ they hold between them the bulk of the people’s communal assets,
including water, ports, transport, airport shares and other investments, and property
including commercial and other land. These should not be put at ‘arms length’
divided up into separate silos, lacking democratic control, public consultation and
strong input from the elected members and the public.
(b) There have already been graphic instances of the ‘governing body’ being ignored,
or challenged by CCOs such as the defiance shown by the Ports of Auckland. To
quote from a report of the Committee for Auckland –
“One risk that the report sees to regional governance is that the CCOs operate as
functional silos, where assets and services operate independently from the rest of the
council structure. Governance issues such as this are highlighted by recent tensions
around the independence of Auckland Transport and the reclamations of the Ports of
Auckland.”
Please note, they use the word ‘independence,’ a major problem, along with the
separate, independent policies and plans of each company, lacking any effective
integration between them and the council.
(c) However, there are much more subtle ways in which such organisations easily
defeat any control by the ‘governors’ through the weak oversight and influence
provided by means of the Statements of Intent. These are initiated by the company
concerned, the facts and policies are provided by them, and any discussions between
them and the council’s preferences are easily circumvented because council will not
have (in house) the required information or expertise to successfully challenge it. I
have seen this many times, both as a member of the Watercare Board and later, my
several years on the SRG Watercare.
Although the Royal Commission proposed a single independent services performance
‘Auditor’ to deal with the compliance and performance of the CCOs, this would be
totally inadequate and beyond a single person. He/she would need a considerable
staff, some of whom would need to be embedded in each CCO. (Para 68 summary of
Royal Commission.)
It is much more effective and efficient to have these organisations as part of an
integrated council.
The argument that such assets and facilities are better kept at ‘arms length’ and away
from the elected arm is facile in my view and destructive of democratic determination
and disclosure, and undermines citizens’ influence through their elected members.
These are, after all, publicly owned assets. The public have paid for them, they own
them, and they need to see the direct benefits that they are entitled to.
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Furthermore, the corporate model of a skewed local government, is not only
inappropriate in a democracy, the separation into companies readies them more likely
for sale to private enterprise, which brings more and more pressure from big and
usually powerful multi-nationals, which inhabit this world. I saw some of this in my
brief time as Chair of Watercare, and later while on the SRG.
Finally, although the Royal Commission advocated for the CCOs they have not met,
and cannot meet the Commission’s four principle guidelines:
x
x
x
x

“Common identity and purpose
Effectiveness (including quality of service, local democracy and community
engagement)
Transparency and
Responsiveness.”
(Para 22 of Summary)

It is also clear that despite the Commission noted that “All council activities (such as
public transport, urban design, rate-setting and roads and infrastructure) have
significant social consequences” and were concerned about council’s “obligation to
promote social well-being” * Not only has council performed very badly in this
arena, the CCOs are totally unable to do this and are generally focussed elsewhere.
* (Para 70 Royal Commission Summary)
In relation to council/publicly owned assets (eg open space, ports, other moneyearning assets) both council and their CCOs should be banned by legislation from
selling or otherwise removing them from general public benefit unless a referendum
of all ratepayers is held to determine the wish of the public who own them (e.g. Swiss
canton and Californian models).
2.2 Unsustainable costs, loans and rates – belies the ‘savings’ promoted
originally.
Proposal:
That there should now be a further independent study undertaken to show the real
costs of amalgamation and the predicted costs set out currently in the council’s 10
year financial plan, detailing the inefficiencies and the efficiencies currently existing.
It should also estimate the general costs/benefits for the social and community aspects
of council activities in this region since amalgamation.
Reasons:
Advice I have had indicates the following:
x
x

Auckland Council liabilities now equal $20,000.00 per household.
Council staff numbers now far exceed pre amalgamation numbers. Preamalgamation, approximately 8,200 staff. Now about 12,000, and still
climbing.
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x
x
x
x

Salary approximately $1 billion with increasing additional amounts on
perks and expenses. (Does not include costs of consultancies.)
Mayor promised 2.5 % average increase. This has ballooned to 9.5%
average, with the worst hit areas facing up to more than 16.9% .
Council collects about three billion dollars a year in rates and charges
AC spends more than $400,000,000.00 a year in loan interest payments.

It appears that huge amounts are being wasted by lack of due diligence (e.g. purchase
of the (former ASB) Building, now needing extensive repairs; lavish and ill
considered schemes of Auckland Transport; extremely high levels of payment for a
big layer of management positions, and separate board and management structures in
the CCO silos.
In the lead-up to amalgamation, various groups and individuals predicted “savings”
which would come from the ‘super city.’ This included the following in the
Commission’s summary headed ‘Adding up the savings’ (Paras 74 – 79.)
The corporate finance consultants Taylor Duignan Barry were asked by the
Commission to provide a financial analysis and comparison of the costs of a unified
Auckland vs six councils.
Unsurprisingly, the estimates provided by the engaged experts found that “adopting
the Commission’s proposals will result in estimated efficiency savings in the
indicative range of 2.5% to 3.5% of the total expenditure of the Auckland councils
planned for 2008/9 (of around $3.2 billion.)”(Para 76).
There should now be a further study undertaken to show the real costs of
amalgamation and the predicted costs set out currently in the council’s 10 year
financial plan, and detailing the inefficiencies and the efficiencies currently existing.
It should also estimate the general cost/benefits of this council structure and
administration, including all social aspects.
2.3 Mayoralty.
Proposal:
(a) That the current legislation concerning the Mayor and Mayoral powers be
altered, with this position being determined from among the councillors
elected, as has been the case formerly for the Chairman of the Regional
Council and that therefore there be no region-wide public election.
(b) That the special powers given to the Mayor in the Auckland Council
legislation, be removed, including the power to appoint the deputy-Mayor and
Chairs of council committees, these positions to be determined by the
councillors from among their number.
Reasons:
Proposal (a) is recommended for the following reasons:
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The current law means that the likely candidates able to mount an effective
region-wide campaign is narrowed to a very tiny group of rich or famous
people. This is an unhealthy situation in a democracy putting the outcome of
the election at the mercy of the best constructed publicity campaign that
money can buy.
Worthy and valuable people who would be more representative and have a
better understanding of the wider community and do not have strong
connection with specific sectoral interests, are likely to make decisions which
encompass the needs, desires and financial realities of the general public.
In either case, the very significant amount of money required to carry out a
mayoral campaign is likely to see parties seeking large donations to
participate.
That in turn means that those wishing to help in any substantial way will see
this as an “investment” in the future activities of the council led by such a
Mayor. There will be expectations, possibly even “understandings” reached
about those desired outcomes in giving substantial donations.
This is anti-democratic and verges on corruption in the US style of both their
local and government politics. In my view, totally undesirable.



Very important too, is the cost of replacing a Mayor through a new election
during the term. That situation was a likely scenario during the term of the
current Mayor of Auckland.
However, it could arise from a variety of possibilities : ill-health; death;
criminal charges and conviction, etc.
The main point is that a Mayor must critically retain the confidence of the
councillors to lead the council and the region. If that fails and the councillors
decide the encumbent is failing in an ongoing and serious way, then a new
election for the position may be held by the councillors, at no cost to the
ratepayers, and with no interregnum while a new region-wide election is
held.
To use the considerable ARA/ARC experience of this system, to my
knowledge shows that it did not lead to any instability in council and nor did it
require anyone to be stood down and replaced.
The summary and recommendations of the Royal Commission on this matter
(largely adopted) are characterised by an unrealistic, Utopian dream of having
a succession of “inspirational leaders.”
These are rare phenomenon and will not emerge simply because they are
given special powers.
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Proposal (b):
This is simply the logical and desirable extension of Proposal (a) above, and
has been used traditionally and successfully by a number of councils and
community boards over time.
It rests on the same general principle that the confidence of the majority of
councillors must be retained by the various chairs for the council to progress
in as unified way as possible.

2.4 Major lack of transparency, public information, access and accountability
Proposal:
Reasons:

2.5 Inadequate delegation of powers and funding to Local Boards
Proposal:
That considerably more responsibilities in relation to community engagement,
local needs and desires and community organisations be delegated to Local
Boards and that council be required (by legislation) to provide the necessary
funding, staff and other resources to achieve all of the requirements for better
outcomes in these matters.
(This proposal is the same for the next related topic, 2.6)

Reasons:
The following comments from the report of the Committee for Auckland,
encapsulate lucidly all of the key points of concern under this heading (2.5) and
the next topic (2.6)

“Primary Findings / Observations
“Increasing inequality is a failure at both regional and central government level. The
Auckland Council’s vision for Auckland as ‘the world’s most liveable city’ is not yet in
sight for many residents of Auckland. The report recognises that the governance
system needs attention in some areas. Three outtakes emerge from the report:
1. Community Participation Needs Work
The principal determination of the report, which directly impacts equitable growth, is
that the links between the region and the neighbourhoods need to be strengthened.
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The second systemic problem identified by the Royal Commission – that
community engagement was poor – remains an unresolved issue. The size and
complexity of the new Auckland Council is inherently alienating, even though
the council does have sector group panels to provide input into council. Scale
may undermine the public’s sense that they can get involved with or influence
decision making.
The local board model is a key part of public engagement. It has yet to achieve
its potential as an effective means of representation. In creating local boards, the
government departed from the Royal Commissions’ recommendation of a second-tier
of six locally elected councils. Local decisions are devolved to local boards. The
initiative was certainly well-purposed as it provided a mechanism for grassroots
locally-representative input into decision making.
However local boards lack power and potency. Furthermore, most residents
don’t feel they can participate in local board decision making. The practice of
community engagement varies from board to board.
The role and effectiveness of the local boards is critical for strengthening
grassroots input from communities. Decision-making is legally meant to be
‘shared’ between the governing body and local boards. It is not. Local boards
have a broad mandate but lack power, profile and respect. The lines between local
decisions and regional decisions are blurred. The part time status of members and
low profile / status of boards impede exercise of their power.
Representative governance has yet to come to fruition. The local board model
needs to be stronger for regional governance to deliver. The demands of a
growing population base underscore this. The Howick local board, for example,
represents a population the size of Hamilton. Local boards could potentially have a
local economic development role through community-focused initiatives.”

(Emphases above are mine.)
Over all, ‘power’ and consultation needs to be moved downwards, not upwards
towards the Mayor, Mayor’s office and bureaucrats.
2.6 Poor local engagement, monolithic, remote organisation, eroding local
community organisations and local identity.
Proposal:
That considerably more responsibilities in relation to community engagement,
local needs and desires and community organisations be delegated to Local
Boards and that council be required (by legislation) to provide the necessary
funding, staff and other resources to achieve all of the requirements for better
outcomes in these matters.

Reasons:
One of many issues raised by the Royal Commission was that in its view,
Auckland had suffered from insufficient effort being put into social well-being
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over a considerable period although they gave no quantitative or other proof of
this assertion.
They also saw as part of their ‘vision’ for the new council that it would “unite
Aucklanders to achieve prosperity for all, quality of place and lifestyle and enhanced
well-being for the region’s diverse and growing population.”
Ch. 6, Recommendations)
High minded hopes and objectives, but unfortunately there were no indicators given
of the then existing levels and measures of well-being, nor how these aims should be
achieved by the new council.
Unfortunately deprivation, well-being and greater equality have deteriorated
considerably since their recommendations, as evidenced in housing costs and scarcity,
rapidly rising rents and homelessness, increasing health problems of the poor, near
static wages in the face of these overwhelming problems.
Additionally, council and government cuts to assistance for many community and
volunteer organisations have exacerbated many problems.
The “most liveable city” is seeing more and more Auckland ‘refugees’ leaving for
other places in order to attempt to find more acceptable conditions.

2.7 Huge staff with excessive powers, dominating the few elected members.
Proposal:
That an independent study be carried out into the staffing levels, salary levels,
powers of staff, including unnecessary or assumed powers currently exercised by
staff, (especially senior staff), which are, or may be impeding information to or
authority and responsibilities of the elected arms of council (ie the governing body
and local boards.)
That report to be presented to the elected arms of council, the Local Government
Commission and to Government for appropriate remedial action.
Reasons:
As outlined elsewhere in these submissions, the costs, continuing expansion of
staffing levels and the general authoritarian attitude shown by some senior levels
of council management suggest a systemic belief/policy that they are “in charge”
and that they will keep the elected members and the public members with as little
information as possible and with little respect.
In particular, there have been a number of publicised occasions when councillors
have only learned of developments or decisions of staff when they have read it in
the media. Worse, some officers have refused to give important information to

8

councillors which, not only were the councillors legitimately entitled to have, but
which legally they needed to properly fulfil their statutory roles.
In other words illegal attempts were made to stop information being provided to
council/councillors upon request.

23.6.16
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(b)
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they undertake and the manner in which they will undertake them; and
(c)

promotes the accountability of local authorities to their communities; and
(d)

provides for local authorities to play a broad role in meeting the current and
future needs of their communities for good-quality local infrastructure, local
public services, and performance of regulatory functions.
Section 3(d): replaced, on 5 December 2012, by section 4 of the Local Government Act 2002
Amendment Act 2012 (2012 No 93).

Purpose of local government
(1)The purpose of local government is—
(a) to

enable

democratic local decision-making

and action by,

and on behalf of,

communities; and
(b) to meet the current and future needs of communities for good-quality local infrastructure, local
public services, and performance of regulatory functions in a way that is most cost-effective for
households and businesses.”
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Chief Executive Officer,
Local Government Commission.
P O Box 5362
Wellington 6145.

Dear Sir/Madam,

Submission for local government reorganisation by Northern Action Group
and the Review of Governance in Auckland City.
I would like to respond to the invitation issued by the Local Government Commission
for public submissions to the above Review. My understanding of this invitation is
based upon the following press release on 14 April 2016.
“In August 2015, the Commission agreed to assess an application from the Northern Action Group
(NAG) for a unitary authority for North Rodney. The Commission had earlier declined to assess the
application on public interest grounds but was overturned on this ground by the High Court.
The Commission has since been gathering further information.
On 14 April, the Commission determined that the “affected area” for the application is the Auckland
Council area, and not just North Rodney. It also decided there is demonstrable community support in
the Auckland Council area for local government reorganisation and notified its intention to call for
alternative applications.
The Commission will now call for alternative applications. There are other suggested local government
arrangements relating to the Auckland Council area, which can be made by any person, body, or group.
The Commission will be inviting ideas and suggestions from people and parties interested in local
government in the Auckland Council area, said Commission Chair Sir Wira Gardiner”.”

My interest in responding to this invitation is as a citizen and ratepayer of Auckland
City, and my information is based upon 10 years of experience with Council matters
through the Coatesville Residents and Ratepayers Association, and upon 30 years
international experience in large scale rural development (funded by international
development banks) where the issue of governance and management has been
central to success. I have used data from the report “The Governance of Auckland Five Years on” produced by the Committee for Auckland.
My area of concern lies with community representation and enagagement within
Rodney.
My impression of the Rodney Local Board is that it is under resourced, lacks
authority and is relatively unresponsive to its electorate. We have local evidence of
this. I believe it is this, in the main, that has led to the action of the Northern Action
Group (NAG), whose proposal, if accepted, would nor alter the basic problem that

has led to its initiation. The formal financial and organisational implications of the
NAG proposal are not part of my expertise, except to remark that it is hard to see
how NAG would have sufficient resources to be at all viable. I suggest there may be
other options for dealing with their difficulties.
In its report the Committee for Auckland correctly states “Good structures may make
good outcomes possible, but they cannot guarantee them.” Whereas the Local Board
structure makes good sense from an organisational standpoint, Rodney is a very
different entity to the more urbanised areas of Auckland. It is this difference that
makes desirable outcomes more uncertain, and provides justification for suggestions
for other options that would be worth considering .
The Committee also makes the point “We do think the governance system could be
improved, particularly with regards to local engagement and participation. The Royal
Commission on Auckland Governance highlighted two major problems facing the
region: “regional governance was weak and fragmented; and community
engagement was poor”. While the first of these problems has been addressed, the
second remains a major issue for Auckland.” Engagement is complex in that
community groups are hugely varied in terms of interests, size and their level of
capability, NGOs serving the communities are similarly varied, as are business and
lobby groups such as business associations and ratepayer organisations. Successful
engagement depends on a level of commitment towards this goal and the
employment of community engagement methodologies. Both seem to be seriously
lacking in both Council staff and elected representatives.
Rodney is different in that:


Its is a very large area to administer, the largest of any of the local board
areas in Auckland and, I would suggest, too large an area for the present
governance structure to provide good local government.



Land use is diverse ranging from large commercial farming of different kinds sheep, cattle, dairying, viticulture, glasshouse production and horticulture - to
lifestyle settlement in peri-urban areas and to fully urbanised areas. It is
questionable whether the interests of all these land users are adequately
represented given the present structure.



Population is scattered and a mix of intensive urban areas (the special
housing areas around Kumeu and Riverhead), country towns (Helensville and
Warkworth), small rural settlements (Waitoki, Wainui, Wellsford) and a range
of rural areas. Each of these has differing infrastructure and community
development requirements.



The diverse areas and scattered population makes representation difficult.
Representative ratios for New Zealand and Auckland are 1:4847 and 1:8980
respectively thereby showing Auckland to be grossly under represented. In
comparison Rodney’s ratio is 1:6366 which, while appearing to be
comparatively favourable, is an inadequate ratio given its size and diversity.



As population grows representation will become even more of an issue and
Rodney’s population growth is expected to be 68.7% within the next 30 years
(57,300 to 99,300).

An issue linked to that of representation is that of community engagement and
participitation. It is telling that Figures 3 (Governance of Auckland Council) and 4
(Auckland’s Strategic Planning Network) in the Committee for Auckland’s report
shows only linkages within the Council structure and no linkages with the
communities it is there to serve.
The Figure 3 diagram show local boards on the same level as the governing body
and the establishing legislation descibes decision-making as being shared. However,


Stated responsibilities are not always what occurs in practice and the report
states “In reality, what is a local decision and what is a regional one, is not
clear cut”;



Local boards may suggest new local by-laws but the governing body is under
no obligation to accept or authorise these;



Local board access to decision-making is shaped by the governing body in a
top down driven manner;



Delegation of functions and responsibilities to local boards is entirely at the
discretion of the governing body



It would appear to be a very top-down method of management where bottomup inputs are very weak. The interface between top-down driven imperatives for which the governing body is responsible, and bottom-up interests of the
communities - for which the local board is responsible, requires much more
attention.

When people are excluded from planning processes and implementation
arrangements they feel disempowered, disengaged and sense of a master/servant
relationship develops. Council makes many statements about community
engagement, and community empowerment, but reality indicates a “them and us”
attitude and a sense of powerlessness prevails in communities. People complain that
“it is a waste of time contacting Council” and “Council will do whatever it wants
regardless of what we have to say”.
Consequently the percentage of residents who feel they can participate in local board
decision making is very low across Auckland, and in the case of Rodney was 23% in
2014 and 20% in 2015. A disappointingly low and a worsening figure. This suggests
that Council needs to create different engagement policies and abilities if it wishes to
develop a culture of inclusivity and partnership with communities. These remarks are
of particular significance for Rodney.

My submission therfore, is for the Commission to decline the NAG proposal but to
strengthen the (Rodney) governance structure, and to recommend improvements to
the engagement methodologies used by Auckland Council.
Strengthening Governance.
My suggestion is for (Rodney):
1.

Two Community Boards (CB) to be formed that would:


operate under and be responsible to the Local board;



Comprise elected representatives (suggest five) from each area represented.
This would bring the total number of elected persons to 19 (9 Local Board
and 10 CB’s) and the representation ratio for Rodney to 1:3015;



Elect one member from each CB as a member of the Local Board to
represent local interests. At present some Local Board members do not live in
the areas they represent;



Establish linkages and communication with community-based organisations
(CBOs) within the area of its jurisdiction eg ratepayer associations,
environmental and social service groups etc. At present the RLB has no
register of CBOs.



Assist communities to express themselves through community plans and/or
project proposals. Desirably each community should develop its own plan that
would serve to guide the CB and to inform formal Council planning
processes.



To be allocated funds for Local Board approved projects which the CB then
manages in colaboration with the concerned community. The diversity of the
area emphasises that CBs be involved in planning and implementation
processes. The community engagement model developed by the
Thames/Coromandel Council is an example of what might be achieved, and
where more cost-effective outcomes might be obtained.



The CB’s could be formed to represent either:

2.

o

Geographic areas - for example a north/south split; or

o

Zoned areas which might include urban and peri-urban (Countryside
Living and Mixed Rural) zones. This might appear as a northeast/south-west split.

At the Rodney Local Board (RLB) level


Currently RLB members are elected “at large” and may not reside in the
areas they represent. This could continue as these bring an “outside”

perspective, but two CB representatives would be added to the mix to
strengthen local perspectives.


The diverstity of the area requires a higher level of local planning, budgetting
and financial control at Local Board level. In particular a larger allocation of
funds for rural road infrastructure improvement. Roads and other services
once suitable for farming communities become inadequate as population and
settlements expand.



There are differences in the way local boards manage. In the case of the
RLB, workshops are used to advance knowledge or action in certain areas
but they are held in-house and in-camera, members of the public who may
have something to contribute are excluded. In comparison the Takapuna
Local Board does not have workshops and its meetings are open to the
public. A higher level of transparency and involvement is sought for Rodney.



RLB members and Council staff at the RLB level require training in, and be
required to engage with community participation. In order to respond to
ratepayers staff members first have to learn how to listen to them. A change
of attitudes and abilities is required, where the communities are regarded as



3.

o

An information resource - an important source of local information. In
overseas situations this is refered to as “indigenous knowledge” and
relates to “soft” information to complement the “hard” information used
by planners and engineers.

o

Providing a projects monitoring capability. Communities live with
completed works and are in the best position to comment on or
evaluate completed work.

o

Providing a source of local energy for project implemention. Most
communities are only too willing to contribute time and labour to
smaller projects.

o

Acting as potential project partners. By engaging with communities in
the planning phase they are more likely to become involved with
implementation and the following monitoring and evaluation. In this
sense they become project partners.

RLB develops a method of measuring community engagement in Council-led
processes, and in levels of community confidence in RLB and Council
actions.
Councillors

Because of Rodney’s size and diversity there would appear to be a good case for
increased representation at the governing body in the form of two councillors. At the
present time the linkage between the RLB and the one Councillor appears to be
weak because of time pressures on that councillor. A level of attendance at Local

HER
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24 June 2016
Herne Bay Residents Association Inc
(HBRAI)
PO Box 46 095,
Herne Bay,
Auckland 1147
Attention
Chief Executive Officer
Local Government Commission
PO Box 5362
Wellington 6145
NEW ZEALAND

Regarding Requests to Secede from Auckland Council (Super City) from the
Northern Action Group (NAG) and One Waiheke group

Dear Sir/Madam

We write regarding the application to the Local Government Commission (LGC) by the Northern
Action Group and One Waiheke to secede from the Auckland Council Super City.
HBRAI welcomes the opportunity to comment and takes the position that it does not wish to ‘turn
back the clock’ - rather it argues that the current Auckland Council ‘structure’ (because that is where
the problems lie) can be modified and reformed to better meet the needs of all Aucklanders.

Request for a ‘Fair’ Hearing for all Aucklanders
HBRAI is however aware of the burden of preparing a robust and comprehensive case for
presentation to the Commission. Resident groups do not have the financial resources to employ the
level of expert assistance necessary for the Commission and they are at a significant disadvantage
when pitted against an e.g. Auckland Council defence team – ironically funded by ratepayers.
This is problematic for a number of reasons. Firstly Aucklanders have never had an opportunity to
have a ‘fair’ say on the structure, governance and management of their city. They were
disenfranchised when the Super City was created and there is a danger this will happen again in front
of the Commission. Other cities have had a say and based on the Auckland experiment, have said NO!
Secondly, there is compelling evidence that the Auckland Council is falling well short of meeting its
statutory obligations and has most critically lost the confidence of residents and ratepayers. The
Council should therefore not be in a position to speak on behalf of all residents at any LGC hearing.
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The New Zealand Herald report on the Auckland Council Performance 18 June 2016, noted:


36 per cent were dissatisfied with the council's performance; 15 per cent were satisfied



47 per cent did not trust the council to make the right decision; 17 per cent did



35 per cent did not have confidence the council is going in the right direction; 20 per cent did



36 per cent were critical of the council; 52 per cent were neutral, seeing positives and
negatives; 9 per cent thought highly of it.

The survey also showed that the council's reputation in outlying areas of the Super City is ‘weak’ in
the wards of Rodney (36 marks out of 100); ‘below average’ in Franklin, Papakura, Waitakere Ranges,
Upper Harbour and parts of Orakei (40-44); and ‘average’ in Henderson-Massey, Whau, and
Maungakiekie-Tamaki (45). This report is indicative of a very dysfunctional city that is in urgent need
of reform and any LGC hearing must ensure all affected parts of the city – have a ‘fair’ say.
To overcome this significant imbalance, HBRAI requests that the LGC appoint an Amicus Curiae to
represent all residents and ensure that a balanced review is undertaken of the current Auckland
Council. Wherever the status quo is challenged, it is unfair to impose the burden of proof on resident
groups who have already faced substantial costs through e.g. the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan.
This request needs to be addressed with urgency if Aucklanders are not to be disenfranchised again.

HBRAI Position on Northern Action Group and One Waiheke Solution

Like these two groups, HBRAI has significant concerns about the current structure, governance and
management of the Auckland Council. These concerns, we believe, have driven both groups to seek
to secede from the Super City and while we share their concerns we do not agree with their solution.
We also appreciate that Rodney and Waiheke Island both enjoy distinct qualities that to some extent
set them apart from urban Auckland, but they are both integral to the future planning of the city.
Part of the rationale for the Super City was to streamline regional planning, to ensure a more
‘liveable’, equitable, efficient and economically successful city. While as NAG and One Waiheke point
out, this has not happened, carving off portions at this stage will not achieve these objectives.
HBRAI is not an expert on the needs of Rodney but would suggest that the area could have a
significant role to play in e.g. future transport and infrastructure planning for Auckland City.
Robust regional planning for Auckland cannot happen if significant portions are removed as this
would in part return Auckland to a planning regime fraught with fragmented decision making.

Super CityStructural Flaws that Require Review and Reform 
Since its creation as a Super City, Auckland Council has failed to deliver on the promise for a more
efficient, business like, democratic, liveable and cost-effective city. At the core of the problem is the
‘structure’ of the city which has proved to be unwieldly and has failed to achieve the quality of proper
(democratic) governance and management needed for a city the size of Auckland.
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/ŵďĂůĂŶĐĞŝŶ'ŽǀĞƌŶĂŶĐĞ^ƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞΘZĞƐƚŽƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĞŵŽĐƌĂĐǇ


The Mayoral Office is too powerful and out of balance with the second tier of Council
(councillors) e.g. the right of the Mayor to elect committee chairs



This power imbalance has created a power vacuum which the bureaucrats have taken
advantage of e.g. Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan ‘out of scope’ zone changes



Restoring the power imbalance could be addressed through an increase in the number of
Councillors and wards across Auckland and providing councillors with more resources e.g.
-

Councillors should have access to Mayor’s reports as of right
Councillors must also be empowered by having access to funding to seek
independent (external) advice where this is necessary



As the third/local tier in the Governance structure, Local Boards struggle to fulfil their remit
e.g. provide input into regional planning strategies and bylaws



This could be improved by ‘prescribed’ formal delegation of specific roles to the Boards and
requiring CCOs e.g. AT to respect the Board’s governance role



Council Controlled Organisations (CCOs) e.g. Auckland Transport have too much power and
too little oversight by elected representatives (Councillors)



All CCOs should have a minimum of two elected representatives sitting on their boards to
ensure the wishes and interests of all Aucklanders are safeguarded.

KZŽůĞƐƚŽďĞŵŽƌĞĐůĞĂƌůǇĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ


CCOs such as Auckland Transport are currently acting outside their legislative remit operating
as planning authorities – the proper function of Council



The role of CCOs should be clearly defined as limited to business matters leaving planning and
policy issues clearly with Council elected representatives



Auckland Transport should not e.g. be responsible for the future of the city’s transport
network. This is a policy and planning issue for elected Councillors.

/ŵƉƌŽǀĞĚ&ŝŶĂŶĐŝĂůDĂŶĂŐĞŵĞŶƚŽĨƵĐŬůĂŶĚŝƚǇ


The process of constructing, consulting and monitoring the Annual and Long Term Plans
needs to be a lot more robust to avoid financial mismanagement



Financial mismanagement has been evidenced in e.g. massive cost overruns for IT contracts
and massive salary increases authorised by the CEO. HBRAI requests e.g. 
-

Council be regularly audited for efficiency in areas such as staffing by credible
external companies e.g. McKinsey & Co and recommendations implemented 



The underpinning legislation to the Super City or LGA needs to contain a requirement that
Council adopts best practice in order to ensure financial efficiency



Property management has not been robust and efficient and HBRAI requests that property
not currently in use for community or administration be commercially reviewed. 

About HBRAI
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Herne Bay Residents Association Incorporated (or Herne Bay 1011) is a group largely set up out of
frustration with the Auckland Council (Super City). It is all about raising awareness about 'macro'
issues affecting Herne Bay, adjacent suburbs and all Auckland. The group has taken an active role in a
number of key issues affecting the whole of Auckland including the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan
(PAUP) and Ports of Auckland decision to expand operations further into the Waitemata Harbor.
HBRAI has been in existence for over 10 years, has more than 200 members and collaborates with
other groups e.g. Character Coalition, Auckland 2040 and Northcote Residents Association (NRA) For
more information please go to our website at http://www.hernebay1011.nz/.
Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact us (contacts below) should you require any additional
information or clarification around the HBRAI position.
Kind regards

Christine Cavanagh (Co-Chair HBRAI)

Dirk Hudig (Co-Chair HBRAI)
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APPLICATION
TELEPHONE 0800 327 646 I WEBSITE WWW.FEDFARM.ORG.NZ

___________________________________________________________________________
To:

Local Government Commission
Chief Executive Officer
Local Government Commission
P O Box 5362
Wellington 6145

Name of Person making the Application
Federated Farmers of New Zealand (Auckland Province) Incorporated
Private Bag 92-066
Auckland 1142

This is an alternative application to the following applications that have been made to the
Local Government Commission:
An application for reorganisation of local government in Auckland from
the Northern Action Group
An application for reorganisation of local government in Auckland from
Our Waiheke
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ALTERNATIVE APPLICATION TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION REGARDING:
APPLICATIONS FOR REORGANISATION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT IN AUCKLAND
FROM THE NORTHERN ACTION GROUP AND OUR WAIHEKE

1

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Federated Farmers of New Zealand (Auckland Province) Incorporated (“Federated
Farmers” or “the Federation”) thanks the Local Government Commission (“the
Commission”) for the opportunity to make alternative applications to the applications
that have been made for reorganisation of local government in Auckland by the
Northern Action Group and Our Waiheke (“the Applications”).

1.2

In regard to these Applications and its own “Alternative Applications”, Federated
Farmers has engaged in extensive consultation with its members with interests in
Auckland.

1.3

Federated Farmers looks forward to further consultation with the Commission about
the Applications, as well as its Alternative Applications.

1.4

Accordingly, Federated Farmers would appreciate the opportunity to discuss this
submission in greater detail. Federated Farmers seeks the opportunity to participate if
and when the relevant hearings are held.

2.

GENERAL COMMENTS

2.1

By way of background, Federated Farmers opposes the Applications. Federated
Farmers surveyed its entire Auckland membership, seeking the members’ views on
the state of the arrangements for local governance in Auckland, as well as their views
on a number of other matters relevant to the Applications, including the Applications
themselves. The Applications garnered very little support from Federated Farmers
members, including from those in the areas that were directly the subject of the
Applications.

2.2

The response to the survey was very light. This in itself is seen as an indication that
there is very little interest in the sort of radical reorganisation of local governance in
the parts of Auckland that would be directly affected by the Applications.

2.3

Turning to the survey itself, of those that responded, most are satisfied with the
current governance arrangements. Of those that are dissatisfied with the current
governance arrangements, the governance sharing arrangements between the
governing body and the local board was given as being the main matter that gave rise
to concern.

2.4

Amongst the reasons for opposing the Applications, members cited a lack of, or lack
of accuracy of, projected financial information. Some of the information that was
supplied was seen to be wildly optimistic.

2.5

Federated Farmers also tested its membership on a number of much less radical
alternative applications to those proposed by the proponents of the Applications.
Generally these Alternative Applications are aimed at bolstering the representation of
the truly rural areas of Auckland on the two local boards that are the subject of the
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Applications. As a result of its survey and some subsequent follow up with its
Auckland Provincial Executive, three Alternative Applications are proposed.

3.

ALTERNATIVE APPLICATIONS

3.1

GENERAL

3.1.1 In terms of the statutory requirements, each of the Alternative Applications seeks to
achieve better representation of the truly rural areas of Auckland’s Rodney and
Waiheke Local Board Areas on, respectively, the Rodney and Waiheke Local Boards.
The better representation would be achieved by the elected members of the
subdivisions concerned individually being in a position to better represent,
respectively, both the truly rural parts as well as the more urbanised parts, of the
Local Board Areas.
3.1.2 The potential improvements that would result from the proposed changes are that
there would be improved local governance of the rural areas of both the Rodney and
Waiheke Local Board Areas, along with improved local governance of the more
urbanised areas of those local board areas.
3.2

ALTERNATIVE APPLICATION 1

3.2.1 The application is that the part of the Warkworth Subdivision of the Rodney Local
Board that is part of the Helensville parliamentary electorate become part of the
Kumeu Subdivision of the Rodney Local Board Area.
3.2.2 In terms of the statutory requirements, as regards s 24(1)(j) of the Local Government
Act 2002, this Alternative Application seeks the alteration of the boundaries of the
Warkworth and Kumeu subdivisions of the Rodney Local Board, to better achieve
good local governance of the Rodney Local Board Area.
3.2.3 Alternative Application 1 involves the removal, from the area that is subject to the
Northern Action Group Application, of that area that is to the west of the proposed
new subdivision boundaries in the Application, and the inclusion of that same area in
the Kumeu Subdivision of the Auckland Council’s Rodney ward. The western
boundary would thus be amended to coincide with the parliamentary electorate
boundary of the Helensville electorate.
3.2.4 Federated Farmers’ Alternative Application 1 is the same as the Alternative
Application proposed by James Grant Kirby, and that Alternative Application is
supported by Federated Farmers.
3.3

ALTERNATIVE APPLICATION 2

3.3.1 The application is that the Kumeu subdivision, as proposed to be amended by
Alternative Application 1, and which, in its present form, is currently represented by 4
local board members, be split into 2 subdivisions. This would be achieved by creating
a boundary between a new northern and a new southern subdivision, each
represented by 2 local board members.
3.3.2 In terms of the statutory requirements, as regards s 24(1)(j) of the Local Government
Act 2002, this Alternative Application seeks the alteration of the boundaries of the
Kumeu subdivision of the Rodney Local Board, to better achieve good local
governance of the Rodney Local Board Area.
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3.3.3 Alternative Application 2 involves adjusting the boundaries of the Kumeu subdivision
of the Rodney Local Board Area, as proposed to be amended by Alternative
Application 1, so as to create a northern and a southern subdivision, by putting a new
boundary line roughly along a line that would result in half the population of the
present subdivision coming within each of the new northern and southern
subdivisions, including, within the new northern subdivision, the area that is proposed
to be included in the Kumeu subdivision by Alternative Application 1.
3.4

ALTERNATIVE APPLICATION 3

3.4.1 The application is that the Waiheke Local Board, currently represented by 5 local
board members elected at large, be split into 2 subdivisions, by creating a boundary
between a western subdivision of Waiheke Island and a subdivision comprising the
eastern part of Waiheke Island, and the other islands in the Waiheke Local Board
area. The eastern part of Waiheke Island, probably that lying to the east of the
Waiheke Forest and Bird Reserve, and the other islands would be a predominantly
rural subdivision represented by 1 member, and the balance of Waiheke island, a
predominantly urban subdivision, would be represented by 4 members.
3.4.2 In terms of the statutory requirements, as regards s 24(1)(j) of the Local Government
Act 2002, this Alternative Application seeks the alteration of the boundaries of the
Waiheke Local Board, by creating two subdivisions, to better achieve good local
governance of the Waiheke Local Board Area.
3.4.3 Alternative Application 3 involves adjusting the boundaries of the Waiheke Local
Board Area so as to create a western and an eastern subdivision, by putting a new
boundary line roughly along a line that would result in four fifths of the population of
the present Local Board Area coming within the area of the new western subdivision
and one fifth within the new eastern subdivision.

4.

CONCLUSION

4.1

Federated Farmers commends its Alternative Applications to the Local Government
Commission.

5.

ABOUT FEDERATED FARMERS

5.1

Federated Farmers of New Zealand is a primary sector organisation that represents
farming and other rural businesses. Federated Farmers has a long and proud history
of representing the needs and interests of New Zealand farmers. Federated Farmers
of New Zealand (Auckland Province) Incorporated is a branch of Federated Farmers
of New Zealand, and represents farming and other rural businesses in the Auckland
area.

5.2

The Federation aims to add value to its members’ farming business. Our key
strategic outcomes include the need for New Zealand to provide an economic and
social environment within which:


Our members may operate their business in a fair and flexible commercial
environment;



Our members' families and their staff have access to services essential to the
needs of the rural community; and
4



Our members adopt responsible management and environmental practices.

………………………………..
Richard Gardner
Senior Policy Advisor, Federated Farmers of New Zealand

24 June 2016
…………………………………..
Date
Contact Details
Richard Gardner
Senior Policy Advisor
Federated Farmers of New Zealand
Private Bag 92-066
Auckland 1142
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To:

Chief Executive Officer
Local Government Commission
PO Box 5362
WELLINGTON 6145
info@lgc.govt.nz

Auckland Council reorganisation proposal
This proposal is submitted by:
David Robert Hay

About the submitter
I am an independent candidate for the Mayoralty of Auckland at the 2016 local government
elections.
From 2007 to 2010 I was employed as a Senior Policy Analyst at Manukau City Council, in
the Policy and Strategy Unit, and from 2010 to 2014 as a Principal Policy Analyst at
Auckland Council in the Social Policy Unit.
In 2009 I convened a Green Party party working group on Auckland governance, in which
capacity I wrote the Green Party’s submission to the Royal Commission on Auckland, and
presented the submission to the Royal Commission. I later presented a personal
submission to the select committee on the Local Government (Auckland Council) Bill 36-2.

Scope of Proposal
This proposal applies to the whole of the Auckland region.

Reasons for proposal
In preparing this proposal I have read and considered the two reorganisation proposals
recently submitted to the commission: the North Rodney application and the Waiheke
application, as well as all of the submissions the commission received in response to those
proposals.
I submit this as a new and different proposal, not as a response to the earlier ones. the core
focus of this proposal, and the reason I am submitting it separately, is to address the need
for Auckland to implement and deliver the Auckland Plan and the Auckland Unitary Plan with
greater input from local communities.
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The earlier proposals and submissions provide a great deal of useful information about the
need for change in the Auckland council structure. They generally focus on the imbalance of
power in decision-making between local boards and the governing body of Auckland
Council, which heavily favours the latter. But they do not deal much, if at all, with the
broader strategic context and the reasons that the Auckland Council was created.
I acknowledge the enormous amount of work that the current Auckland Council has
undertaken to deliver the Auckland (spatial) Plan and then a Unitary Plan that gives it legal
effect. And I accept that perhaps it was necessary, in the first few years of the Auckland
Council, for a region-wide view to take precedence over local concerns.
But now is the right time, with those key documents adopted by the council, to empower
communities to participate fully in the next steps along this journey.
I therefore submit this proposal as a request that the commission empower people and
communities in Auckland to have a greater say in how the vision for Auckland, embodied in
those strategic plans, will be realised as places where vibrant, sustainable, successful
communities will thrive.
I have waited until the Independent Hearings Panel delivered its findings to the council, prior
to finalising and submitting this document, and I request that the maps appended to this
document should be read in conjunction with the zoning maps produced by the Independent
Hearings Panel.
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Stronger Democracy in Auckland
Summary of Proposal
The key elements of my proposal are:
●

Creation of two types of local board: larger boards (i.e. more elected members and
support staff), for urban and peri-urban areas, and a smaller boards (i.e. fewer
elected members and staff) in rural areas, the Hauraki Gulf islands and possibly the
CBD.

●

Fewer Local Boards overall, with greater responsibilities in their areas of jurisdiction,
giving much greater effect to the subsidiarity clauses in the Local Government
(Auckland Council) Act 2010 than has been the case until now.

●

A smaller Governing Body, with fewer responsibilities at a higher level, including a
stronger focus on governing the council organisation and CCOs. A key responsibility
will be facilitating cooperation among the Local Boards and CCOs, with the power to
compel cooperation among them if necessary.

●

A prescribed delegation structure that provides far greater clarity and certainty to
citizens about which tier of local government in Auckland is responsible for which
council activities.

Making the supercity more superb
It is important not to lose sight of the objectives that drove the creation of the Auckland
“Super City” in 2010, in particular:
●

Effective Governance: multiple political establishments had been unable, or
reluctant to cooperate effectively on region-wide issues - in particular land use
planning and the provision of network infrastructure (especially transport).

●

Organisational Efficiency: there had been an unwillingness, and/or inability, within
and among council organisations, to collaborate and achieve operational savings
(especially in shared back-office infrastructure and services).

The Auckland Council model has certainly overcome the first problem.
But perhaps it went too far, creating a remote “top-down” model of control that has
disempowered local communities. Much of Auckland’s policy and decision-making now
takes place in downtown Auckland, where staff have less connection to and direct
engagement with the communities the council serves.
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Local government exists to deal with detail, at a level that central government cannot. It also
deals with the problem of integrating policy across the “four well-beings” (environmental,
economic, social and cultural) at a level that is important to local people and specific to
particular places.
The key purpose of this proposal is to take a half-step back, toward the previous model of
governance in Auckland, without going so far as to recreate the parochialism and lack of
effective cooperation that plagued Auckland in the past.

It is my perception that the problem of organisational efficiency has not been effectively
solved, yet, by the Auckland Council.
Eight large council organisations and several CCOs have been replaced by one very large
council organisation and several very large council-controlled organisations. I am uncertain
that this is actually more efficient, or that any decision made by the Local Government
Commission could will solve the efficiency problem.
But I hope that my proposal to restrict the Governing Body’s role and responsibilities will
require it to focus on fewer policy issues and activities, at a higher level, thereby
encouraging it to devote more time and attention to governing the council and CCOs
effectively, thereby improving the performance of those entities.

This proposal is not intended to save money by reducing the cost of democratic governance.
In preparing it, I have heeded the work of Benjamin Barber’s book titled Strong Democracy:
participatory politics for a new age (1984, 2003), in which he critiques modern liberal
representative democracy.
In short, he argues that citizenship tends, in modern times, to be delegated upward by
citizens to elected representatives and their professional advisors. This reduces citizens’
direct participation in the process of governing, and weakens the effect of their voting
preferences on the behaviour of elected representatives. He describes this as a “thin” model
of democracy.
His book is titled “Strong Democracy” to promote a different approach. He says a strong
democracy must re-engage citizens in the process of democratic governance. He argues
that citizenship is, and should be regarded as, an intrinsic good, not an instrumental means
to an end.
I agree wholeheartedly. I argue that, if the role of government in a democratic society is to
produce public goods, which the market cannot, then the single greatest public good that it
can, and must, produce is democracy itself.
On that basis, a reorganisation of local government in Auckland should actively seek to
revive and reinforce the practice of civic participation and democratic governance.
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I urge the commission not to take a parsimonious approach in pursuing that objective. If
financial savings must be found then they should be found within the council bureaucracy, by
making it more efficient, and through elected members making prudent financial decisions
on behalf of their constituents. It is always a false economy to undervalue democracy itself.

Two Sizes of Local Board
The Local Government Act allows for two types of governance entity: the Governing Body of
Auckland Council, and 21 Local Boards.
The core to this proposal is the creation of fewer Local Boards, with greater powers. But if
the commission were to do this in every part of Auckland, then some communities might feel
their needs were not being adequately met. The issues that were strongly expressed in the
North Rodney and Waiheke proposals would not be addressed.
The Local Boards are currently wildly variable in terms of the populations they serve - from
Great Barrier Island (pop: 939) to Howick (pop: 127,125).1 I propose that the Local
Government Commission provide for greater consistency among local boards by creating
two types, or categories, of Local Board:
●

Larger boards for urban and peri-urban areas (i.e. within and traversing the
urban/rural boundary), having 9 or 11 elected members.

●

Smaller boards for rural areas, and for areas areas defined by special needs and
considerations (the two gulf islands; perhaps the CBD), having 5 or 7 elected
members.

The Local Government Act currently does not provide for community boards, where local
boards exist. This seems a pity; community boards provide a method by which smaller
communities, remote from the centre of a district, may achieve a greater degree of
self-governance.
The North Rodney and Waiheke reorganisation proposals could have be largely addressed
by creation of community boards, with powers delegated by the council to provide for most, if
not all, of the control over local matters that the proposals sought.
In the absence of an ability to create community boards in Auckland, I suggest the best way
forward is to create two groups of local board: one being larger, more like a city or district
council; the other being smaller, more like a community board with high levels of delegation.

1

Retrieved from: http://www.censusauckland.co.nz/local-board-view/ on 27 April 2016
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Fewer and Larger Local Boards
In general, the local boards should be much more like a full city or district council, in terms of
their functions and decision-making powers.
Local Boards in Auckland were established as a sort of halfway house between a local
authority and a community board. Despite the “subsidiarity” clauses in sections 15 to 17 of
the Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009, Auckland’s Local Boards have been
treated by the Governing Body much like community boards once were, in the old Auckland
City Council jurisdiction: as sounding boards for key policy decisions, but with little
substantive decision-making power.
The report of the Royal Commission on Auckland, in volume 4 (research), contains a very
useful chapter on Community Boards, including some examples of how local authorities in
other parts of New Zealand have delegated a great deal of responsibility and control to
community boards.
The current treatment of Local Boards in Auckland seems to have led to confusion about the
best way for the remote communities to obtain improved representation: some submitters to
the Rodney and Waiheke proposals have advocated for new Governing Body wards to be
created, others advocate for secession from the Auckland region entirely.
It would be better for Local Boards to have full decision-making power over a wider range of
activities. Critically, this would make it much easier for citizens to understand where
responsibility and accountability sits for the council’s various activities: “If it’s about parks,
then it’s your local board” instead of “if it’s about a regional park then its the Governing Body,
but if it’s about a local park then it’s your local board”.
I suggest that these larger local boards should have between 9 and 15 members - but
always an odd number to ensure that the chair will have a casting vote, if the other members
are tied.

The Royal Commission considered, amongst the options put before it, an “eleven cities”
model for Auckland. I propose that this be used as the basis for establishing the larger Local
Boards to replace the current number of twenty-one.
The eleven cities model proposed to create nine urban jurisdictions of very similar population
size - between 99,000 and 198,000 - and two rural jurisdictions in the north (55,000) and the
south (77,000). The eleven cities were to be based on existing council wards.
The choice of geographic unit is important. There is no particular reason to use historic local
authority boundaries, and there are advantages to using areas that which would improve
alignment between central and local government agencies in operational activities particularly community safety, civil defence and emergency management, and public health.
I note that the police administrative boundaries in Auckland align with the District Health
Board boundaries, whereas local government boundaries have not done so in the past.
6

My proposal, therefore, is to create new local boards be based on police station areas.
The proposal is to create sixteen jurisdictions:
● Nine larger local boards comprised of two or more police station areas grouped
together.
● Seven smaller local boards comprised of one police station area (more or less, with
some adjustments).
New Local Board
(Nth-Sth order)

police station area/s
Shapefiles at: https://koordinates.com/x/WGWtrm

Whakapirau

Wellsford (+ part of Mangawhai)

Matakana

Warkworth

Kaukapakapa

Helensville

Aotea

Great Barrier Island

Waiheke

Waiheke Island

Whangaparaoa

Orewa, Whangaparaoa, Browns Bay, Albany

Waitakere

Kumeu/Huapai, Massey, Henderson, New Lynn

Pupuke

North Shore, Glenfield, Takapuna

Waitemata

Ponsonby, Balmoral, Avondale

Tamaki

Auckland Central, Newmarket, Glen Innes

Mutukaroa

Onehunga, Mt Wellington, Otahuhu

Ohuiarangi

Howick, Otara, Beachlands

Manukau

Mangere, Airport, Manurewa, Papatoetoe

Hunua

Eastern part of Papakura (Clevedon Valley and Hunua Ranges)

Pukekohe

Pukekohe and the western part of Papakura

Waiuku

Waiuku (plus Clarks Beach and Waiau Pa)

Maps of the proposal are presented in Appendix One, with comments explaining some of the
rationale for each and more detail about boundary adjustments.
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In any reorganisation proposal the local-vs-regional “balance of power” should be a key
consideration.
Critically, in my opinion, the Royal Commission’s 11 cities proposal subdivided Auckland and
Manukau cities, thus diminishing their ability to compete with, and to undermine, the role of
the Auckland Regional Council. Whether or not that was the commission’s intention, I
thought it one of the most significant aspects of that proposal.
The Local Boards each need to be large enough to be democratic and effective in their own
right, but not so large as to contest for power with the Auckland Council over region-wide
policy (unless, of course, a clear majority of them are at odds with the regional body over
policy direction).

My proposal does not seek to overturn the structure created for Auckland Council to
overcome the problem of organisational efficiency. In fact it depends on that structure
remaining in place, while seeking to clarify and improve the structure of governance.
The eleven cities model was rejected by the Royal Commission because it was likely to be
too expensive and inefficient. This was principally a problem of operational efficiency:
increasing the number of fully independent local authority bureaucracies would not have
solved Auckland’s solve the efficiency problem.
What I propose does not involve the creation of new and separate council administrations:
the key roles of policy-making and service delivery will continue to sit with the Auckland
Council CEO, as they must, under section 42 of the LGA, and the various sections pertaining
to Local Boards. I imagine much of the Council’s service delivery functions would remain
with Council Controlled Organisations.

I imagine that each Local Board would have its own staff, with the CEO of Auckland Council
appointing a General Manager for each Local Board and formally delegating the powers
needed to execute the activities of the Local Board as determined by the Commission.
I acknowledge that matters to do with the internal structure and operation of the council
organisation are controlled by the Local Government Act and are beyond the powers of the
Local Government Commission to determine.
However by creating these new local boards and devolving powers and responsibilities to
them, the Commission can powerfully influence how the CEO must configure the council’s
operations to give effect to the representation and decision-making structure that the
Commission creates.

8

Governing Body
The Governing Body should have fewer members, all elected by Single Transferable Vote
on a region-wide basis (i.e. not by wards).
I suggest 10 to 14 members, but in any case an even number so that the Mayor - who is
elected separately - will have a casting vote if the others are tied. Reducing the current
number of members on the Governing Body will restrict its “bandwidth” in terms of the variety
of matters its members can consider during a term in office. This will help force it to
concentrate on issues of region-wide significance.
Election by STV will ensure that councillors elected to the Governing Body are those most
representative of the interests of all Aucklanders.
The election of Governing Body members on a region-wide basis should emphasise to them,
and to voters, that the job of governing body members is to represent the interests of
Auckland as a whole, not to advocate for the interests of a ward or sub-regional area. The
latter role must sit more clearly, and more substantively, with the Local Boards.

Division of Responsibilities
I propose that the Governing Body’s powers should be prescribed by the Commission to
include only those matters that a council cannot delegate under the Local Government Act,
and/or which are of region-wide significance. These are:
● Appointing a CEO
● Passing a bylaw
● Striking a rate
● Adopting a Long-Term Plan or Annual Plan
● Adopting and amending the Auckland (spatial) Plan
● Adopting and amending the Unitary Plan
● Governance and oversight of CCOs
● Regulatory activities (see below)
Much of this allocation of decision-making is already set out, in principle, in sections 48I to
48L of the Local Government Act 2002 and/or sections 15 to 17 of the Local Government
(Auckland Council) Act 2009.
My plea is that you to interpret and apply these legislative provisions and to act, in effect, as
if you were making a determination under sections 48R and 48S of the Local Government
Act 2002, in favour of delegating as much decision-making power as possible to the Local
Boards.
I repeat that creating a smaller Governing Body is an essential aspect of this proposal: it is
intended to constrain the Governing Body’s “bandwidth” (i.e. the number of matters that it
can consider in the period of one term, within the number of meetings that members could
feasibly attend, and agenda items they could attend to). I consider this absolutely necessary
to focus the Governing Body’s attention on region-wide issues, ensuring that it only
intervenes in local matters in exceptional circumstances.
9

The law assigns decision-making responsibility to the Governing Body for “regulatory
activities”, without clearly specifying what those activities are, or how parts of that
responsibility might be either delegated to or shared with local boards.
This can be problematic. Much of the work done in creating the Unitary Plan is (or was) a
regulatory activity, much of which had to be done on a region-wide basis - in particular the
amalgamation and rationalisation of seven pre-existing district plans and a regional policy
statement.
Arguably, however, Local Boards could have, and should have, had much greater say in the
final step of the Unitary Plan process: the application of the new rules to neighbourhoods,
precincts, and individual properties.
There is, I think, a widespread perception that this step was insufficiently sensitive to local
interests and/or could have been better informed by local knowledge. Whether that
perception is justified by the facts is not important here: perceptions matter in politics, and if
Local Boards had taken a greater role in that part of the unitary plan process the perception
may have been avoided or significantly diminished.
This creates a rather perplexing problem, that might be beyond the commission’s remit:
creating a effective delegation structure that clearly assigns responsibility for
decision-making to the lowest level of governance, consistent with the idea of subsidiarity,
but also ensures that local boards are involved in, and remain committed to, regulatory
decisions that affect the whole region.

I suggest that the concept of the Governing Body having “reserve powers” is essential to
resolving that issue. That requires a structure which would allow the governing body to share
its regulatory powers with local boards, while reserving the right to reject any proposals that
were inconsistent with regional vision and strategy.
Technically, the reserve powers concept could be implemented by delegating certain
responsibilities for regulatory decision to Joint Committees comprised of Governing Body
and Local Board members. These committees would have delegations to recommend
decisions to the Governing Body, but not make final decisions.2
I imagine a structure somewhat like a bicameral parliament: the joint committee in place of a
House of Commons and the Governing Body in place of an Upper House (or Senate).
I acknowledge that these are matters which the Local Government Commission cannot
directly control. Legally, the structure of committees falls within the ambit of the mayor.
But in making determinations on any reorganisation proposal the commission must
necessarily explain its reasoning, and in doing so it might provide guidance on how it sees
2

Joint Committees may be established by s.30, Schedule 7, of the Local Government Act 2002.
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its determinations being implemented. In that context, you might reflect upon the ideas set
out in this section.

I have attached (Appendix Two) an extract from the Royal Commission on Auckland’s report.
This extract comprises pages 453 to 461 of Volume 4 of the report, showing how
Queenstown-Lakes District Council delegated decision-making responsibilities to the
Wanaka Community Board in its district.
I found it to be both clear and comprehensive, and I commend it to you as a template for
describing the division of responsibilities between Auckland Council’s governing body and its
Local Boards, under the structure proposed above.

11

Appendix One - Maps
The following maps are intended to outline my proposal for creating new representative
jurisdictions - they are not definitive.
I have made a few amendments where the police station area boundaries needed
adjustment, for reasons explained under each map. The shapefiles for these maps are
publicly available online at: http://tinyurl.com/superAkl
I have proposed Maori names for all the areas, using the name of a significant geographical
feature in each area, where a new name was chosen over an existing english name (i.e.
Great Barrier Island becomes the Aotea Local Board area).
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Three Northern Local Boards

I propose three smaller local boards, aligned to the three police station areas of Wellsford
(Whakapirau Local Board), Warkworth (Matakana Local Board) and Helensville
(Kaukapakapa Local Board), plus part of the Mangawhai police station area that overlaps the
Northland/Auckland regional boundaries.
This would create three natural communities of interest with a predominantly rural character,
centred around the three largest townships in what used to be the northern part of Rodney
District. Similar proposals have been submitted to the commission, in response to the North
Rodney reorganisation proposal.
I note that the western part of the Wellsford/Helensville police station areas starts at the
Araparera River, and submitters to earlier proposals have suggested the Hoteo River would
be more appropriate. To reflect this preference the Wellsford/Helensville local board
boundary has been redrawn at Hoteo River in this map.
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Two Gulf Islands Local Boards

I propose that these currently existing local boards remain, with increased delegations (as
with all others).
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Whangaparaoa Local Board

I propose a peri-urban local board comprising the three police station areas of Orewa,
Whangaparaoa and Browns Bay.
This area mostly coincides with the current Hibiscus and Bays local board area. Importantly,
it adds a larger inland area to encompass one of Auckland’s potential areas for greenfields
development (a Future Urban zone in the Unitary Plan).
The western edge of the Orewa police station area could be adjusted to fully include the
hamlets of Waitoki and Wainui.
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Waitakere Local Board

I propose an urban local board comprising the police station areas of Kumeu/Huapai,
Massey, Henderson and New Lynn.
This peri-urban local board recreates and expands the area that was previously Waitakere
City. The area includes the Future Urban zones of Kumeu, Coatesville and Whenuapai.
It also encompasses one of Auckland’s potential future development corridors, along the
main trunk railway line toward Helensville.
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Owairaka Local Board

I propose an urban local board comprised of the Ponsonby, Balmoral and Avondale police
station areas.
The suggested name is Owairaka - the name of the volcanic cone (a.k.a. Mt Albert), which
lies at its centre.
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Tamaki Local Board

I propose an urban local board comprised of the Auckland Central, Newmarket and Glen
Innes police station areas.
I foresee community demand for a separate, smaller, local board for the Auckland CBD area
(Tamaki) separate from the Newmarket and Glen Innes police station areas (Orakei).
To accommodate that possibility I have changed northwestern boundary of the Newmarket
police station area to include Parnell, following the edge of the Auckland domain and then
the railway line around to Mechanics Bay, so that Parnell in an Orakei local board area.
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Mutukaroa Local Board

I propose a local board comprised of the Onehunga, Mt Wellington and Otahuhu police
station areas.
The proposed name is that of the regional park at its centre (Hamlins Hill - Mutukaroa)
This area includes three critical points where Auckland’s central isthmus joins the rest of the
city: Mangere Bridge, the Otahuhu isthmus and two bridges at Panmure. It also has a
complex mix of commercial, industrial and residential activities.
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Ohuiarangi Local Board

I propose a peri-urban local board comprised of the Howick, Otara and Beachlands police
station areas.
I would suggest changing the western boundary so that it follows the Southern Motorway
without the deviation at Bairds Road, as mapped by the police.
I have called the area Ohuiarangi, the Maori name for pigeon mountain, which appears on
the LINZ list of official place names for the area. Another option might be Mangemangeroa the name of a stream, south of Howick, that flows into Tamaki Strait.
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Manukau Local Board

I propose an urban local board comprised of the Mangere, Airport, Manurewa and
Papatoetoe police station areas (including the small part, north of Papatoetoe, bounded by
the Southern Motorway and Tamaki Estuary).
This is roughly the western half of the previous Manukau City Council district.
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Three Southern Local Boards

I propose three local boards at the city’s southern margin. This map shows these aligned,
more or less, to each of the Papakura, Pukekohe and Waiuku police station areas. I am less
confident that police station areas provide useful local government boundaries in this part of
Auckland, so my proposal is to:
● Pukekura: join Papakura and Pukekohe police station areas so that the southern
transport corridor and future urban development zones come under unified
management.
● Hunua: create a smaller rural local board for the Clevedon Valley and Auckland’s
part of the Hunua Ranges, demarcated to include Ardmore Airport in the Pukekura
area by following Ardmore-Alfriston Road, Mullins Roads, Ardmore Quarry Road and
Hunua Road, as shown.
● Waiuku: redraw the western boundary of the Waiuku police station area along
Kingseat Road and Clark’s Creek, to include Waiau Pa and Clarks Beach in the
Waiuku Local Board area.
Extend Auckland’s southern boundary by expanding the Waiuku police station area
to the Waikato river, including the area shown as Otaua on this map.
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Appendix Two - extract from Royal Commission
report
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Part 9. Setting Community Boards in Context

6. Community boards in the Auckland region
This section summarises the current pattern of community board operations in the Auckland
region. It reﬂects documentation and discussions with elected councillors, community board
chairs, and council staﬀ. None of the boards is exercising signiﬁcant delegations. Rather
than decision making, from rural Franklin District to the Hobson Community Board (which
includes the Auckland central business district), the primary role is seen as looking outwards
to the community and seeking to make a diﬀerence on its behalf.
The extent to which boards feel they are eﬀective in doing this depends very much on whether
or not they are integrated into their council’s decision-making and public engagement
processes. On the one hand are the boards in the western city, which are seen as a key
component of the “Waitakere Way”, which applies the principles of Agenda 21 to the processes
of community engagement. On the other hand, boards in Auckland City feel marginalised
and admit they seem to be adding only limited value. The variability in board operations
and performance, identiﬁed earlier as stemming from the nature of the provisions relating to
them in the Local Government Act, is laid bare in these examples.

This section looks at the current pattern of community boards in the Auckland
region. Where possible and relevant, it also captures a little of their history and sets
them in a wider context of the council’s interaction with the community. It reﬂects
documentation and discussions with elected councillors, community board chairs, and
council staﬀ.

6.1

Franklin District
There are two community boards.

6.2

Waiuku-Awhitu Community Board (WACB) centres on the town of Waiuku, and also
covers the adjacent farming areas of Aka Aka and Otaua and the Āwhitu Peninsula. Some
PGUIFCPBSEnTBSFB SBUIFSNPSFPGJUTQPQVMBUJPOPG  JTXJUIJOUIF"VDLMBOE
region.
6.3

Onewhero-Tuakau Community Board (OTCB) centres on Tuakau and takes in Port
Waikato and the extensive rural area to the south west of the district stretching south to
Naike. The board’s community is in the Waikato region and has a population of 8,202.
6.4

The delegated decision-making powers of the boards relate to planning and
management of their reserves (WACB) and domain (OTCB) and maintenance of their
towns’ community halls. They make recommendations as to the latter’s fees, operation,
and capital spending. The boards are expected to take “a facilitation role in progressing
Town Plans”. The OTCB allocates pensioner ﬂats in the ward in conjunction with a council
staﬀ member. There seems to be no great unhappiness that the delegated powers are few.
6.5

The history of council-board relationships has not always been positive, although
it is represented as having been good in recent years. There have been two occasions
on which the council has moved, through its representation review, to disestablish the
boards. On both occasions it met with signiﬁcant resistance from the local communities.

6.6
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Mayor, councillor, and community board chair alike spoke of a positive contribution from
the boards in recent years. The following all seem to be making a contribution to this.
q There is an attitude on the part of council that the boards should be integrated
into the system of governance and seen as valuable and included. As part of
this a principal role for boards is to maintain a good understanding of local
issues and to act as a conduit for communication to and from their communities.
Members are expected to attend ratepayer and community meetings; to lead
consultation on community outcomes; and to analyse and provide feedback to
council on the Franklin Community Plan. The council undertakes to include board
issues and recommendations on its agendas and requires the boards to monitor
services in its area and report on issues/priorities with recommendations for
action. By way of illustration, the OTCB states that it was “instrumental in
facilitating the implementation of a local, special roading rate, which allowed
accelerated improvements to local roads.”16 The boards are also tasked “to
feedback to the community on Council decisions.” Both boards have taken a lead
role in working with the local business associations on the development and
implementation of main-street programmes.
q There is a passion for their communities on the part of the board members,
together with a strong, clear, and historically deep-rooted sense of community.
q There is a strongly proactive approach by boards to identifying and taking a lead
in progressing key local issues that may or may not be traditional district council
functions. Examples include facilitating community and physical development
processes in an area of former steelworks rental housing with a low socioeconomic status (the Hamilton Block); leading the reclamation of coastline
from mangrove encroachment by working with regional and district councils,
resulting in joint project funding and implementation; lobbying for and securing
a bus service into Waiuku; and facilitating collaboration of the local college and
adjoining rugby club and promoting to council the purchase of the surrounding
O’Hara block of land (now this 17-hectare site is being planned for development
of a major reserve and aquatic centre). This proactive approach is of particular
note because individual board members take the lead on speciﬁc projects and
work more in the mode of a project leader than a traditional elected member.
(They convene meetings, access council staﬀ, write reports, etc.)
q Staﬀ support for the boards is evident. Although there is minimal support in
Waiuku and Tuakau townships, board members have easy and direct access
to specialist council staﬀ. The comment was made that this depends on a
relationship of trust and respect for each other’s time and priorities.
6.7
The role of the boards may be understood in the context of the council’s
consultation policy. This states, “eﬀective consultation … is not a stand alone process
but part of current and on-going relationships with the various individuals, organisations

16
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Glenﬁeld Community Board

$194,000

Birkenhead-Northcote Community Board

$251,000

Takapuna Community Board

$264,000

Devonport Community Board

$115,000

It seems that the delegations to boards have been progressively whittled away since
they were ﬁrst established in 1989. There are two forces at work in this. On the one hand
more decisions have been delegated to oﬃcers, such as in the areas of tree removal, dog
matters, and minor decisions on local roads and reserves. On the other hand it seems that
the boards went through a period after the turn of the century when they were not highly
regarded by some council elected members and delegations were shifted from boards
to standing committees. (These comments could equally well apply to other councils in
Auckland.)
6.16

So is the city council incorrect when it states that boards have, “extensive
delegations”? In the literal use of the word “delegations” it is, but the claim needs to
be understood in the context that the council seeks to and does make signiﬁcant use of
the boards to help identify issues and to inform its own decision making. In eﬀect the
“delegations” are a commitment to engage with the boards and draw them into council
governance in order to garner perspectives from the signiﬁcantly diﬀerent communities
that comprise North Shore City.
6.17

The submission from the Birkenhead-Northcote Community Board is representative
of the six boards and looks at this relationship from a diﬀerent perspective:

6.18

[Boards] are a valued conduit for the local community to access local government
to raise issues of local concern. However the limited delegated authority and
discretionary budgets that are currently available to Community Boards limits their
eﬀectiveness if they do not have the support of their Council. However if legislation
were to empower Community Boards via funding and regulatory decision making
powers they would be very eﬀective and eﬃcient.18
6.19 In discussion with council elected members and staﬀ, the conclusion is drawn that
there is a desire to reﬂect the frustration of boards by increasing their delegations, but
exactly what additional matters should be passed to the boards is hard to pin down.
6.20 Although not explicit in council delegations each board works closely with and

receives reports from the community coordinators funded via North Shore Community
and Social Services.
There is agreement from all parties as to the importance for boards of good staﬀ
support. The North Shore City model is for a team of three staﬀ in an area oﬃce to be
principally involved in supporting two boards: an area secretary (administrative role),
a customer services manager (service delivery issues), and an area technical oﬃcer
6.21

18

Birkenhead-Northcote Community Board submission to Royal Commission, p. 8.
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(troubleshooting around infrastructure). There is also good access for the boards to the
wider council staﬀ organisation.
The community board chairs have a substantial number of examples of how their
boards have been proactive in addressing local issues and opportunities. The following
are three examples, each diﬀerent in nature. The provision of car parking and beach
access to the Harbour had been a success of the Glenﬁeld Community Board. This had
involved land development, resource consent, importing of sand, using board funds and
securing council backing to provide a new local amenity. Devonport Community Board
brought together the police, naval authorities, and the community after a fatal traﬃc
accident brought to a head a longstanding community concern relating to the driving
habits of some naval cadets. East Coast Bays Community Board responded to the Long
Bay-Okura Great Park Society’s pleas for help in opposing a 5,000-acre development. The
board made representations to the council, the Auckland Regional Council, and a central
government Minister.
6.22

6.23 In working with the community on issues, techniques include street corner
meetings, letterbox drops, and lobbying local media for attention and support.
6.24 The overall picture is of boards tapping into networks through the area of their

communities. Board members are appointed to local organisations, attend meetings
of residents and local interest groups, network with school principals, and “get about
their patch”. At four of the boards, members will report each month as to their liaison
activities and issues arising therefrom. There is an open forum at the start of the monthly
board meeting when residents may raise any issues; although it is acknowledged that the
contributions to these vary widely, with some boards seeing markedly more interest than
others.
This latter observation can be illustrated by contrasting the nature of the Devonport
community, with its strong sense of history and identity, with Glenﬁeld, which is seen
to lack a focus and be hard to deﬁne; and with Albany, which has a planned centre but
is mostly a product of development over the past 20 years. Also seen as undermining
the “place-making” role of boards is the tendency for their boundaries to change as
diﬀerential rates of development feeds population growth, breaching the statutory
criteria for electoral fairness.

6.25

6.26 There are many similarities to Waitakere City in the above picture.19 Some but not all

of the comments would also be representative of Auckland City. In terms of the Auckland
region, however, a unique feature of North Shore City is that board members are actively
involved in resource management hearings. Notiﬁed applications under the Resource
Management Act are heard by a panel of community board members if they are deemed
to be “local” in nature. In the case of city-wide applications the normal practice is for two
out of seven of the panel members to be drawn from the appropriate community board.
This is a signiﬁcant stream of quasi-judicial activity for community board members.

19
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The same should probably also be said of Manukau City, but given necessary limits to the scope of
discussion interviews that council was excluded from the ﬁeld research.
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supplementary submission made by the council to the Royal Commission (and included in
full as Appendix 3):
Alongside organisations such as Waitakere Paciﬁc Board, Waitakere Ethnic Board
and Council Committees such as Te Taumata Runanga and the Waitakere Youth
Council, community boards provide Waitakere City Council close contact with our
communities. They play an active, hands-on role in supporting the partnerships we
have with numerous community organisations such as Massey Matters, Ranui Action
Project and Project Twin Streams. Their detailed local knowledge is an invaluable
source of information for Council in determining critical strategy based on the
intimacies of place and local democracy.
6.30 In this context it is not surprising that boards see themselves as having excellent

support from and access to council staﬀ. (The immediate support staﬀ of three is the
same model as described above for North Shore City, although in Waitakere City’s case
the staﬀ are based in the council’s head oﬃce.)
As a matter of intent, all policy matters (whether local or city-wide) are considered
at community boards prior to going to council’s standing committees. “For example over
UIFQBTUNPOUITKVTUVOEFS PG PGUIFNFFUJOHTTFSWJDFECZUIF
$PVODJMXFSF$PNNVOJUZ#PBSENFFUJOHTBOEKVTUPWFSPGBMMSFQPSUT PG
 QSFQBSFEGPSDPOTJEFSBUJPOXFSFGPS$PNNVOJUZ#PBSETp 4FF8BJUBLFSF$JUZnT
supplementary submission, Appendix 3.) The community board chairs have the right
to attend and speak at meetings of council and its standing committees (where most
decisions are made under delegated authority). This means that there are likely to be two
appointed board members (councillors) and the board chair present to articulate local
views.

6.31

From the perspective of the community boards themselves, the emphasis seems
to be placed on their role in giving voice to local views and to tackling local problems
and opportunities. Several examples were given, three of which were written up by the
Waitakere team following our discussion and are included in paragraphs 6.35–6.37 below.
These examples were oﬀered in the context of discussing the functioning of community
boards. I include them not to suggest that community boards are essential to Waitakere
City’s style of community engagement but rather because they are illustrative of the
diversity of local issues that require local leadership if they are to be resolved.
6.32

In terms of their community engagement role the techniques used are generally
those outlined in describing North Shore City. There seems, however, to be greater
consistency in the style of operation of Waitakere City’s boards than is evident in North
Shore or Auckland Cities. For instance all boards hold open forums every month. There
could be several factors contributing to this, but the following two are suggested: a
stronger and clearer lead from the council in terms of its expectations of boards and the
context in which they ﬁt; and the lesser number of boards.
6.33
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While each board’s advisory role is extensive, its decision making under delegated
authority is small. There is a relatively narrow range of decisions relating to local
reserves, local events, and management of local streets.
6.34

6.35

Example 1: Vodanovich Road Safety Improvements, Henderson
6.35.1
Problem: The residents of Vodanovich Road, Henderson, had expressed
their concerns about traﬃc speed, driver behaviour, accidents, and near misses in
their street. The Henderson Community Board took a leadership role in advocating
for the residents and setting up a process to resolve these issues. Vodanovich Road
is a residential street, approximately 1.5 km long, with curves, hills, and dips along
its length, major intersections, and several side roads.

Response: Residents attended the February 2006 Public Forum of the
Henderson Community Board. As well as community board members, the assets
management group manager, senior road safety oﬃcer, and traﬃc engineers
were present at the meeting. Several residents spoke outlining the problems and
demanding action from the community board. After hearing responses from the
council oﬃcers present, the board resolved to meet with residents, councillors, and
the police to discuss safety issues and work toward solutions.

6.35.2

6.35.3
In the ﬁrst week of March 2006, speed tubes were laid in Vodanovich Road
to record speed and traﬃc volume data. The results conﬁrmed that both high speed
and traﬃc volumes were issues for the road.

A residents’ meeting was convened by the community board chair
Elizabeth Grimmer and attended by traﬃc engineers, assets management group
manager, members of the road safety team, and New Zealand Police. The residents
split into groups and brainstormed and discussed options for solving the problem.
The focus was on what the residents wanted, not suggestions from the council
oﬃcers. Ideas from the meeting were documented.

6.35.4

A working group was set up comprising representatives of the residents,
community board and council oﬃcers. This group met several times to discuss
options for traﬃc calming.

6.35.5

A further community meeting was held on 8 August 2006 to discuss and
approve the proposed design that was prepared by council oﬃcers, which followed
a holistic approach to the problem. Traﬃc calming was proposed through a number
of methods including central islands, painted medians, and threshold treatments;
in addition calming mechanisms included improved lighting, stop signs at major
intersections, and reﬂectorised chevrons. The philosophy was to reinforce the
residential aspect of Vodanovich Road and to discourage its use as a through-route.
6.35.6

A safety campaign will be rolled out shortly. It includes blown-up photos
of local children (including a child who had been hit by a vehicle). These will be sited
on the road with captions such as “Slow Down”.

6.35.7
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Budget and Implementation: There were over 200 submissions from
Vodanovich Road residents to the 2006/07 annual plan. The community board made
a submission for additional funds to be put aside for traﬃc calming, and with joint
eﬀort from the community and council oﬃcers, this resulted in $150,000 being set
aside in the 2006/07 annual plan. After the designs gained ﬁnal approval from the
community board in December 2006, construction started in February 2007 and
was completed in mid-March 2007.
6.35.8

6.35.9
Outcomes: The outcomes of this work are a safer and more attractive
street, speed reduction, and crash and near-miss reduction.

As the project has only just been completed, a full evaluation has not been done.
Speed tubes can be laid to record speed data in the near future; however, it will be
some years before crash data can be analysed to conﬁrm the expected reduction in
crashes for the area.
6.35.10

Successes/Beneﬁts

q The community worked together with the community board.
q The consultation model has been developed that council oﬃcers intend to use in
resolving future roading issues (e.g. Sunnyvale and Takapo Roads).
q There were positive outcomes and partnership between the community board,
council, and the community.
q This project won the safety category of the New Zealand Community Board Best
Practice Awards 2007.
6.36

Example 2: Establishment of the Asian Support Group: New Lynn
Problem: The safety of Asian residents in public places and in using public
transport (particularly trains) had been of growing concern. There had been a
number of muggings, robberies, and harassment of Asian residents. New Lynn Ward
IBTPG8BJUBLFSF$JUZnT"TJBOSFTJEFOUT NBOZPGXIPNEPOPUTQFBL&OHMJTIPS
may have diﬃculty accessing police and other local support services.

6.36.1

The New Lynn area will become a transit-oriented development, where it
is planned that people, employment, and a transit hub will all form part of a highdensity area. It is important at the earliest point to attend to emerging social issues
around transport and safety concerns.
6.36.2

Response: About three months ago a Waitakere Asian Support Group
was set up by a New Lynn Community Board member, a Chinese councillor, and
local senior police oﬃcer. A couple of members of the Waitakere Ethnic Board
were also invited to join the group to provide a bigger picture of issues for ethnic
groups. There are plans to work with the local Citizens Advice Bureau. The group
has already communicated the Waitakere initiative to the Asian community by way
of communications and safety guidance to Chinese newspapers (5) and radio. The
group will be undertaking a survey of the community and this is to be used to deﬁne

6.36.3
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more speciﬁc responses. One of the initiatives members are planning is to set up
a neighbourhood watch in Ambrico Place. In early September there will be a doorknocking appeal involving the community board and the police (with people able to
speak Chinese).
This response is also aﬃliated and supported by Safe Waitakere, an
initiative with a focus on community safety that is funded by the council and central
government (Ministries of Justice and Health).
6.36.4

Outcomes: The early outcome is an energised group that is drawing
in other interested community leaders to establish a set of programmes for
addressing safety issues in the Asian community. The New Lynn Community Board
is taking a lead in this process working closely with the police and other community
networks. The involvement of Councillor Peter Chan (Massey Ward) in the core
group will provide a means to support any future annual plan funding bids.
6.36.5

6.37

Example 3: Improvements to the design of the Swanson railway station
Problem: When the Glen Eden station pedestrian overbridge was
constructed, there was signiﬁcant community and elected member concern as to
its scale, bulk, visual impact, and lack of ﬁt with its context, particularly the Glen
Eden heritage railway station. Consequently, council wrote to ONTRACK to ask it to
reconsider plans for similar overbridges at Sturges Road, Ranui, and the Swanson
station.

6.37.1

ONTRACK responded by reviewing all of its plans for these overbridges.
In the case of Sturges Road and Ranui, ONTRACK agreed with the council’s
recommendation that at-grade pedestrian crossings controlled by electronic gates
would provide a safe crossing solution for pedestrians.21 However, at the Swanson
railway station ONTRACK could not approve an at-grade pedestrian crossing
because double tracking terminates immediately west of the station. This means
trains may need to be held in the station area while the track ahead clears, and
could at times block a level crossing. The section of track at Swanson is signalled for
bi-directional train operation; in addition, there are human factors issues involving
risk-taking behaviour in the rail environment.
6.37.2

Response: ONTRACK was encouraged to engage with the Waitakere
Community Board and the Swanson community in order to develop an overbridge
option that was acceptable to the community, ﬁtted with its context, and avoided
the range of issues experienced in Glen Eden, where only very limited community
engagement and no community board involvement had taken place.

6.37.3

ONTRACK then made a presentation to the Waitakere Community Board
on 4 March 2008, outlining the safety case for a grade-separated pedestrian rail
overbridge at the Swanson station. In addition, a public open day was hosted by
ONTRACK in the community room at the Swanson heritage station. The feedback
from the community board and the community open day was that an overbridge
6.37.4

21

An at-grade crossing is where two or more routes meet at the same vertical level.
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could be acceptable to the community if it was designed in a way that ﬁtted
with the context, particularly the heritage station building, and avoided the
issues associated with the Glen Eden pedestrian rail overbridge. ONTRACK also
established a reference group for the project involving community board members,
community representatives, and council staﬀ.
The key concern of the community board (and the Swanson community)
was that the length of ramps required to meet building code requirements for
disabled access would have a similar negative visual impact as the ramps at Glen
Eden. Sharon Davies, a disabled member of the Swanson community, advocated at
the public forum section of the 6 May 2008 meeting of the Waitakere Community
Board that lifts would be a better solution for people with disabilities because
ramps, although compliant with the building code, are still diﬃcult for disabled
people and other people with reduced mobility to use. As a result, the Waitakere
Community Board advocated, in its submission on the 2008/09 draft annual plan,
that lifts be installed at Swanson railway station in preference to ramps in order to
reduce the visual impact of the ramps and to better provide for access for people
with reduced mobility.

6.37. 5

Oﬃcers reported to the 3 June 2008 meeting of the Waitakere Community
Board on the proposed Swanson station pedestrian rail overbridge. As a result
of oﬃcer advocacy based on the community board’s preference for lifts, an oﬀer
by ONTRACK to fund the capital cost of lifts at the Swanson station was tabled at
this meeting, subject to an organisation – either the Auckland Regional Transport
Authority (ARTA) or Waitakere City – picking up the operating and maintenance
costs of the lift. The report invited comment from the community board to be used
to assist the council in its decision making. This gave the community board the
opportunity to reinforce its advocacy for lifts at the Swanson station. Consequently,
the chief executive of the council wrote to ARTA on 30 June 2008 requesting that
ARTA fund the operating and maintenance costs of lifts at the Swanson station.

6.37.6

6.37.7
ARTA responded positively on 23 July 2008 agreeing to fund the operation
and maintenance of these lifts. This decision has allowed ONTRACK to proceed with
planning for an overbridge with lifts and to discard the option of having ramps.
ONTRACK is continuing to engage with the Swanson community and council staﬀ on
the design of the overbridge, which will be presented to the reference group, largely
made up of members of the community board and the Swanson community.

Outcomes: The need for extensive and visually intrusive ramping was
avoided at Swanson railway station, and a solution was agreed and funded by
appropriate other parties that better meets the needs of the community, including
people with disabilities that reduce their mobility. The solution did not result in a
cost to ratepayers apart from community board and staﬀ time in advocacy. ARTA
and ONTRACK would have clearly seen the beneﬁts of engaging with community
boards and the community to achieve win-win situations to complex problems.
6.37.8
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2) community boards as outlined in Section 7 above other than paragraphs 7.24–
7.26, which relate to raising revenue; that is, with enhancements made in the
following areas:
q

status

q

role and relationship with council

q

decision making

q

administrative and professional support

q

stable boundaries

3) community boards as in option 2 but with the addition of paragraphs 7.24–7.26
relating to raising revenue
4) no community boards.
It needs to be stated that the evaluation of the current community board model
reﬂects the current situation in Auckland. Some boards will fairly say that the evaluation
does them a disservice. My thinking is strongly inﬂuenced by the ambiguity as to the
functioning of boards and by the tendency for the boards to have become increasingly
marginalised; almost 20 years after their establishment they have not carved out a
sustained and clear role in the governance of the urban area.

9.6

9.7
The beneﬁts anticipated from the enhanced community board models will be seen
by some as optimistic. I would point to some of the successful boards elsewhere in New
Zealand that are operating in ways that have, by agreement, been enhanced well beyond
the minimalistic framework of the Act; also to the truism that structures function better
when their purpose is clear.

Conclusions from the models and recommendations
9.8
I have been asked to make recommendations. Accordingly
1. There will be expectations following from the work of the Royal Commission that
Auckland local government will function more eﬀectively. Although the current
community board model has some merits it is too patchy and too limited in its
eﬀectiveness to be a part of the future to which citizens aspire. It should not be
taken forward.
2. If there were to be no community boards, then a wide spectrum of voluntary
bodies, informal mechanisms, and innovative styles of engagement might
well result. This seems at ﬁrst sight attractive and to have merit, but there are
very signiﬁcant risks and implications. The quality of the resulting informal
machinery would tend to be a function of the capacity (social capital) of
individual communities and so less advantaged communities would tend to
be further marginalised. Signiﬁcant resources, both elected and professional,
would be diverted from a focus on strategic issues to invest time in community
engagement; there is the risk of spreading the cream too thinly. I am tempted
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to suggest that this approach would have greater merit than the current board
operations but neither model is satisfactory.
3. I recommend that the Royal Commission adopt an enhanced community
board model as outlined in this report. I am attracted to the “enhanced
plus revenue raising” model. However a decision between that and the more
limited enhanced model should rest on decisions as to the wider structural
arrangements. Before choosing between these I would also wish to see
some detailing as to how they would operate and a dialogue with a range of
stakeholders in Auckland. In either case I would recommend that the approach
developed by Queenstown-Lakes District with the Wanaka Community Board
be used as a starting point. Although the latter is based on a philosophy of
partnership with the council treating the board as a partner in the governance
of the district, I recommend an approach that would see a partnership in the
governance of the city (district) and of the city council.
I have been asked to comment on “the upper practical limits on functions/
responsibilities appropriately to be given to a community board”; and, “What functions
are not appropriately discharged by a community board?”

9.9

The example of Wanaka Community Board34 (and some others) suggest that under
present legislation there are no limits to the decision making delegated to community
boards other than the statutory restrictions (employment of staﬀ, ownership of property,
striking a rate, adopting various statutorily required plans, etc.). It is also relevant, as
several submissions have pointed out, that several city councils in New Zealand have a
smaller population (and potentially resource base) than do many Auckland community
boards. In one sense, therefore, if statute were to permit, there may be no functions that
boards could not practically undertake. This answer is not particularly helpful except
insofar as it reminds us that boards could be sensibly asked to undertake a role far
diﬀerent from their present one.

9.10

The more helpful answer to the question is that it needs to be addressed
situationally. Paragraph 7.21 suggests decisions that could be delegated to community
boards using the approach adopted in Christchurch during the years I had a close
involvement in that council’s aﬀairs. They are listed again here:

9.11

q oversight and implementation of all capital projects within the community
PUIFSUIBOUIPTFDMFBSMZTFSWJOHBDBUDINFOUUIBUJTPSNPSFPVUTJEFUIF
community
q the power to enter into contracts for the purchase of materials, works, and
services to a maximum of $2 million
q the preparation, review, and change of management plans for all reserves other
than those with a clear metropolitan function

34
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q exercise of council’s powers for traﬃc management on all local roads (i.e. those
not carrying a network designation) in the community
q the oversight and implementation of community centres, community
development, recreation and social programmes, and events within the
community, except those with a clear metropolitan focus
q exercise of council’s powers to enter into leases and licences on council-owned
land within the community except in the case of facilities clearly serving a
DBUDINFOUUIBUJTPSNPSFPVUTJEFUIFDPNNVOJUZ
Although the language was not used, this model was based on a paradigm of
partnership and a recognition of the core strength of boards being that they were closer
to the community and could reﬂect local diﬀerences. It also reﬂected a view that in a
contiguous urban area there are city-wide systems that need to be planned, designed,
and managed in an integrated way.

9.12

It is in implementing the latter concept that a range of diﬃculties tended to arise.
It seems “black and white” that piped infrastructure, the primary transport network, and
some facilities such as a major performance venues and an art gallery were “urban wide”
in nature. But other facilities seem to be “shades of grey”. For example, should elderly
person housing be seen as local to its neighbourhood or part of a metropolitan system?
Major sports grounds have a wide catchment; local reserves are unknown beyond their
immediate neighbourhoods; but what about medium-sized parks? Libraries have clear
elements of local and city-wide. Do economic development and promotion have a relevant
meaning at the local level?
9.13

Experience in Christchurch, however, clearly demonstrated that when undisputedly
city systems such as sewage treatment or an 8,600-seat indoor entertainment centre
have speciﬁc local impacts, then council was most unwise to make decisions without early
involvement of the relevant community board in whose area a facility was located.
9.14

9.15 Turning to recommendation 3 in paragraph 9.8 I would envisage that, at a minimum,
boards would undertake the functions listed in 9.11 above but, as stated in 9.8, the wider
structural arrangements and the legal status of “enhanced community boards” will
provide a critically important context. The following are matters that in my experience
should not be the responsibility of “enhanced community boards” in the Auckland
context (this is not to say that they should not have the right to fund a higher standard of
service for their community):

q piped utilities and their associated sources or treatment facilities (the three
waters)
q public transport, and major and arterial highways
q preparation and administration of district plans under the Resource Management
Act
q building control and bylaws
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q emergency management
q management of signiﬁcant growth areas (greenﬁeld) and redevelopment
(brownﬁeld), including preparation of structure plans
q non-local facilities including libraries and reserves (I use the term “non-local” for
GBDJMJUJFTUIBUIBWFBDBUDINFOUPSNPSFCFZPOEUIFDPNNVOJUZBSFB
q economic development and tourism promotion.
Whether there should be a “super city” or whether regional and city councils should
be retained is not part of my brief, but I have been requested to make comment on the
issue from the perspective of the potential role of community boards in relation to the
model.

9.16

Some comments are oﬀered in Section 12. This matter would bear strongly not only on the
functions for future forms of community boards but also potentially on their legal status.

10. Hauraki Gulf islands and rural areas
Great Barrier Island and Waiheke Community Boards
10.1 Both these island community boards made detailed submissions. The chairman of
the Great Barrier Island Community Board painted the following picture to headline and
supplement his submission:
q Great Barrier Island is 90 km from Auckland city. It is an absolutely diﬀerent
environment. It has no reticulated services (power or water).
q The island has beneﬁted ﬁnancially from its relationship with Auckland and needs
POHPJOHBTTJTUBODFUIFPGUIFJTMBOEUIBUJTJO%FQBSUNFOUPG$POTFSWBUJPO
ownership is exempt from paying rates.
q Decisions made on the island generally reﬂect local sensitivities and tend to be
eﬀective and often cost-eﬀective, avoiding “over-engineering”.
q Although the board has few delegations there are signiﬁcant council powers
delegated to the ﬁve staﬀ residing on the Island and they work closely with the
board and community on an informal basis to inform their decision-making.
q Some decisions made in Auckland City have been eﬀective, but there is a
tendency for such decisions to ﬂy in the face of the local context and interests
through being designed with an urban perspective and imposing urban values on
a very remote community. The Hauraki Gulf Islands Section of the district plan
seems the most obvious example, resulting in an avalanche of objections, still
to be resolved. For example, the notiﬁed plan requires a resource consent to be
granted (at a cost to the applicant of some $2,000) before a fund-raising event
can be held at the local school.
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q Great Barrier Island cannot “go it alone” (unless a solution is found to its funding
shortfall). A community board or similar arrangement is appropriate to achieve
the following general framework:
- Implementation of projects and other spending on the island should be
enabled. This should include spending for tourism marketing and information.
- The island is quite diﬀerent in nature from Waiheke Island and should have
its own district plan. There should be signiﬁcant input to its development
and review from the island, although it would be adopted by an authority in
Auckland.
10.2 Waiheke and Great Barrier Islands diﬀer very signiﬁcantly. The nature of local
government services is diﬀerent, and yet from the viewpoint of preferred governance
arrangements, their community board chairs reach similar conclusions. In the case of the
Waiheke Community Board, the chair emphasised the following headline points:

q Waiheke is quite distinct as a community and very diﬀerent from urban Auckland
in environmental and social terms.
q At the same time it has strong links to Auckland City in terms of daily commuting,
PXOFSTIJQPGCBDIFTPOUIFJTMBOE BOETPNFPGWJTJUPSTUP8BJIFLF*TMBOE
coming from the Auckland urban area (with the need for infrastructure to
accommodate a signiﬁcant seasonal inﬂux).
q The island has beneﬁted from city-wide funding to support new and upgraded
infrastructure such as the Oneroa sewerage scheme.
q Decision-making processes in “city hall” that bypass local input can seem strong
in principle but miss important local context. A recent example cited related
to the community board having the opportunity of input only after a council
standing committee had set a course of action that would see large “wheelie
bins” used for a curbside domestic refuse collection on Waiheke Island. In the
view of the board, such a scheme lacked understanding of the number of steep
driveways and older residents on the island.
q Notwithstanding the city council maintaining an oﬃce on the island with a dozen
staﬀ, the harmonious relationship between local board and council staﬀ, spoken
of on Great Barrier Island, was not described as existing on Waiheke Island.
From the submissions I have considered and discussion with the board chair, the most
appropriate way forward for Waiheke seems similar to that for Great Barrier Island: namely,
a community board or similar arrangement to achieve the following general framework:
q implementation of projects and the ﬁne-tuning of other spending on the island
q signiﬁcant input to development and review of the district plan covering Waiheke
Island, with the plan being adopted by an authority in Auckland.
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Non-urban Auckland
10.3 The following are my recommendations.
Franklin District. See paragraphs 6.2–6.8. Franklin District’s characteristics are
those of the “rest of New Zealand” rather than of the Auckland urban area. Its partial
community board model is working to the general satisfaction of the parties involved. I
recommend it be excluded from any changes made to Auckland local government with
regard to community boards.35
10.4

Rodney District. See paragraphs 8.6–8.15. The Rodney District structure, running as
it does without community boards, appears eﬀective in that regard. I see no good reason
for imposing change at the current time on a matter that sits with the discretion of the
council. The future may be diﬀerent, however, because the extent of growth anticipated
for Rodney District is signiﬁcantly greater than is the case in Franklin District. If the
Royal Commission adopts the recommendations in this report, then I would further
recommend that an evaluation be undertaken as to whether the scale of growth
anticipated is such as to give parts of Rodney District the character of the Auckland
urban area. If so, then the supplementary question would be whether there should
be boundary adjustments to place the future urban areas of a larger scale within the
Auckland urban authority (or authorities) and whether this would leave a viable, largely
rural, Rodney District.
10.5

Great Barrier Island: I recommend that an enhanced community board, as
outlined in this report, be maintained on the island.
10.6

10.7 Waiheke Island: I tentatively recommend that an enhanced community board,
as outlined in this report, be maintained to serve Waiheke Island and neighbouring
islands.

11. Is there an optimum size for community
boards?
This section addresses the question of “optimum size” for community boards. Understandably
the question of optimum size for units of local government is often asked, but I am not
aware of it ever being satisfactorily answered. The section reviews the opinions expressed
by community boards in their submissions and recommends a process for addressing this
question.

There is an extensive literature on the relationship between the size of councils and
the cost of service delivery that has been presented to the Royal Commission. My focus
here, however, is to see what can legitimately be concluded as whether there is a size that
is reached by a community board where it ceases to display the characteristics that make
such boards eﬀective.

11.1

35
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No inference is intended to wider issues such as the boundary with Waikato region.
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Community boards by their nature nest under the umbrella of an authority serving
a larger area. As we have discussed in the enhanced community board model, their core
strengths relate to their being accessible to the community and close enough to the
grassroots to appreciate subtle local diﬀerences.
11.2

I am not aware of signiﬁcant recent research on this subject.36 The following are
the views of existing community boards on the matter of population representation by
boards:
11.3

q The Botany Community Board suggests an upper ﬁgure of 100,000 population.
q The Clevedon Community Board, in the context of a two-tier model, suggests an
upper limit of 60,000 to 80,000.
q The Devonport Community Board is committed to a single community of interest
within a board area, so sees “less then 20,000” as likely to be positive while
expressing reservations as to the merits of board populations larger than
60,000.
q East Coast Bays Community Board believes that a board population should
ideally be below 40,000.
q Eastern Bays Community Board submits, “While it is accepted that ‘no size ﬁts
all’, the Board considers from its experience that a board could be eﬀective,
given adequate support, with a membership of 4 or 5 based on a ratio of one
board member for between 7500 and 9000 people.” This would be indicative of
a board serving a population of 30,000 to 45,000.
q Eden-Albert Community Board suggests a ratio of 3,000 to 5,000 population per
elected member. This would seem to limit board representation to a population
of around 35,000.
q The chair of the Howick Community Board suggests 40,000 to 50,000.
q The Manurewa Community Board, whose population is currently approaching
80,000, recommends “super boards” with a population size of 100,000 to
150,000.
11.4 The key concept underlying a community is that of community of interest. The
Local Government Commission in its Guidelines to assist local authorities in undertaking
representation reviews (2005) has recommended that it be seen as “the area to which
one feels a sense of belonging and to which one looks for social, service and economic
support.” The commission continues:
A community of interest usually has a number of deﬁning characteristics, which may
include:
q a sense of community identity and belonging;
q similarities in the demographic, socio-economic and/or ethnic characteristics
of the residents of the community;
36

That does not necessarily mean that there is none!
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q
q
q
q
q

similarities in economic activities;
dependence on shared facilities in an area, including schools, recreational
and cultural facilities, and retail outlets;
physical and topographical features;
the history of the area; and
transport and communication links.

One of the important questions for us is whether or not distinct but adjacent
communities of interest can be eﬀectively combined into an eﬀective community board.
The submission from the Auckland Region Community Boards Association argues, “The
risk of poor decision making increases markedly when a Board area contains dissimilar
communities of interest”.

11.5

If this observation is correct, then boards would need to be very small in urban
terms to be eﬀective. In my own experience I have observed boards of around 60,000
population comprising several diﬀerent communities of interest working eﬀectively in
Christchurch over a number of years. These boards had six directly elected members
giving a board member to population ratio of 1:10,000.
11.6

11.7 I recommend that the identiﬁcation of possible boundaries for community boards
can be done only with reference to the actual geography of the Auckland area. An
appropriate process would be to ﬁrst identify communities of interest in a strict sense
and then to consider how these might be grouped together to form community board
areas. In doing this it should be seen that a range of board sizes is appropriate, provided
communities of interest are kept intact at the more local level.

From my experience I would use 60,000 population as a ﬂag; above this level a
presumption could be adopted that the board’s area was in danger of becoming too large
and so the burden of proof would be to justify the coverage of the proposed board. Given
the realities of Auckland’s population, I would set a second ﬂag at 40,000; below this
ﬁgure the burden of proof would be to justify that the size of the proposed board’s area
could not be increased by adding an adjacent community or communities of interest.
Boundaries should be determined with an eye to likely future growth of population.

11.8

The principle of combining communities of interest to form community boards means
that it is likely to be useful to consider subdividing the community boards into wards for
electoral purposes. Given the nature of local communities of interest, the tolerance of
JOTFUUJOHXBSETDPVMECFVTFGVMMZJODSFBTFEUPQSPWJEFHSFBUFSаFYJCJMJUZGPSXBSETUP
reﬂect communities of interest and to remain stable with population change.

11.9

12. Addendum: Two tiers or three?
Whether there should be a “super city” or whether regional and city councils should
be retained is not part of my brief, but I have been requested to make comment on the issue
from the perspective of the potential role of community boards in relation to the model.

12.1
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If the Royal Commission were to adopt the recommendation for enhanced
community boards, it might seem attractive to argue that city councils are not necessary,
as signiﬁcant functions could be legislated to “community councils”. From the perspective
of this report, however, my view is that retaining Auckland’s city councils (although not
necessarily four) is preferable. There are two reasons for this.
12.2

12.3 First, even with the model of enhanced community boards with revenue powers,
there are still a handful of signiﬁcant functions that if placed at regional level would
“clutter up” that authority and risk diverting its focus. Yet these functions would, in my
view, either be beyond the capacity of a “community council” or inappropriate to its scale
of activity. These include

q preparation and administration of district plans under the Resource Management
Act37
q building control and bylaws38
q emergency management
q management of signiﬁcant growth (greenﬁeld) and redevelopment (brownﬁeld),
including preparation of structure plans
q non-local reserves and facilities, including libraries (“non-local” assets meaning
those that have a signiﬁcant catchment beyond the community council area)
q “local” (i.e. “non-regional”) economic development
q possibly the management of the highway network that is neither local nor regional.
Secondly, a key role for city councils would be to support and provide capacity to
community councils/boards. With a three-tier model, enhanced community boards would
be part of the city council governance structure (see paragraphs 7.4–7.7). The city council
would employ a professional staﬀ and provide professional and administrative capacity to
community boards via a partnership agreement. City councils would manage LTCCP and
annual plan processes and collect rates. With a two-tier model a signiﬁcant tension would
arise: increasing the capacity of community councils suggests their size be increased
whereas, as discussed above, maintaining their intimate relationship with the community
provides an opposite dynamic.
12.4

As a Mainlander I would also observe that there seems to be meaning to
community of interest existing at the level of the four main segments of the urban area.
Citizens identify themselves as for instance “Westies” or “from the Shore”; the councils
themselves have developed very distinct cultures over the past 19 years. This represents
social capital that might be lost in a two-tier model.
12.5

37

I would expect community councils to be closely involved in the preparation and variation of plans, possibly
also nominating a local member to hearing panels, but they should not be the planning authority.

38

Again, community councils may have a power to enact local bylaws but the main stream of this activity
would be city-wide.
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13. Summary answers to questions posed in the
brief for the project
13.1 The approach adopted in this report is to present a narrative in a logical sequence,
aimed at providing the Royal Commission with an understanding of the issues around
community boards, with an evaluation of alternatives, and with clear advice. The latter
reﬂects the understanding developed from discussions with staﬀ of the Royal Commission
as well as a reading of the brief. The purpose of this section is to set out the speciﬁc
questions included in the project brief and to cross-reference them to the body of the
report.

Question 1. “How are current community boards constituted in Auckland region, in terms
of geographical coverage, populations, numbers of elected members, and delegated
functions? (This data will be supplied by the Commission, to be written up by the
contractor.)”
Answer 1. Section 6 describes the arrangement of community boards in the Auckland
region and includes all data supplied to and sourced by the contractor.
Question 2. “What are the inherent strengths and weaknesses of community boards, in
relation to community decision-making, representation and advocacy? (This will consider
the perceptions of territorial authorities, community boards and others, from interview
comments, submissions, the LGNZ research data, the contractor’s own experience, and
literature.)”
Answer 2. The Oxford Dictionary deﬁnes “inherent” as “existing in something as a
permanent, essential or characteristic attribute”. Much of the material in the report is
aimed at addressing this question, which has been taken to be at the heart of the brief.
Section 3 suggests that the legislation is such that community boards lack inherent
characteristics and so lack inherent strengths and weaknesses. As a result their nature
and operation is very varied and so perceptions of them are equally varied (see Sections
4–6). This view is central to the directions taken in the report.
Question 3. “Do community boards in Auckland region materially improve the
performance of their territorial authorities in relation to the principles stated in section 14
of the Local Government Act 2002, in particular the ability of territorial authorities to –
q be eﬃcient and eﬀective
q make themselves aware of views of all communities
q take account of the diversity of the community and the interests of future
communities
q provide opportunities for Māori to contribute to decision processes
q ensure prudent stewardship and eﬃcient and eﬀective use of resources
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q take a sustainable development approach, taking into account the four wellbeings, the need to maintain and enhance the environment, and needs of future
generations?”
Answer 3. It is worthy of note that the wording of the question implies that boards are
part of the council’s governance structure. The fact that they are not but would be more
eﬀective if they were is one of the recommendations of the report (see Section 7).
The short answer to this question from Section 6 is “Yes” in the cases of North Shore City,
Waitakere City, and Franklin District (and probably Manukau City) and “No” in the cases
of Auckland City, Rodney District, and Papakura District. In all cases where boards exist in
the Auckland region they have become increasingly marginalised. The conclusion drawn
is that the current community board framework is at best inconsistent in improving the
performance of councils. The report then considers a more normative question in Section 7,
which is entitled, “A framework for making community boards eﬀective” before going on to
oﬀer an evaluation of local governance frameworks with and without boards in Section 9.
Question 4. “How could the performance and contribution of community boards in
Auckland be improved? What is working well in other parts of New Zealand, and why?
(Selected examples only.)”
Answer 4. This is covered in Sections 7 and 4 respectively.
Question 5. “What can community boards do well, and why? What are the upper practical
limits on functions/responsibilities appropriately to be given to a community board? What
functions are not appropriately discharged by a community board?”
Answer 5. This matter is alluded to in several places and explicitly addressed in
paragraphs 9.9–9.16.
Question 6. “Is there an optimum size for the area or population served by a community
board?”
Answer 6. This is covered in Section 11.
Question 7. “Do some communities have special needs (e.g. rural and islands), in terms of
community decision-making, representation and advocacy?”
Answer 7. This is covered in Section 10.
Question 8. “What alternatives to community boards are available to promote community
decision-making, representation and advocacy? What are the strengths and weaknesses
of these? (This might include an examination of alternative mechanisms for engagement
with the community through public forums, and groups such as residents, business,
mainstreet associations and other interest groups.)”
Answer 9. This is the subject of Section 8. Insights also ﬂow from the commentary of
community board operations in Section 6 (see, for example, the discussion of Franklin
District’s and Waitakere City’s approach to community engagement).

Auckland Governance, Volume 4: Research Papers

449

Part 9. Setting Community Boards in Context

Question 10. “What model(s) do you recommend for community decision making,
representation and advocacy to the Commission, setting out strengths and weaknesses?”
Answer 10. This is covered in Sections 7–11 and summarised in the Executive Summary.
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Appendices
Appendix 1: Consultees and discussants
North Shore
Julia Parﬁtt

Deputy Mayor

Tony Holman

Councillor, Chair – Community Services and Parks

John McLean

Chairman, Albany Community Board

Jennifer Yorke

Chairman, Birkenhead-Northcote Community Board

Mike Cohen

Chairman, Devonport Community Board

David Cooper

Chairman, East Coast Bays Community Board

John Gillon

Chairman, Glenﬁeld Community Board

David Thornton

Member, Glenﬁeld Community Board

Richard Logan

Governance Policy Advisor

Alison Geddes

General Manager - Environmental Services

Steve Ironside

Corporate Planning Manager

Waitakere
Penny Hulse
Gayle Marshall
Graeme Campbell
Catherine Taylor
Melissa Brown
Rose Leonard
Auckland City
David Hay
Toni Millar
Aaron Bhatnaygar
Richard Northey
Bridget Graham
Richard Barter
Bruce Kilmister
Colin Davis
Paul Downie
Ray Ericson

Deputy Mayor
Chair, New Lynn Community Board
Director of Strategic Planning

Deputy Mayor
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor
Chair, Maungakiekie Community Board
Chair, Mt Roskill Community Board
Chair, Western Bays Community Board
Chair, Eastern Bays Community Board
Chair, Great Barrier Island Community Board
Chair, Waiheke Community Board
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Teena Pennington
Christine Watson

Manager, Strategy
Group Manager, Democracy Services

Franklin District
Mark Ball
Dan Lynch
Bill Deed
Sally Davis
Ken Dyer

Mayor
Councillor
Chair, Waiuku-Awhitu Community Board
CEO
Communications Manager

Rodney District
Penny Webster
Grahame Powell
Ross Craig
Pat Delich
Beverly Fletcher
Jacques Victor
Paul Garbett
Warren Maclennan
Kim Gordon
David Low

Mayor
Councillor
Councillor
Councillor
Strategic planning
Strategic planning
Executive Assistant - Governance
Assistant CEO, Director Strategy & Policy
Manager, Infrastructure
Revenue Manager

Manukau City
Grant Taylor

Director Strategy

Other consultees
Mike Reid
Yvonne Palmer
Donald Reizebos
Paddy Cliﬀord
Rob Williams
Peter Guerin
Dave Adamson
Duncan Field
Jim Palmer
Vyvien Maﬀey

Local Government New Zealand
Chair New Zealand Community Boards’ Executive Committee
CEO Local Government Commission
CEO Palmerston North
CEO Taupo District Council
CEO Rotorua District Council
CEO Southland District Council
CEO Queenstown-Lakes District Council
CEO Waimakariri District Council
Strategy & Partnerships, Kapiti Coast District Council

Thanks also to a dozen or more staﬀ at the above councils who chased around to respond
to questions often on a “today please” basis.
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Appendix 2: The Wanaka Community Board
1. Extract from report to Queenstown-Lakes District Council re Governance
agreement with Wanaka Community Board
Background
During late 2003 and 2004 the Community Board considered the delegations of powers
that Council was proposing to grant to it. During the later part of the discussion it was
suggested that a statement of the joint responsibilities that Council and the Board have
for governing the District would be appropriate. A series of drafts was prepared and
circulated for discussion between Councillors and the Board Members prior to the recent
election. It had generally received the agreement of most parties, following reﬁnement
through the drafting process. The latest draft is at a point where it is now necessary to
consider it in a formal way and, if deemed appropriate, to recommend its adoption. The
agreement was discussed and adopted with one change by the Wanaka Community Board
at its meeting on 18 November 2004. A copy of the revised Governance Agreement is
attached as an appendix to this paper.
Queenstown Lakes District
Governance Agreement
Parties
The parties to this agreement are:
Queenstown Lakes District Council (the “Council”) and
Wanaka Community Board (the “Board”)
Purpose
This agreement aims to:
q Document the principles of partnership in governing the Queenstown Lakes
District between the Council and the Board.
q Encourage communication, coordination and cooperation between the Council
and the Board.
q Provide a mechanism for the Council and the Board to:
a) Enable democratic decision making and action; and
b) Promote the social, economic, environmental and cultural well being of the
district.
Protocols for Governance, Communication and Coordination
q The Council and Board agree that they have a joint responsibility for the good
governance of the district and that the best interests of the communities of the
district are served when the Council and Board work cooperatively.
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q Members of the Board may be appointed to Council Standing Committees to
ensure that, in association with Wanaka Ward Councillors, there is Wanaka
representation on each Committee.
q The Board will be consulted on signiﬁcant policy and planning documents that
impact on the Wanaka ward before the policies or plans are adopted as draft
documents and notiﬁed for public comment. It is acknowledged that in some
special circumstances, urgency may limit the applicability of this protocol.
q The Board and the Council will agree on levels of service to be provided in the
Wanaka Ward. Where the agreed service levels diﬀer from the district-wide
service level adopted by Council then a rate diﬀerential may be applied to the
Wanaka Ward to equalise the diﬀerent level of service.
q The Wanaka Operations Manager will provide operational performance reports
highlighting service delivery performance in the Wanaka Ward to each meeting
of the Board. Board concerns regarding operational performance will be
communicated to the Wanaka Operations Manager in the ﬁrst instance and
subsequently to Council’s Chief Executive Oﬃcer if not resolved.
q Council’s Chief Executive Oﬃcer will ensure that the Board is provided complete,
timely and robust information and advice on which the Board can make its
decisions.
q Appropriately qualiﬁed members of the Board may be appointed to any Hearings
Panel to consider resource consent applications. This will require that the Board
maintains an impartial position on resource consent applications at all times.
q Both parties will ensure that appropriate training and development is provided
for Councillors and Members to ensure they have the necessary skills to
undertake their governance and policy making responsibilities within local
government.
q Both parties acknowledge that good governance requires them to consider
community views and provide a balance of the diﬀerent views and the trade-oﬀs
necessary.
q As far as is practicable the Council will delegate governance to the Board over
matters concerning the Wanaka ward. The principles and details of delegations
to the Board are contained in section 9 of the Governance section of the
Delegations Register attached as Appendix 1. The Board will be consulted over
any changes Council proposes to make to delegations to the Board.
q Where the Board is exercising its powers (either mandated or delegated) to
make binding decisions on the community in areas of signiﬁcance (as deﬁned in
Council’s signiﬁcance policy) it must follow the special consultative provisions of
the Local Government Act 2002 in reaching its decision.
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q Both parties agree that they will act consistently with the established Code of
Conduct. Where the Board has been involved in reaching decisions made by
Council then it will not publicly criticise those decisions.
q Both parties will ensure that where issues arise between them that they are
communicated to the other party for action in the ﬁrst instance.
Process
Mayor, Chair of the Board, Council’s Chief Executive Oﬃcer and the Wanaka Operations
Manager will meet six-monthly to discuss and review the performance of the parties
under the protocol and to speciﬁcally review service performance in the Wanaka ward
and to review the resolution of Wanaka issues. The Mayor will regularly attend meetings of
the Board to report on Council issues impacting on the Board. The Chair of the Board will
attend Council meetings and report on Board issues impacting on the Council.
Administration
The Council’s Chief Executive Oﬃcer is responsible for the administration of this
agreement.
Review of Agreement
The parties may consider and review this document at any time. Any proposal for
change must be presented for consideration at the next available meeting of each party
upon the request of any one of the parties. The request must be made in writing to the
administrator and made at least two weeks before the next meeting date.
Both parties must ratify any proposed changes to this Agreement prior to them coming
into eﬀect.
This agreement will be placed on the agenda of the ﬁnal meetings of both parties prior
to the triennial election for the purpose of reviewing the document and recommending
changes (if any) to the incoming Council and Board.
Authority
This agreement is signed on this
following.

day of

2004 by the

Clive Geddes
Mayor
Queenstown Lakes District Council
Bill Gordon
Chair
Wanaka Community Board
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2. Extract from the current Delegations Register
Delegation to Wanaka Community Board
Overview
The two major philosophies behind this delegation are:
(a)
(b)

The Council will give the Board extensive delegation in return for the Board, and
the Wanaka Ward, taking ﬁnancial responsibility for several function areas;
The programming and funding of those activities will be governed by asset
management plans, funding policies, long term ﬁnancial strategy, investment
and treasury policies.

Philosophy of Partnership
The Council will treat the WCB as a partner in the governance of the District. Wherever
possible the Council will give maximum delegation to the WCB where the community
board is taking ﬁnancial accountability for the decisions involved.
In return the WCB agrees to observe the parameters of the long term council community
plan (ltccp) or annual plan each year and to practise sound ﬁnancial management for
activities delegated to it.
Where the WCB is taking ﬁnancial accountability for a decision but cannot, for legal or
other reasons, make the ﬁnal decision itself, the Council will give the utmost weight to
any WCB recommendation and will only review or overrule that recommendation if one or
more of the following conditions exists:
(a)
(b)

(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)
(h)

the recommendation would mean that the LTCCP or annual plan budget would be
exceeded without oﬀsetting savings;
the recommendation is in breach of, or there is an argument whether the
recommendation breaches a stated policy, standard, contract or precedent set
by the Council;
the recommendation involves a rate that is collected on a district wide basis,
thereby aﬀecting all of the residents of the District;
the recommendation would create hardship or unfairness for a ratepayer or
group of ratepayers;
the WCB or the Wanaka community are deeply divided over the decision;
the recommendation is unlawful or would create a legal liability not authorised
by policy or the annual plan;
the action proposed would bring the Council into disrepute;
extraordinary circumstances exist which make the recommendation untenable.

The WCB will also be consulted on fundamental policy documents including asset
management plans, funding policy, long term ﬁnancial strategy, borrowing policies, etc.
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Delegation
To extent permitted by law the Wanaka Community Board will have authority to make
decisions on, or make recommendations to the Council (as the case may be) on:
(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(f)
(g)
(h)
(i)
(j)

Rates and charges to be levied in the Wanaka Ward for which the Board takes
ﬁnancial responsibility and public accountability (i.e. those relate to water,
sewerage, roading, tourism promotion and parking);
Other revenues to be collected in the Wanaka Ward which relate to the areas
listed in (a) above;
The preparation of submissions to the draft LTCCP or annual plan relating to the
Ward (including the prioritisation of proposals from community groups);
Any bylaws required for the safety or good governance of the Ward;
The use of borrowing to fund works or facilities in the Ward, where the Board
takes ﬁnancial accountability for the expenditure;
Any decision involving the use of the Public Works Act 1981 within the Ward;
Setting policy on the leasing or licensing of use of Council property;
Monitoring the performance of all contractors, budgets, performance measures
and service standards set for the Ward;
The development of the district plan, long term ﬁnancial strategy, funding policy,
treasury policies and borrowing policies; and
Make decisions, subject to such general policies as are determined by the
Council, and to the duties and powers set out herein, the following Council
activities within the area of the Community:
i.
Car Parking
ii.
Cemetery
iii.
Council owned buildings and property
iv.
Footpaths
v.
Temporary road closures for non-arterial roads, over 4 hours duration in
the Wanaka part of the district
vi.
Legislation relating to
- Street names, parades, collections and special uses;
- Waterways and waterfront special cases and concessions except for
formal regulatory functions;
vii. Public toilets
viii. Recreation and reserve areas but not including preparation of
management plans.
ix.
Sports ﬁelds
x.
Swimming pool
xi.
Public information signage
xii. Street lighting
xiii. Trees on Council owned land
xiv. Elderly persons housing; and
xv. Other items not speciﬁed above that fall within the same general local
interest category of Council activities within the Wanaka community.
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These delegations MUST BE read subject to the following qualiﬁcations. The WCB’s
jurisdiction and authority will be limited in regard to the following decisions:
q Any decision delegated to an oﬃcer or contractor under Council delegations;
q Any services or facilities funded by any rate, charge or other revenue collected
on a district wide basis;
q Any contract entered in by the Council for the good of the District as a whole;
q Any work, service, facility or payment that is not funded fully from revenue raised
in the Ward;
q The power to employ staﬀ
q Any decision where the Council records concerns about the authority of the
Board to make that decision. In any such case the matter will be suspended until
the dispute can be submitted to the full Council for determination;
q Any decisions involving the preparation of the Proposed District Plan which shall
be in the hands of the Strategy Committee;
q Any matter where any Board member, or members, considering the issue could
be seen to have an interest or bias;
q Financial contributions set in the District Plan or LTCCP or imposed in any
resource consent application;
q Any decision that is contrary to policy set by the Council. Where the WCB
considers that a policy is wrong, or requires amendment to provide for
circumstances, which are not catered for, the Board will submit a proposal for
amendment to the policy to the Council.
Communications
The WCB will, at all times, keep the Mayor and Chief Executive informed of their activities
and will invite both of these parties to attend meetings in accordance with the protocol
established between the Board and Council.
The Chief Executive will be the primary advisor to the Board and, in considering any
matter, the WCB will utilise staﬀ or contractors of the Council appointed to take
responsibility for functional areas.
The Board will report monthly at the Council table on its activities.
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on community boards and takes the opportunity to raise a number of issues about the
three tiers of local government (regional, city and community).
Waitakere City’s view, supported by national and international examples, is that all three
tiers of governance are necessary and that each has a diﬀerent and complementary
role. Our consideration of the role of community boards is in the context of a stronger
metropolitan tier and cities continuing to have an instrumental role in city land use, city
infrastructure, community development and economic development. Within this context
community boards have a key role in identifying and advocating for speciﬁc community
needs and supporting local services.
In their submissions community boards in Waitakere supported Council’s position on
key areas of regional governance and the number of cities. Areas of particular focus for
community boards included a unanimous call for an increase in delegations (but not
necessarily for policy or rating capacity).
The Current Role of Community Boards
Speciﬁc Activities
In the context of their community advocacy and community interest responsibilities
community boards have a formal participation in Council’s policy and review activities.
0WFSBMMBCPVUPG$PVODJMQBQFSTBSFQMBDFEPODPNNVOJUZCPBSEDPNNJUUFFBHFOEBT
for their consideration and feed-back. Through this process, community views are
canvassed and reported back to the Council for inclusion in policy setting and decision
making. They also have a formal role in Annual Plan/ LTCCP development and consultation
processes in being invited to meetings and holding speaking rights.
Community Boards are supported in these Council activities by having membership
on a number of internal committees as well as representing Council on a number of
organisations (see Appendix B for a list of committees and organisations). For example
they have been actively involved in Citizens Advice Bureau.
There has been traditional emphasis by community boards on geographical place and
identity and they have had a solid participation in the development of parks and reserves.
For example they have been responsible for developing Local Reserves Management Plans.
They also have responsibility for minor parks projects within their ward, for which they
receive Council funding.
This funding has been utilised for many neighbourhood projects that contribute to
Council’s Urban and Rural Villages Platform which has the objective that town centres
are thriving places, providing exciting options for people to live, work and play. Such
initiatives include parks seating and picnic tables; drinking fountains; children’s
playground equipment and recreation courts; arts projects; fencing, landscaping
and planting; and some structural works such as small scale drainage, rubbish bins,
footbridges, hand railing, signage and so on. For example, in the Annual Plan 2007/2008
Council allocated $120,000 for Parks Capital Development Projects with an average sum
of $30,000 allocated per ward for projects of $10,000 or less
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