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Submissions Administrator,

Royal Commission on Auckland Governance,

Private Bag 92049,

Auckland Mail Centre,

Auckland 1142.

Dear Sirs/Madam,


I wish to make a submission to the Royal Commission in the form of answers to the questions posed in the Outline of Issues, major issues.

Background:  
Apart from periods overseas I have lived in greater Auckland for the past 50 years. I have lived in, or owned property in Auckland City, Manukau City, Papakura District, North Shore City and Rodney District. My relationships with the various local authorities have included minor subdivision work and ownership of commercial as well as residential properties.

Basic Philosophies:
I believe the present three-tier system of governance should be replaced with a two-tier one. An elected Auckland Council, with a Mayor elected by the councillors, would oversee the administration of the greater Auckland region. Smaller councils, or community boards, with elected represents and local administrative offices, would act primarily as a conduit for communication between residents and the Auckland Council.


As a last resort for residents who feel their representation to the Auckland Council through the second-tier has been unfair, an independent office of Auckland Ombudsman should be established. 

Answers to Questions:

Question 1:
Agree

Question 2:
Scale – the Commission might determine a suitable size for the body now, with provision for it to grow as the population increases.

Question 3:
As stated above, I believe a two-tier structure is the ideal solution between administration of the district’s services and amenities and representation of the population’s views. Effectively what this does is separate governance and administration. Residents would still get input at a high level through election of the Council, and at a more direct level through their local office. The local office would be a combination of three or four locally-elected representatives and a small administrative staff. As an example of how I see this working, take building permits. These would be handled centrally by the Auckland Council to ensure consistency throughout the region. But the application could be made through the local office, and any problems dealt with using the local office staff as a go-between. This results in the resident having a local, accountable person to deal with. That person would “know the ropes” in dealing with the Auckland Council staff. Applications could also still be made directly, if only on-line.



At the political level a resident could take problems to one of the locally-elected representatives, in much the way that can now be done in communicating with the national Government through electoral offices.

Question 4:
Everything! Long-term planning, short-term administration of planning objectives (resource consents), transport, parks and reserves, libraries, parking, water, storm water and sewerage and rubbish collection. The day-to-day provision of many services could still be contracted out, as with waste collection now, or handled by the smaller equivalents of State Owned Enterprises, as is largely the case now with water supply.



The reason for this is to achieve consistency throughout the region and to eliminate duplication of services. It also introduces some economies of scale.

Question 5:
As stated, a single elected body of about 24 councillors should be capable of handling the roles presently handled by the Auckland Regional Council (ARC) and the region’s local bodies. The councilors would elect the Mayor from among their ranks. The councilors would be responsible to all residents and ratepayers.

Question 6:
There’s a case for shrinking the present ARC’s area, as represented in the Regional Basemap, to more closely represent “greater Auckland”. I believe the area bounded by the Hunuas in the south and Orewa-Kaukapakapa in the north will accommodate urban Auckland  for at least half a century.

Question 7:
No

Question 8:
No

Question 9 & 10:
As stated, the second level should be the equivalent of present  community boards, but with full-time offices manned by professional staff. The primary role of these would be as a conduit for communication between residents and the Auckland Council. At a political level this would be through elected representatives. At an administrative level it would be through professional staff. 



I believe there is scope for some direct decision making, within a predetermined budget. This would provide a short-cut to handle things like getting a drain unblocked, a footpath fixed or rubbish picked up. This would be achieved by allocating part of the Auckland Council’s overall budget to the local office. This is akin to a business’s branch office being able to order a box of ballpoint pens, but having to seek head office approval for a new computer. The local office would make direct contact with the Council’s contractors.

Question 11-16:
These aspects are largely covered above. As far as local second-tier boundaries are concerned, I believe a starting point is to take existing suburbs, e.g. Mt Albert, Devonport or Otahuhu, then adjust boundaries around them to arrive at about 40 local districts with between 30,000 and 40,000 residents each.

Question 17:
One of the main reasons for having a single Auckland Council is to eliminate differing regulations and processes.

Question 18:
Coordination between Auckland and central Government will be greatly simplified by having one council, i.e. a single voice for all Aucklanders. It has been too easy in the past for the Government of the day to avoid decisions affecting Auckland by saying the local bodies in the city can’t, or won’t agree. Some people have expressed concern that a single Auckland voice would be too powerful and could “wag Wellington’s dog.” It’s my belief that this would occur to any great extent only if the number of Members of Parliament in Auckland were to be increased. Division within Auckland has in the past contributed to the city being under-resourced, for example in roading, relative to the rest of the country.

Question 19-23:
Public participation should largely be restricted to voting for the Auckland Council and community board members. It can be furthered, where appropriate, by the occasional single-issue referendum (or by a Royal Commission!). At a day-to-day level any resident will be able to lobby any elected representative, use the media or, as a last resort approach the Auckland Ombudsman.


I don’t believe there is a place for expert or specialist members of councils or community boards. However the Auckland Council would presumably appoint committees to oversee specific activities, such as transport or rubbish collection, and there could be a case for appointing specialists to these committees.

Other points:

Please eliminate any suggestion of a Lord Mayor title right from the start!



Please make the distinction between the Auckland Region and greater Auckland. The latter is the urban and projected future urban area. The Region includes rural, coastal and harbour areas. If the boundaries of the Auckland Council (as I call it) extend to the present ARC’s area as shown in the Regional Basemap, I believe the Council should include a separate rural division to look after the non-urban areas. It’s difficult to see otherwise how a resource consent for an oyster farm on the Kaipara Harbour has much to do with parking in Queen Street.


Thank you for taking the time to consider my submission.

Yours faithfully,

Jon Addison

