North Shore City Council

Monday 13 July 2009; 10.30am to 11.15am

Oral submission to the Auckland Governance Committee on the Local Government (Auckland Council) Bill

· Mr Chairman and members of the Select Committee
· Andrew Williams, Mayor of North Shore City.  Would like to welcome you to North Shore City, often called the Sporting Capital of New Zealand.
· I am accompanied by Councillor Julia Parfitt, my Deputy Mayor 
· Also here are Councillors, Community Board Members, Council Chief Executive John Brockies, and Council staff members.
· We also have kaumatua and representatives of local iwi, many of which took part in hui and liaised with our council on our submission to the Royal Commission on Auckland Governance. 
Mr. Chairman and Committee Members:

It is heartening to see, from the recent media comments by the Chairman in particular, that the government accepts that this Bill needs a significant re-work to provide the local democracy that has been promised to the Auckland public.

It is important to the residents and ratepayers of the North Shore, that you get a ‘feel’ for our community, especially those Members of the Committee who are from ‘out of town’ or who seldom get the opportunity to ‘cross the bridge’.

North Shore City is the 4th largest city in New Zealand and has a relaxed, ‘sea-side’ nature, which often sees us referred to as Auckland’s ‘lifestyle city’. North Shore has:

· A population of just over 223,000 people (June 2008); mainly European, with an increasing number of other ethnicities including Korean, South African and Chinese – 6% identify themselves as Maori
· Excellent schools and 3 university campuses

· The lowest crime rate of any NZ city

· Low unemployment by NZ standards
· Our city covers an area of 13,000 hectares – has over 550 parks –  and has the longest urban coastline of any NZ city with 141 kilometres of beaches and bays
· GDP of $12.8 billion – expected to grow by 70 percent over next 25 years to $22.4 billion
· North Shore City Council has an annual budget in excess of $350 million with total assets in excess of $4 billion;

North Shore City Council has provided you with a detailed written submission that sets out, what we believe, is a workable solution for Auckland, and we have detailed the rationale behind it.

Our oral submission today is intended to flesh out that workable solution, and deal with any issues it may present to the Committee.

In essence, we are proposing a “20 – 20 – 20” solution: 20 city councillors; 20 wards; 20 community councils.

We believe this solution delivers:

· governance and decision making powers where they need to be
· more effective sharing of power; and

· the seamless, ‘integrated governance’ that central government is always talking about.

North Shore City Council has engaged in extensive consultation with our residents and ratepayers over the government’s ‘super city’ arrangements and this Bill.
· As a Council, we have always recognised the benefits of improved regional governance and a clear delineation of what is regional and what is local
· I note that in 2006 the then back bench MP John Key put forward a private members bill which was not pulled from the ballot so did not get into Parliament. John Key’s bill was calling for the restructuring of Auckland and he was suggesting either a 3 city model or alternatively 1 council and 20 or so boards. It would be interesting to know where we would be now and what might have transpired had John Key’s private member’s bill been pulled from the ballot over 3 years ago.

·  It is fair to say that our people generally accept the need for ‘One Council’ but they have grave concerns about almost every other aspect of the government’s plan. 

· Only last week, we had Colmar Brunton conduct a telephone survey of 800 ratepayers evenly spread across the North Shore to gauge the depth of feeling in our North Shore community over key aspects of the suggested reforms
· On the issue of ‘One Council’ the survey shows 47% either ‘strongly in favour’ or ‘in favour’ and 37% either ‘strongly opposed’ or ‘opposed’;
· Interestingly, only 11% thought their democratic representation would be better under the ‘super city’
· Some of the verbatim comments from respondents:
· “I just think that to have one huge city, there is no way that all the residents will have a say.”

· “We will lose any say that we have in local things, because we will be gobbled up by the main city.”

·  “I lived in another country where they did this and you don’t get a local voice – it’s just too big.”

· “Some of the poorer suburbs will suffer and not be represented. It will be harder for the general public to have any input into what will happen in the city.”
I will refer back to the survey results as we progress through our presentation.
Our submission deals with four main issues:

· The structure of the new Auckland Council
· The executive Mayoralty
· The Local Boards, which we believe are better called Community Councils
· The need to protect our Community Assets; and 
· The well-being and successful transition into the new structure of council staff.
The Structure of the new Auckland Council

We strongly believe that all city councillors elected to the Auckland Council should be elected on a ward basis:

· This allows and ensures accountability back to the electors and requires accountability by those elected through the democratic process
· This provides communities with the ability to identify the city councillor that represents local issues and/or communities of interest
· It allows equitable representation from all parts of the region  

· A defined constituency, as with electorate MP’s, provides a clear mandate
· It promotes clear accountability from their representatives for voters. 

Our survey shows that a staggering 80% of North Shore ratepayers want all of the councillors on the new Auckland Council to be elected by Wards, and not ‘at-large’.

This survey result confirms the common viewpoint expressed by people at the many community meetings that have been held across the North Shore.
The following verbatim comment from respondent is very typical of the feedback we received:
· “North Shore is not going to gain anything from [the super city]. We are a completely separate part of Auckland. The only connection we have is the bridge. We have 240,000 people here. We are a city and we should stay that way. We will be so remote from the politicians that we might as well try talking to God.”

The North Shore is an example of how the ward system already works well in practice:
· the ward system is necessary to achieve fair representation
· our councillors are ward-based, across the 3 wards that make up NSC, yet they consistently and consciously take a citywide perspective.

Our recommendation is for 20 city councillors to be elected by ward, across 20 wards / community councils across Auckland.
· This means 1 Councillor to 70,000 people
· The Bill by comparison has 1 Councillor to 117,000 people (ward) and 1 Councillor (at large) to 175,000 people

· City councillors would attend meetings of their respective community councils with a speaking and a voting role.  This will then enable the city councillors to be able to utilise the community councils to obtain the community views and in return provide connectivity from the local communities through to the regional level.  

· Wards could be grouped sub regionally to provide six service centre areas to provide the front of house council services evenly and equitably across the region
· The 6 service centres naturally align broadly with the current local authority boundaries
· This would provide the ability to utilise existing premises for sub regional service delivery
· Service centre areas could reflect the natural catchments of the Auckland region
· Retaining staff at the service centres that have the necessary local and institutional knowledge will ensure continuation of council services as expected by our residents and ratepayers.
We believe each ward boundary should align with the boundaries of the community councils (local boards):

· This provides seamless integration, accountability and consistency between the City Council and the Community Council, and between the City Councillor and the Community Councillors.

· This provides simple structure for planning and funding local service delivery – ‘integrated governance’.

We note that a sub-committee of this Committee is giving consideration to Māori representation on the Auckland Council:

· We consult and work closely with local Māori on the Shore
· North Shore City Council has no particular view on what would be the optimum structure to ensure Māori representation on the Auckland Council
· But we do know that the hastily made decision of Government to reject the Royal Commission’s recommendations on this subject was not correct, did not acknowledge the partnership with Maori under the Treaty of Waitangi, and Government needs to properly engage with Maori to develop the best solution for the future of Auckland.
The Executive Mayoralty
We agree the new Mayor of Auckland should be elected at large, however:
· She, or perhaps it might be a he, should be elected by single transferable vote (STV), because STV delivers a Mayor with the mandate to be able to speak as a strong voice for the region. Shudder the thought that we could have a minority Mayor with only support of a few across the region.
We agree that the Mayor should have the right to appoint the Deputy Mayor, however:

· The Deputy Mayor must be from the elected members of the Auckland Council. This is not made clear in the Bill and this needs amendment.
We believe the Mayor should not appoint the chairs of any of the Council's committees:

· Chairs should be nominated by the Mayor, but elected by the majority of the elected members of the Council, so they have the confidence of the full council in terms of their portfolios of responsibility.
We question the extent of the proposed Mayoral executive powers:

· The LTCCP and annual plan should be prepared by the whole of the Auckland Council; it cannot just be the dreams and schemes of one person.
· The Mayor should be required to meet with the community councils on a regular basis in order to stay in touch with community council issues.

We agree the Mayor should have an appropriately staffed and resourced mayoral office:

· It must be able to provide contestable independent advice to the Mayor and elected members
· The Mayor's office staff need to be employed by the Mayor and managed by a chief of staff who is accountable to the Mayor.

Community Councils (Local Boards)
We believe that local communities have both the will and the desire to participate in local democracy, build communities and have a clear and understandable plan for their local area so that it contributes effectively to the region.

Our survey last week shows that a massive 81% of North Shore ratepayers think that the new Auckland Council should focus on making decisions that affect the whole region, and that an even larger 87% of North Shore ratepayers think the new Local Boards should have the ability to make important decisions at community level.

A verbatim comment by respondent:

· “I think it’s going to have a huge impact in the smaller communities and their resources and I feel that Auckland central is the one that is going to end up benefiting and the other council areas won’t. I think we will end up missing out and we won’t end up with the same amount of funding and ultimately the communities will end up suffering.”

We accept that the Committee has a difficult balancing act to perform in setting the number of Community Councils so they are ‘big enough to deliver, yet small enough to care’. 
· 20 Community Councils is a middle way – between the Royal Commission’s six local councils and the upper end of the government’s 20 to 30 local boards

· 20 Community Councils can provide a strong connection with the local communities, and with the Auckland Council, and if grouped under six ‘service centre areas’, provide the economies of scale to deliver efficient services.

We believe in democratic representation and residents having access to their community councillors. Each of the new Community Councils needs to have sufficient Community Councillors:

· so Auckland Council can allocate resources and delegate authority with confidence to those community councils; and

· to enable healthy engagement by community councillors at the grass roots (the 'local' in local government).
We believe the number of community councillors elected to community councils should be based on the population of the ward of the order of 1 to 10,000 constituents (except for the Hauraki Gulf community councils):
· Community Councils should by majority vote appoint a chairperson for the Community Council.

We believe in empowering Community Councils with a genuine "place shaping" role and to actively engage with their communities at the grassroots, so they can provide robust input into Auckland Council regional strategies.

· It is vitally important that the functions of the Community Councils be clearly defined, are substantive and meaningful
· It is essential that city councillors have empowered Community Councils as a source of grass roots community views and to provide connectivity between the local communities and the regional entity.
We believe it is crucial that decisions made by the Community Councils are not re-litigated by the Auckland Council, and vice versa:

· so that regional and local governance is able to work effectively at their respective levels. 
We strongly believe the powers and functions of the Auckland Council and the Community Councils should be unambiguous and enshrined in legislation, so as to ensure:

· certainty
· clarity of purpose, and
· clear definition of functions, duties and powers between the two tiers.
We believe local planning and consenting issues should be delegated to the Community Councils:

· community councillors to act as hearings commissioners; which is how it currently works her in North Shore City
· Community Council decisions need to be consistent with regional strategies, policies and plans
· The Auckland Council must focus on region-wide issues without being burdened with making local decisions that impact solely on local people.

We believe the Community Councils need significant bulk funding:

· to ensure that the services that people want can be delivered and maintained at a local level
· funding can be based on the community councils' community action plans (which we will come back to later)
· this ensures Community Council accountability for funding provided by the Auckland Council in an oversight role.
Our survey shows an overwhelming 88% of North Shore ratepayers agree that the local boards should be responsible for and have money to fund local services such as libraries, parks and community services, and that 87% of North Shore ratepayers agree that local boards should have the ability to make important decisions at a community level.

A verbatim comment by respondent:

· “I’m frightened that we will lose things in our community that are not considered ‘core’. In Northcote, we have a little art gallery, a library and lovely big playing fields. As part of the art gallery, there is also the teaching of art to children after school. We also have pensioner housing. I’m afraid that we will lose these things.”

We believe bulk funding of Community Councils could be based on a simple agreed formula based primarily on population:

· setting of this formula should be considered on a regional basis
· we would like the opportunity to work on this further with our regional counterparts (and government)
· the final formula can be dealt with in the “third Bill”.
Connecting the three tiers of Auckland governance

We believe there needs to be provision in the Bill for strong, formal interaction between the three tiers of Auckland governance – the Mayor, the Auckland Council, and the Community Councils (local boards) - by:
· requiring the Mayor to convene, at least quarterly, plenary meetings of the Auckland Council and every community council

· providing for the respective Ward City Councillor to be appointed to the respective Community Council to attend, speak and vote at meetings
· providing for the chairs of community councils to attend and speak (but not to vote) at relevant meetings or committee meetings of the Auckland Council.

Ward boundaries

We believe that our 20 – 20 – 20 solution makes the job of the Local Government Commission easier because the Auckland Council ward boundary is also the Community Council boundary. However, care must be taken in setting ward boundaries to provide clarity and a sense of identity for those living within the ward boundaries:

· the size of a ward is a balance between population and communities of interest
· the wards should correlate and reflect natural catchments.
We believe the Bill’s provision (clause 20) to empower the Local Government Commission to give effect to ward boundaries by Order in Council, is undemocratic:

· the Local Government Commission should be required to consult with the local communities prior to enacting any boundary decisions.

Governance Agreements

We believe there needs to be a three yearly governance agreement, in order to have an established understanding between the Auckland Council and the Community Councils:

· ‘ground rules’ under which each will operate, covering process, resourcing, monitoring, planning, coordination, protocols, and disputes, are set out in detail in the written submission.
Community Council Action Plans
We value our community and have held well attended community meetings throughout the Royal Commission and subsequent ‘listening and legislating’ stages.

We believe Community Councils are in the best position to identify the needs in their local communities and balance those different needs.

We believe that after each local government election, community councils should put together a community council action plan (CCAP):

· developed through community engagement to establish the priorities within each community council area
· allows the community councils the ability to prioritise services
· provides an opportunity to engage with the Auckland Council on the priorities and to set a platform for the budget for the services delivered by the community councils
· provides the vehicle for a more holistic view of community functions, interaction with community groups, and for bringing these areas together
· should concentrate on local matters such as the revitalisation of town centres, local roads and local community initiatives, giving the community councils the ability to truly take a ‘place-shaping’ and identity building role within their local communities
· would clearly set out the obligations of both the Auckland Council and the community council and what they will deliver
· would align the community council's decisions with the strategies and plans of the Auckland Council and any agreed regional standards
· can then feed into the Auckland Council’s Long Term Council Community Plan (LTCCP). 

Detailed information on what we believe the Community Action Plan should cover, including service levels and measures, local area budget, and consultation mechanisms, is set out in the written submission.

Community Development

The Council has developed a community planning function to complement our community investment and liaison. Community planning provides local and regional leadership on a range of issues, including managing diversity, settlement, impact assessment and establishes council’s social policies.

We currently provide and support over 40 facilities for the benefit of our community, such as:

· 8 community halls, 

· 11 community centres and houses, 

· 3 arts and 2 performing arts centres, 

· Plus we provide accommodation for various community groups.

North Shore’s facilities are:

·  managed by trusts or incorporated societies
· work to three year contracts to deliver against agreed accountabilities
· monitored regularly through network meetings and 6 monthly reports
In North Shore City we have developed a rather unique model of directly funding the community to develop and deliver frontline services, while other councils have chosen to provide these services through internal resources:

· Community trusts have been established within each of our communities of interest , and fund and employ Community Coordinators
· Community Coordinators bring together their local community organisations and work with the current Community Boards to tackle local issues or develop local initiatives or events
· Their driver is the identified need of their local area, their support base is their local community, and because of their independence from the Council, their funding not solely derived from the Council
· The Community Coordinator model has been operating on the North Shore for over 20 years and has flourished since the last local government amalgamation
· A MAST (Multi-Agency Strategic Team) model is being developed throughout the North Shore community and it is proving to be an effective mechanism to align both central and local government and community programmes, services and facilities, and we would like to see it extended further
· Sector leader organisations are supported through contract grants – these groups include Age Concern, YouthWorx, Citizens Advice Bureaux, Takapuna PHAB, Harbour Sport and Raeburn House.  Each sector leader is required by contract to umbrella and support smaller organisations working in the same sector by providing advice, information, and strategic support and linking them with other organisations via network meetings.

The not-for-profit sector makes a multi-million dollar contribution to our economy. 

Community development needs to be matched with the economic development of the community sector to support vibrant and resilient communities.

We believe it is an essential role for local government – mandated by the purpose statement set out in the Local Government Act – to fund and support community development:

· local councils are the only representative local body able to coordinate all the different interest and provider groups.

· community development, liaison and investment is an inherently ‘local’ undertaking, and a good ‘fit’ with the Community Councils (local boards). 

· partnering with community trusts in geographic or sectoral areas of interest creates both a sustainable community based approach as well as successful partnerships with local government.

· savings to the community in supporting volunteers is significant
· sense of community engendered by those giving of themselves is immeasurable
An extensive list of the wide range of community development programmes the Council engages in is set out in Appendix D of our written submission.
Community Assets
Our community values the assets that they own and have contributed to as ratepayers. 

Our survey shows that:

· a colossal 89% of North Shore ratepayers agree that the supply of water should remain in public ownership, and 

· that 85% of North Shore ratepayers agree that strategic community assets such as the port and airport should also remain in public ownership.

· The committee through legislation can assure the communities of Auckland, that there will be continued public ownership of their strategic assets.
Verbatim comment by respondent:

· “Basically it’s undemocratic. Everything should be for more local control, not more centralized control. It is unconstitutional, and it’s a money grab, and an asset grab.”

We believe any decisions made about strategic assets, pricing and programmes including changes to policies involving water and wastewater should be:

· transparent and consulted on

· That there should be no fundamental changes to local authority programmes until the Auckland Council is fully constituted and
· Any changes to legislation in respect of Watercare Services Limited should be consulted on prior to legislation being enacted
· That public ownership of Watercare Services Limited should continue to be enshrined in law.  

We are strongly committed to the belief that all infrastructure assets should remain in public ownership, especially roading, and water/ wastewater assets.

Our Staff

We believe that the transfer of staff from existing territorial local authorities to the Auckland Council and Watercare Services Limited should happen contemporaneously rather than be staged over time, in order that the movement of staff happens in a co-ordinated way:

· Council staff are entitled to a degree of certainty and security in their employment relationship in a period of significant change
· The committee should reinstate the provisions in respect of the transfer of remaining employees from the existing territorial local authorities, which was removed from the draft Bill (clause 36) when the Local Government (Tamaki Makaurau) Act was enacted.

Timing of Watercare integration

Furthermore, we believe that the Watercare transition should happen at the same time as the Auckland Council integration because of concerns over:

· The likely costly and controversial special consultative procedure and audited amendment to the LTCCP required under the Local Government Act
· The ‘stranded’ overhead costs of up to $5m which will need to be reallocated to other activities
· The inevitable stress caused to surplus Watercare staff waiting for Auckland Council recruitment and the associated reallocation costs.

Summary remarks
In summary:
· The executive powers of the new Mayor of Auckland need to be curbed, his or her office should be independent and better resourced, and he or she should be required to meet and consult with the Community Councils
· There should be 20 Auckland Council members, each elected by ward, and 20 Community Councils with boundaries aligning with the Council wards
· A workable solution needs to be found by Government in terms of meaningful involvement by Maori in the future of Auckland’s governance
· The Auckland Council should develop the LTCCP and Annual Plan and should be required to give the Community Councils input through their own Governance Agreements and Community Action Plans
· The Auckland Council and the Community Councils should have clearly defined roles, functions and powers set out in law
· Community Councils should be bulk funded and well resourced to deliver and maintain local community services, and deal with local planning and consenting
· Auckland Councillors should be ‘ex-officio’ members of their respective Community Council, and Community Council Chairperson should be ‘ex-officio’ members (non-voting) of the Auckland Council
· Community Development should be a ‘core function’ of the Community Councils and the promotion of the social, economic, environmental and cultural well-being of communities within the Auckland Council boundaries enshrined in law in the Bill
· Public ownership by the Auckland Council of community strategic infrastructure assets, including roads and water and wastewater, should be enshrined in law in the Bill
· Council staff should be afforded a degree of certainty by reinstating in the Bill the protections removed from the draft Tamaki Makaurau Bill.

All this boils down to making sure that the regional issues are handled regionally and the local issues are handled locally.

If this Committee can recommend to Parliament something along the lines of what we have outlined today for the future of Auckland, we will see a positive outcome, not only for Auckland but for New Zealand.  An enduring solution has to be workable and it must take the people with it, and enjoy their support and goodwill. You have heard today results of a poll which show that in many categories over 80 % of our population have real concerns. If we fail either of these tests, like in the 1989 reforms and now the 2009 reforms, we will be back here, doing this again, in another 20 years.
One final comment from a survey respondent:

· “It doesn’t really matter what the residents think because the government will go ahead and do what they want, regardless of what the residents think.”

Let’s hope that the Government and Parliament will listen to what the people are thinking. After all, there’s only about 840 days till the next general election, which comes about 365 days after this new Auckland Council is put in place.
We thank the Committee for allowing us the time to present evidence in support of our submission.
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