5 December 2006

To:  Mayors, Chief Executive Officers and
Community Board Chairs
City and District Councils

INDICATIVE POOLS 2007/2008

1 would like to thank the many councils who forwarded the information on financial
data for the year ended 30 June 2006 in a timely manner. Unfortunately there were
several which did not supply the information by the daie requested and consequently
this advice is a littie later than we would have liked.

The enclosed tables set out the total indicative pools and Mayoral gross salary levels
for the 2007/2008 financial year. In calculating the new levels the Authority has
applied a base increase of 3.5% to adjustments which flow from changing relativities
across the population/assets/expenditure calculations. In a few cases this has resulted
in the indicative pool levels for 2007/2008 being less than those for 2006/2007.
Where this has happened, the Authority has maintained the existing pool level through
to the October 2007 elections. The reduced levels will apply after October 2007.

Would you please now consider the new figures and forward to the Authority, by
| April 2007, your recommendations for the distribution of the indicative pool.
(Forms enclosed.) Your assistance in meeting this deadline will enable the early issue
of the new determination to be effective from 1 July 2007.

The determination we intend to issue in June 2007 will cover the period 1 July 2007
up to and including the date on which the results of the October 2007 elections are

declared.

As a number of councils will have changes in the number of elected members or
changes affecting community boards, the Authority intends to follow the practice used
in 2004 and issue an interim determination to fix salaries to cover the period after the
new councils come into office. The salary levels will be set at a conservative level to
allow new councils to review committee structures, allocation of responsibilities and
adjust to increased or reduced elected members. It is expected the interim
determination will be promulgated in early August 2007.
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New determinations to carry through to 30 June 2008 will be issued as soon as
practicable once the Authority has had time to consider the recommendations from the
incoming councils. Backdating of salary adjustments will normally be adopted to line
up with the date on which relevant council decisions are made. Further advice on this
process will be issued at the time the interim determination is issued.

Maveral Cars

The Authority needs to obtain confirmation of details of any vehicle currently
allocated to the Mayor. (Form enclosed.) It is important whenever a change m the
Mayoral vehicle is authorised by council that the Authority be advised immediately in
order that appropriate adjustments, up or down, can be made to the Mayoral net
salary. This adjustment can only be validated through the issue of a determination.

Expenses Folicy

The Authority will be writing to you in February 2007 concerning procedures we will
put in place for the consideration and approval of council expenses policies.

Yours sincerely




EMUNERATIO THORITY - FUNDING FORMULAE AND FACTOD

wePppulation Calge- ~-Expensas Calg---—- «Gross Assats Cale- --Rate of Change Calcs-—-
Fopulation Funding Expensas Funding Assals Funding Population % of Change
2005/06 Waighting (000)s Walghting {00g}'s Weighting 2000104 Changa Factor
12 data entry data eniry 7

Dlstrict f City Council
Auckland Cly 430,700 10.50% 494,645 11.71% 7,020,773 11.77% 388,300 10,78% 104.0%
Chrigtchurch Clty 360,500 5.12% 326,713 7.81% 5,195,252 B.70% 335,240 7.53% 100.8%
Manukauy City 339,400 8.568% 312412 T.40% 1,478,758 5.82% 298,200 13.82% 107.1%
Wellngton City 168,500 4.77% 288,328 8.78% 3,063,944 513% 171,100 10.17% 163 4%
North Shere City 215,300 5.44% 216,104 5.15% 3,040,525 5.00% 194,200 10.87% 104.1%
YWaitakere City 154,700 4.52% 166,580 3.04% 2,158,183 3.61% 178,200 10.50% 103.7%
Dhinadin City 122,900 311% 147 091 3.48% 2432078 4.07% 199,300 302% 100.0%
Hamittorr City 133,700 3.38% 123,852 2.93% 1,570,410 2.63% 118,800 1.80% 106.1%
Hutt City 100,400 2.54% $2,904 2.20% 749,846 1.26% 99,100 1.31% 100.0%
Tauranga City 406,100 2.58% 94,787 2.24% 1,650,832 2.76% 93,300 13.72% 107.0%
Mew Plymouth District 69,600 1.76% 83,395 1.97% 1,503,579 2.52% 68,400 1.75% 100.0%
Paimarston North City 74000 2.00% 73,63 1.75% B56,176 1.43% 75,200 5.05% 100.0%
Rodney District 81,500 231% 101,824 241% 1343436 2.26% 78,500 16.56% 108.8%
Hastings District 71,808 1.82% 63,825 1.59% 1,045.431 1.78% £9,6800 3.16% 100.0%
Whanparei District 73,300 1.85% 91,584 2,17% 243,140 1.58% 70,000 4.71% 100.0%
Ratorua District §7.500 1.71% 75,820 1.78% 823,055 1.04% 66,900 0.90% 100.0%
Far Narth District 68,200 1.47% 70,384 1.67% 1.235,388 2.07% 56,400 319% 100.0%
L apigr City 56,600 1.43% 59,932 1.42% 203,684 1.51% 55,200 2.54% 100.0%
%zouthland District 28,400 0.74% 47,0688 1.11% 1,034,937 1.73% 20,400 0.00% 100.0%
Frankiin Bistrict 58,500 1.48% 48,757 1.15% 816,328 1.37% 53,300 9.76% 103.0%
irwvercargilt ity 50,800 1.28% 88,707 1.32% 565,450 0.95% 51,100 ~0.59% 100.6%
Porirua City 50,700 1.28% 48,046 1.08% 506,743 0.85% 49,500 2.42% 100.0%
Kapiti Coast District 47,800 1.21% 34,545 0.82% 413,481 0.69% 43,800 9.63% 102.8%
Wanganui District 43,200 4.09% 50,548 1.20% £33,968 1.06% 44,400 -2.70% 102.7%
Timaru District 42,900 1.08% 48 272 1.10% 841,554 1.07% 42,800 0.23% 100.0%
Waipa District 42700 1.08% 38,262 0.91% 803,455 1.01% 41,400 314% 100.0%
Waikato Dlstrict 42,800 1.08% 45872 1.08% 760,107 1.27% 41,300 3.63% 100.0%
Taupo District 34,100 0.88% 48317 117% BA4,956 1.45% 32,500 4.92% 100.0%
Thames-Coromande! District 26,800 0.568% 47,943 1.13% £08,327 1.17% 25,800 188% 100.0%
Western Bay of Plenty 42 900 1.08% A3177 1.02% 647 887 1.08% 38,300 9.16% 102.4%
GQueenstown-Lakes District 24,800 0.63% 45,686 1.08% 582,115 0.97% 17,850 38.94% 132.2%
Waimakarir Cistrict 43100 1.08% 38,383 (.86% 663,595 111% 37,900 13.72% 107.0%
Whakatane District 33,800 . 0.86% 41 428 0.98% 353,441 0.60% 34,000 .29% 100.3%
South Taranaki District 27,100 0.65% 32,644 0.77% 501,604 (.84% 28,400 -4.58% 104.6%
Selwyn Digtrict 12,700 0.83% 31,300 0.74% 654,113 1.10% 28,300 15.55% 108.8%
Papakura District 43,900 1.11% 25,4897 3.60% 3T 0.62% 42,300 3.78% 100.0%
Matamata - Piako District 30,3040 0F7% 28,937 0.68% 390,479 0.65% 30,300 0.00% 100.0%
Uppar Hult City 38,000 $.85% 29,578 0.70% 315,948 .53% 37,700 0.80% 100.0%
Manawatu District 28,800 0.72% 30,183 0.71% 447,431 0.75% 28,200 1.06% 100.0%
fe=  Tararua District 17,450 0.44% 25,480 0.80% 867,158 1.12% 18,350 -4,90% 104.9%
¥o: Ashburton District 27,200 0.68% 24,328 0.58% 408,715 0.68% 26,000 4.62% 106.0%
o Waitaki District 18,700 0.50% 28,588 0.68% 565,932 .95% 20,500 -3.90% 103.9%
Horowhenua District 30,500 0.77% 21,128 0.50% 324771 0.54% 30,600 1.33% 100.3%
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UN ON AUTHORITY - Di RMULAE AND FACTORS

~-Population Calc-- ~Expenses Cale.— ~(3ross Assats Calo- --Rate of Change Caleg-- B
Population Funding Expanses Funding Assets Funding Population % of Change
2005/06 Weighting (000)'s Waighting {200}'s Weighting 2000/ Changs Factor
12 gata entry data entry . 7
District / City Cauncil
Masterton District 23,200 0.50% 22818 0.54% 388,779 0.65% 23,200 0.00% 100.0%
Lentral Otage District 15,250 0.29% 20,332 0.408% 439,448 0.¥74% 14,750 3.29% A00.0%
Hauraki District 16,650 0.42% 25475 0.60% 315427 0.53% 17,260 ~3,48% 103.5%
Rangitikei District 14,350 0.38% 26,375 0.62% 432782 0.72% 15,500 STA2% 107.4%
Clutha District 17,050 0.43% 25873 D.61% 771,809 1.28% 17,550 -2.85% 102.8%
Ruapehu District 12,680 0.32% 19,982 0A47% 262,200 0.44% 15,000 -15.67% 115.7%
Kalpara District 18,850 3.46% 21,617 0.65% 286,729 0.50% 17.950 0.56% 100.0%
South Waikato District 22,300 0.56% 19,271 0.46% 223,085 0.37% 24 200 -7.B5% 107.9%
Central Hawkes Bay 13,200 0.33% 17.218 041% 547 895 0.92% 13,200 0.00% 100.0%
Westiand Disfrict 7,869 0.20% 11,248 0.27% 235,984 0.40% 7,980 -1.63% 101.6%
Hurunul District 11,000 0.28% 19,282 0.46% 254,370 0.43% 10,186 8.37% 101.6%
Waltomo District 9,540 0.24% 15,808 0.38% 259,450 0.43% 8,780 -2.45% 102.58%
Buller District 9,570 0.24% 16,828 0.40% 204,723 0.34% 5,860 -2.94% 102.9%
p Grey District 13,100 0.33% 17,773 0.43% 207 414 .35% 13,200 -0.78% 100.8%
ﬁ Gare District 12,250 0.31% 11,853 0.28% 238 426 0.40% 12,750 -3.82% 103.9%
¥ Waimata Ristrict 6,880 0.48% 9,306 0.22% 275,776 0.48% 7.220 -3.18% 103.2%
Walroa District §,230 0.21% 16,302 3.39% 169,805 0.28% 9,260 «11,12% 11.1%
Banks Peninsuta District - 0.00% 0.00% "
Bouth Wairarapa District 5310 0.22% 11,609 0.27% 173,667 0.28% 8,540 -1.45% 101.5%
Diorohanga District 9,450 0.24% 10,761 {1.25% 180.088 0.30% 2,550 -1.46% 101.5%
Opotiki District 9,400 0.24% 732 0.17% 128,938 0.22% 9,540 -1 AT% 101.5%
Stratford District 8,460 0.21% 6271 0.22% 203,145 0.34% 9,110 -7.14% 107.1%
Mackenzie District 3,790 0.09% 7876 (.18% 101,848 0.17% 3,780 2.11% 102.1%
Carterion District 7.210 0.18% 7.365 0.17% 105,765 G.18% 7.000 3.00% 100,0%
Kawerau District 5,420 0.18% 6,721 0.16% 43,385 0.07% 7.280 »11.93% 111.9%
TOTALS 3,954,150 100.00% 4 224,256 100.00% 58,727,864 100.00% 3,704,010 8.75%

k‘;“"'
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EMUNERATION AUTHORITY - FUNDING FORMULAE AND FACTORS - SUMMARY

Change Total indicative Mayor's
Population Expenses Assels Factor Points Poatl Salary

District { City Council
Auscktand City 430,760 305,591 458,233 104.02% 930,515 1,742,221 163,418
Chwistohurch City 360,500 203,696 116,940 100.78% 686,460 1,581,844 156,580
Manukau City 338,400 193,008 78,303 107.06% 653,845 1,850,297 135,523
wefinglon City 1B8.500 176,884 68,966 103.42% 445,199 1,303,306 146,178
Morth Shiote City 215,300 133509 68,439 104.11% 434 404 1,280,870 145,366
Waitakere Ci 194,700 102,913 48,579 103.75% 358,181 1,141,863 138,210
Dhnedin City 122,300 90,872 54,744 100.00% 238,518 941,093 123,673
Hamiton Sty 133,700 76,516 35,342 305.13% 268,153 §15,176 121,425
Hut City 100,400 57,452 16,878 A00.00% 174,730 688 628 102,378
Tauranga City ' 106,100 58,565 37,158 106.97% 215,883 809,460 - 112,232
New Phyrnouth Distict 69,600 51,521 33844 100.00% 154,965 628,452 97,538
Paimerston Norh City 79,500 45615 19,272 100.00% 143,886 534,720 04,824
Rodney Disbrict §1,500 652,907 30,239 109.81% 202,755 773,954 109,242
Hastings District 71,800 3943 23,532 100.00% 134,763 566,942 92,550
Whannaret Disiricl 73,300 56,580 21,229 100.00% 154,140 616,713 95,593
Raytorua Thistrict 67,500 46,841 14 024 100.00% 128,366 547,466 91,023
Far Norih Gsirict 58,200 43,481 2807 100.00% 129,485 550,884 891,202
Napier City 56,600 31,026 20,341 100.00% 113,967 503,627 87,498
Southiand Cisinct 28 400 29,079 23,295 100.068% 81774 397,202 77,818
Franktin District 58,500 0,122 18,375 103.00% 110,210 AG2 iRT 86,576
Inwvercargil City 50,800 34,416 12,728 100.59% 98,518 454 565 83,280
Porirsa City 50,703 25,447 14,406 160.00% 80,553 427 279 80,682
apit Coas! District 47,800 21,342 3,307 102.86% 80,708 353,551 77,470
danganu District 43,200 34,229 14,270 102.70% 91,006 429,130 80,859
Timarn Distict 42900 28,587 14,441 100.00% 86,927 411,432 FERFE
Walpa District 42,700 23638 13,583 100.00% 79,921 33,856 Tr.214
Wikt Pisirict 42,800 28,340 17,108 100.00% 88249 418,384 75,930
Faupo Distict 34,7100 30,458 19,469 100.00% 84,037 404 956 78,556
Thames-Commandel Districl 26,800 29618 15,741 100.00% 72,160 364,269 14,682
Weslertt Bay of Plenly 42300 26,675 14,583 102.41% R6,184 412,302 79,257
Quaenstown-t zkes District 24,800 225 13,103 132.18% 87409 416,507 79,656
Waimakarir District 43,100 22,484 14,937 106.57% 88,130 412,126 79,239
Whakatane Distict 33900 25,593 B0 100.29% 67,602 348,062 73,224
Sauth Taranaki District 27,300 0,167 11,201 104.58% 61,238 326,853 71,110
Sedeyn Ditrict 32,700 14,337 14,723 108.79% 72,632 365,884 74,636
Fapakira Disdricl 43,800 15,752 #,355 100.00% 68,007 350,040 73,327
Makimata - Piako Districl 30,300 17,877 8,789 100.00% 56,967 312,219 69,726
tipper Huk Chy 38,000 18.273 712 100.00% 53,385 334,206 71,819
nznawaty Dishict 28,500 18,647 0,071 F00).DO% 57,218 313,081 69,808
Taransa Dhskrict 17,450 15,729 15,017 104.90% 50,560 290,200 67,563
Ashburion Disinct 27,200 16,030 9,200 100.00% 51,430 263,253 67,920
Wadaki District 18,700 17,668 12,761 103.90% 52,085 205,496 68,133
Harmwhanua District 30500 13,063 7,310 100.33% 51,030 201,882 67,789
Mastarion Diglricl 23,200 13,974 8,774 100.00% 45947 273544 65,204
Central Otage Distnd 15,250 12,561 9,891 100.00% 37,703 244 049 61,238
Hauraki District 16,650 15,738 7,192 403.48% 40,955 255,724 62,838
Rangutikei District 14,350 16,294 9,741 107.42% 43,382 264,434 64,031
Clutha District 17,050 16,046 17,373 102.85% 51,907 264 885 68,075
Fuapehy District 12650 12,349 5902 115.67% 35,742 237,013 60,273
Kaipara Distnct 18,050 17,062 6,672 100.00% 41,791 258,724 63,249
Sauth Waikaly Distict 22,300 11,906 5,021 107.85% 42,306 260,574 63,502
Centrat Hawkes Bay 43,200 10,637 12,333 100.00% 36,170 238,548 60,483
Westand Districl 7,860 6,348 5,312 101.63% 20,447 182,112 52,748
e Districh 11,000 11,913 5126 11 .652% 28,403 213,782 57,007
Waitpmo Disiict 9,540 g,827 5840 $(2.45% 25,825 204,817 55,394
Butles District 8,570 10,457 4,608 192 .94% 25,360 198,746 55,1685
Grey District 3,100 10,880 4,669 100.76% 28,967 212,693 56,940
Gong District 12,250 7323 5,367 103.92% 25918 201,748 55,440
Walmate Distict 6,990 5,805 6,207 103.19% 19,608 175,100 52,336
Wairpa Digtricl 8,230 10,0714 3,822 111.12% 24,584 196,963 54,784

- - - 0.00% .
Soulh Wairarapa District 2,810 7.172 3,9 101.45% 20,180 181,155 52,617
Otomhangz Disiricl 9,450 6,648 4,054 J01.45% 20,446 182,110 52.748
Dpotid Dristrict 2,400 4517 2945 101.47% 17.089 169,256 50,828
Stratiord Distnict 8,460 5,728 4,573 107.14% 20,089 180,863 52,577
Mzckenzie District 1,710 4,266 2,285 102.11% 11,300 143.964 46 617
Carlerlan District ) . 7.210 4,550 2,380 1042, 00% 14,141 156,804 48,755
Kaweray Districl 6,420 4,152 a7s 111.83% 12,927 151,677 47902
TOTALS 3,954,150 2,609,739 1,344,411 8,156,982 31,170,845 5 376,104
AS C Teritosial_Couscils_(7-08v3Coun_summ1A2/20064:11 p.m,
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DISTRICT/CITY COUNCILS

Variables

Weightings Points

Pepulation 50.0% 3,854,150

Expenses 33.0% 2,608,739

Assets Gross 17.0% 1,344 411
100% 7,808,300

X and Y for Change Factor

Change factor weighting for larger than 100%

Change factor weighting for negatives 100%

Points

Fiat Base

18,360
51,000
103,836
207,672
311,508
415,344
519,180
623,016
726,852
830,688
834,524
1,038,360

Indicative Pool - Painis io remungration

Rate

4223
3.588
3.426
3.045
2.501
1.957
1.523
1.158
0.814
0.705
0.544
0.544

Max
97,091
77,531

183,088
364,061
680,204
939,893

1,143,128

1,301,230

1,421,483

1,506,000

1,579,226

1,635,680

1,692,134

Mayor's Salary - Points 0 remuneration
Points Rate Max

Flat Base 38,813
18,360 0.703 12,909
51,000 0.432 25,090
103,836 0.326 42,325
207,672 0.245 87,757
311,508 0.217 90,339
415,344 0.109 101,630
519,180 0.055 107,330
623,016 0.043 111,824
726,852 0.033 115,223
830,688 0.033 118,621
934,624 0.021 120,813
1,038,360 0.021 123,006
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Revised Elected Members Remuneration 2007

Total Remuneration Pool | 1,141,883 |
Mayor's Salary | 138,210
Details Number Current Percentage Change Revised Total Total from
Salary Increase Salary Pool

Council
Mayor 1 132,151 (Fixed) 5,694 138,210 138,210 138,210
Deputy Mayor 1 73,087  6.0740000% 4,440 77,527 77,527 77,527
Standing Committees

.__,[F Chair City Development 1 69,765  6.0740000% 4,238 74,003 74,003 74,003
Chair Planning & Regulatory 1 69,765  6.0740000% 4,238 74,003 74,003 74,003
Chair Finance & Op Performance 1 69,765  6.0740000% 4,238 74,003 74,003 74,003
Committees
Chair Hearings 1 59,300  6.0740000% 3,602 62,902 62,902 62,902
Minor Commitfees
Chair Projects Special 1 59,300 6.0740000% 3,602 62,902 62,902 62,902
Chair Arts Special 1 59,300 6.0740000% 3,802 62,902 62,902 62,902
Chair Emergency Services 0 0 4] 0
Chair Performance Review 0 0 0 0
Chair Tenders 0 0 0 0
Chair LTCCP & Annual Plan 0 0 0 0
Other Councillors # 48,012  6.0740000% 2,916 50,928 356,498 356,498
Massey Community Board
Chair 1 22,591  6.0740000% 1,372 23,963 23,963 11,982
Members 5 11,628  6.0740000% 706 12,334 61,671 30,836

Waitakere Community Board



Revised Elected Members Remuneration 2007

Total Remuneration Pool | 1,141,883 |
| Mayor's Salary 138,210
Chair 1 22,591 6.0740000% 1,372 23,963 23,863 11,982
Members 5 11,628 6.0740000% 7086 12,334 61,671 30,836
Henderson Community Board
Chair 1 22,591 6.0740000% 1,372 23,963 23,963 11,982
Members 4 11,628 6.0740000% 706 12,334 49 337 24,669
New Lynn Community Board
$ Chair 1 22,591 6.0740000% 1:872 23,963 23.963 11,982
R pembers 4 11,628  6.0740000% 706 12,334 49,337 24,669
Total from Pool 1,300,818 1,141,883
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Elected Members Remuneration

Total Remuneration Pool | 1,141,883 | | Yellow Cells are Fixed Data |
Mayor's Salary | 138,210 | Green Cells are Variables

Details Percentage MNumber Percentage of Percentage of Salary Current Change Total Total from

Increase on Mayor's Standing Pool

Standing Gross Salary Committee

Commitiees Chairs
Council
Mayor 1 100.000% 138,210 132,151 6,059 138,210 138,210
Deputy Mayor 10.000% 1 55.000% 76,016 69,551 6,465 76,016 76,016
Standing Committees
Chair City Development 1 52.500% 72,560 66,390 6,170 72,560 72,560
Chair Planning & Regulatory 1 52.500% 72,560 66,390 6,170 72,560 72,560
Chair Finance & Policy 1 52.500% 72,560 66,390 6,170 72,560 72,560

BCommiffees

Chair Hearings 1 85.000% 61,676 56,431 5,245 61,676 61,676
Minor Committees
Chair Projects Special 1 85.000% 61,676 56,431 5,245 61,676 61,676
Chair Arts Special 1 85.000% 61,676 56,431 5,245 61,676 61,676
Chair Emergency Services 75.000% 0 0 0
Chair Performance Review 75.000% 0 0 0
Chair Tenders 75.000% 0 0 0
Chair LTCCP & Annual Plan 85.000% 0 0 0
Other Councillors 7 52,731 45,689 7,042 369,120 369,120
Massey Community Board
Chair 1 17.000% 23,496 21,498 1,998 23,496 11,748
Members 5 8.750% 12,093 11,065 1,028 60,465 30,233



Waitakere Community Board

Chair 1 17.000% 23,496 21,498 1,998 23,496 11,748
Members & 8.750% 12,093 11,065 1,028 60,465 30,233
Henderson Community Board

Chair 1 17.000% 23,496 21,498 1,898 23,496 11,748
Members 4 8.750% 12,083 11,065 1,028 48,372 24,186
Mew Lynn Community Board

Chair 1 17.000% 23,496 21,498 1,998 23,496 11,748
Members 4 8.750% 12,093 11,065 1,028 48,372 24,186
Total from Pool 37 1,297,712 1,141,883
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION

Determination

of representation arrangements to apply for
the etection of the Waitakere City Council

to be held on 13 October 2007

Background
1. The Waitakere City Council ("the Council”) elected at the 2004 local election
comprises 14 councillors and the mayor. The 14 councillors were elected as
foliows:
- Perceniage
Population 3?":53?2’“ deviation from
Wards Population™ Counciliors | per po);;u#atior?per cily average
councillor councillor ggﬁﬁ:}?&';" per
Massey 58,100 4 14,525 +8§17.86 +5.97
Henderson 45,300 3 15,100 +1,392.86 +10.16
New Lynn 55,400 4 13,850 +142.86 +1.04
Wattakere 33,100 3 11,033 -2.674.14 -19.51
TOTALS 194,900 14 13,707.14
* Note: These figures are 2005 population estimates
2. Waitakere City has a community board for each of the four existing wards ~

Massey, Henderson, New Lynn and Waitakere. None of these are subdivided
for electoral purpeses. The membership of each board is as follows:

Massey — 6 elected members and 3 appointed members;

Henderson — 5 elected members and 2 appointed members;

New Lynn — 5 elected members and 2 appointed members; and

Waitakere — 6 elected members and 3 appointed members.

3. The Council undertook an informal public feedback/information process on 3
options for a ward structure priocr to its formal review of representation
arrangements for the city and its communities under sections 19H and 19J of
the Lacal Electoral Act 2001 (“the Act”).

On 15 March 2008 it resolved initial proposed representation arrangements to

apply for the 2007 local election. These were publicly nofified on 24 March

2006.

pu




The Council’s initial proposal was as follows:
(a) the city be divided into 3 wards,

(b} the council comprise a mayor and 14 counciliors elected as follows:

Deviation from E::?;?;ﬁ%fom
N : Poputation city average .
Wards Population Counciijors per councillor | population per city a}ve.rage
councillor papu gt;on pex
councilior
Northetn 54,100 4 13,525 182 -1.33
Centra 72,200 5 14,440 733 +5.35
Southem 65,600 5 13,120 587 -4.28
TOTALS 191,900 14 13,707

* Note: These are 2005 population estimaltes

(c) community boards be established with boundaries aligned with those for
each of the 3 wards;

{d} each community board comprise 6 elected members and 3 appoinied
members; and

{e) the communities not be subdivided for electoral purposes.

The Council received 510 submissions on time and 103 late submissions on
its initial proposal. An analysis of the submissions by the Council showed:

234 {(47%) in support of the Council’s 3-ward proposatl; and
265 (52%) opposed, with the vast majority favouring a 4-ward model
simifar to the current structure.

Following consideration of the submissions, the Council, on 24 May 20086,
changed its initial proposal. lts final proposal was publicly notified on 7 June
2006, as follows:

(a) the city be divided into 4 wards {(modified from original 4-ward model);
(b) the council comprise a mayor and 14 councitiors elected as follows:

Population Deviation from (ljeevr;:ai?c:ﬁ%?c)m
Wards Population® Ceouncillors | per ng L?i\;?ir:r?eer city average

councilior goﬂn cillor P populgitlion pear

counciflor

Massey 37,400 3 12,467 -1,240 -8.04
Henderson 73,300 g 14,660 +053 +6.95
New Lynn 66,800 5 13,360 -347 -2.53
Waitakere 14,400 1 14,400 +693 +5.05
TOTALS 181,900 14 13,707

* Note: These figures are 2005 population estimates

{c} community boards be retained for each of the 4 wards;

(d) the Massey, Henderson and New Lynn Community Boards each
consist of 5 elected members and 2 appointed members, and the
Waitakere Community Board consist of 6 elected members and 1
appointed member; and

(e} the communities not be subdivided for electeral purposes.
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8. A total of 220 objections, including 120 on a standard form, were received
against the Council’s proposal. The main concerns of the objectors related
to:

+ exclusion of Laingholm and other areas including (part of) Titirangi from
the proposed Waitakere Ward (201 objections);
¢« a need for a minimum of two counciliors o represent the Waitakere Ward
given the size and geography of the ward;
» the location of boundaries for the Massey, Henderson and New Lynn
Wards; and
s the number and membership of community boards.
Hearing
9. The Commission met with the Council, objectors and submitters supporting

the Council’s initial 3-ward proposal who had expressed a desire to be heard,
at a hearing held in the Waitakere City Council Chambers on 19 September
2008. The Council was represented by Councilior Janet Clews and the
Council’'s Democracy and Support Services Manager Darryl Griffin. The
abjectors and submitters who appeared at the hearing were: Councillor
Warren Flaunty, the Waitakere Ranges Protection Saciety, John Edgar, Kath
Dewar, Swanson Residents and Ratepayers Association, Piha Residents and
Ratepayers Associafion, Elizabeth Francke, Henderson Community Board,
Denise Yates, Patricia La Roche, Gary Marshall, Geoff Webster, New Lynn
Community Board, Anne Grace, Greg Presland, Bryan Trenwith, Jo
Quartermass, Waitakere Community Board, Paul Walbran, Massey
Community Board, Sandra Coney, Counciilor Linda Cooper, John Newick,
Eanna Doyle, Massey and Birdwood Settlers Association, Ron Watson, Kubi
Witten-Hannah and Jan O'Connor,

Matters raised in objections and at the hearing

10.

The main arguments presented in suppori of alteration of boundaries for the
praposed Waitakere Ward were:

« the non-urban area of the city is a distinct community of interest with
different interests and needs from the urban area:

» Lainghelm is currently in the non-urban Waitakere Ward reflecting the
character of the area and it has little in common with the urban New Lynn
Ward;

o Titirangi has more in common with the ‘bush-living’ areas such as
Laingholm;

« the Waitakere Ranges are a unique feature of West Auckland attracting
thousands of visitors every year and this creates particular issues which
require full understanding by focally elected representatives;

+ the Waitakere Ward should, as far as practicable, reflect the area defined
in the Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area Bill presently before Parliament;

o one councillor would not be able to provide effective representation for the
Waitakere Ward given its size and geography and the workload would be

unreasonable. ga



11.

12.

13.

QOther arguments presented included:

*

the boundary between the Waitakere and New Lynn Wards should be
redrawn so as {o: not split Parrs Park from Oratia, locate the Zodiac’ area
in Waitakere Ward and avoid Glengarry Road being crossed four times
by the boundary;

the Ranui area being retained in the Massey Ward or possibly moved to
the Waitakere Ward;

support for community boards with added defegations;
increased membership (of 6} for the Massey Community Board;

a reduction in the number of community boards to one urban board and
one rural board;

removal of community boards.

The New Lynn Community Beard, as a submitier in support of the Council's
initial proposal for a 3-ward model, was invited to appear at the hearing.
Arguments presented in support of the 3-ward model included:

mixing urban and non-urban areas would help unify the city;

urban councifiors would become more involved in the non-urban areas
and “buy into” stewardship of the Ranges;

would result in more balanced decision-making;

representation is a different issue from management of, for example, the
Ranges;

wards would ail have a main centre and reflect natural transport routes to
the west;

Titirangi is better suited to a mixed scuthern ward than a non-urban ward;

the option is more sustainable for the future,

The main arguments presented against a 3-ward model were:

-

wards wauld be arificial and wouldn't reflect communities of interest;
would combine very different life styles and needs;

the wards would be too big;

would increase the cost of standing for election;

wouldn’t provide adequaie representation for the non-urban ares;
would difute the principles of "eco city” and the West Coast Plan;

would put pressure on volunteer groups to protect the Ranges.

Matters for Determination

14.

The statutory provisions in respect of objections are contained in sections
19R, 19H and 19J of the Act.

19R. Commission to determine appeals and objections
(1) The Commission must— g‘q-



{2)

(3)

19H.

(1)

{2)

(a} Consider the resolutions, submissions, appeals, objections,
and information forwarded fo it under section 19Q; and
(b} Subject to sections 19T and 19V in the case of a terriforial

authority, and to sections 19U and 19V in the case of a

regional councii, determine,—

(i In the case of a teritorial authority that has made a
resoclution under section 19H, the matters specified in that
section:

(i) In the case of a regional council that has made a
resolution under section 191, the matfers specified in that
section:

(i) In the case of a fterritorial authority that has made a
resolution under section 19J, the matters specified in that
section,

For the purposes of making a defermination under subsection {1)(b},

the Commission—

{a) May make any enquiries that it considers appropriate; and

(b) May hold, but is not obliged to hold, meetings with the territorial
authority or regional council or any persons who have lodged
an appeal or chjection and have indicated a desire to he heard
by the Commission in relation to that appeal or objection.

The Commission must, before 11 April in the year of a triennial general

election, complete the dulies it Is required tc carry out under

subsection (1).

Review of representation arrangements for elections of territorial
authorities
A territorial authority must determine by resolution, and in accordance
with this Part —
{a} Whether the members of the territorial authority (other than the
mayor} are proposed to be elected—
(i) By the electors of the district as a whole; or
(ii) By the electors of 2 or more wards; or
(iif) in some cases by the electors of the district as a whole
and in the other cases by the elecfors of each ward of
the district; and
{b) In any case to which paragraph (a)(i} applies, the proposed
number of members to be elected by the electors of the district
as a whole; and
{c) In any case to which paragraph (a)(iii} applies,—
{i} The proposed number of members to be elected by the
eleciors of the district as a whole; and
(i) The proposed number of members to be elected by the
wards of the district; and
(d} in any case fo which paragraph (a)(iij or paragraph (a)(ii)
applies,—
() The proposed name and the proposed boundaries of
each ward; and
(i) The number of members proposed to be elecied by the
electors of each ward.
The determination required by subsection (1} must be made by a
territorial authority —
(a) On the first occasion, either in 2003 or in 2006; and
(b) Subsequently, at least once in every period of 6 years after the
first determination, NS



(3) This section must be read in conjunction with section 19ZH and
Schedule 1A.

18J. Review of community boards

(1) A territorial authority must, on every occasion on which it passes a
resolution under section 19H, determine by that resolution, and in
accordance with this Part, not only the matters referred to in that
section but also whether, in light of the principle set out in section

4(1}(a} {(which relates to fair and effective representation for individuals

and communities) —

(a) There shoufd be communities and community boards; and

(b} If so resclved, the nature of any community and the structure of
any community board.

{2} The resolution referred to in subsection (1} must, in particular,
determine—

(a) Whether 1 or more communities should be constituted:

(b} Whether any community should be abolished or united with
another community:

{c) Whether the boundaries of a community should be altered:

{d) Whether a community should be subdivided for electoral
purposes or whether it should continue to be subdivided for
electoral purposes, as the case may require:

{e) Whether the boundaries of any subdivision shouid be aftered:

{H The number of members of any community board.

(g) The number of members of a community board who should be
elected and the number of members of a community board who
should be appointed:

(h) Whether the members of a community board who are proposed
to be elected are to be elected—

(i) By the electors of the community as a whole; or

(i} By the electors of 2 or more subdivisions; or

{iif} If the community comprises 2 or more whole wards, by
the electors of each ward:

{i) in any case to which paragraph (h)(ii) applies, -

(it The proposed name and the proposed boundaries of
each subdivision; and
{ii} The number of members proposed to be elected by the
electors of each subdivisfon.
{3) Nothing in this section limits the provisions of section 19F.

Procedural issue

15,

Several objectors suggested that if the non-urban area of the city was not to
be effectively represented, consideration should be given to transferring this
area o the more rural Rodney District. One of these objectors, Bryan
Trenwith, raised this issue at the hearing. Mr Trenwith said he believed the
Council’s proposal did not meet the requirements for fair and effective
representation of the rural community, which was weli delineated in the
Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area Bill presently before Parliament. He said
the problem lay with the original boundaries of Waitakere City and Rodney
District. Mr Trenwith proposed that the Commission refer the matter of the
boundaries of the two territorial authorities to the Minister of Local
Government for consideration. '



16.

17.

The Commission has noted the issue raised by Mr Trenwith. It notes also that
under the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA) reorganisation proposals
involving boundary alterations may be initiated in cne of three ways:

(a) by an affected local authority; or
(b) by the Minister of Local Government; or

(c) by a petition signed by at least 10% of the electors of the area subject
to the proposed reorganisation. :

While the Commission is empowered, by another provision of the LGA, to
report to the Minister on any matter relating to a local autherity or local
government, it considers that reorganisation proposals are generally best
initiated at the local level. The Commission considers that either one of the
councils concerned or 10% of electors would be in a belter position, at this
stage, to ascertain the appropriateness and level of support for a boundary
alteration in the area.

Consideration by the Commission

Effective representation of communities of interest

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

The steps in the representation review process are not statutorily prescribed.
The Commission believes, however, that the following process for
determining representation arrangements will achieve a robust outcome that
is in accordance with the statutory criteria:

(a) identify the city’s communities of interest;

{b) determine the best means of providing effective representation for the
communities of interest; and

{c} determine fair representation of electors for the city.

The Act does not define either ‘effective representation’ or ‘communities of
interest. The Commission considers, however, that achieving effective
representation for communities of interest includes determining which, if any,
communities of interest, or groupings of communities of interest, require
separate ward representation.

The Commission acknowledges the work the Council undertook, given this
was the first review undertaken under this legislation, to confirm the city’s
communities of inferest. This work identified possible approaches as
including communities of interest based on water catchments, transport links,
land use, and community facilities.

Based on these options, the Council initially proposed a structure of 3 wards
as east-west bands across the city integrating the urban and non-urban areas
of the city reflecting factors of population, land use, transport links and
fandscape. In response to both an informal public feedback/information
process and the Council's initial representation proposal, there was strong
community support instead for a 4-ward model reflecting existing land use
patterns and in particular the need for separate representation to reflect the
distinction between the urban and non-urban areas of the city.

After considering the community feedback, the Council changed its final
praposal to a modified 4-ward model recognising, by reinstatement of a
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23,

24.

25.

26.

27.

28,

29.

Waitakere Ward, the non-urban area of the city as a separate community of
interest. While not agreeing with the Council's proposed boundaries for the
Waitakere Ward, the bulk of objectors fo the Council’s final proposal strongly
supported a 4-ward land-use based model.

The Commission agrees in the first instance that a ward system for Waitakere
City is appropriate given the size and geography of the city, the existence of
different communities within the city, and general acceptance of the traditional
use of wards reflecting recognised communities of Massey, Henderson, New
Lynn and the non-urban Waitakere area.

Many objectors to the Council’s final proposal referred variously to the special
character and common interests of the rural, forested and coastal areas of the
city as distinctive from, and with different needs to, the urban areas. In this
regard, the Commission notes the Council's own long-term council community
plan {p. 19) describes the Waitakere Ranges as “what makes us uniquely
West Auckland”. One objector submitted that this area, more than any other,
helps define the essence of Waitakere's ‘eco city’ a vision and guide for
decision-making in the city.

The Commission’s ‘Guidelines to assist local authorities in undertaking
representation reviews’ notes that defining characteristics of communities of
interest include “a sense of community identity and belonging”. It is clear to
the Commission that many residents have a strong sense of identity with and
belonging to the Waitakere Ranges area of the city and a commitment to this
area. This is reflected, for example, in the number of community
arganisations and volunteers werking to protect and enhance the character of
the non-urban area of the city and the interests of the residents of this area.

This sense of identity and commitment was demonstrated in the development
of the West Coast Plan, a community initiative, supported by the Council,
reflecting residents’ wishes for the future management of the west coast and
Waitakere Ranges. The plan acknowledges the ecological, social and
demographic similarities of the communities of this area.

The Commission considers accordingly that retention of a 4-ward model,
including a non-urban Waitakere Ward reflecting perhaps the single biggest
community of interest in the city, is appropriate.

The Commission believes that 4 wards can also support the Council’s policies
in refation to future planning for the city. The long-term council community
plan identifies the following planning focuses relating to the current 4 ward
areas:

+ a central hub for the city based on Henderson;

+ fwo town centres providing significant community hubs based on New
Lynn and Massey North/Westgate; and

"« a network of rural and coastal villages reflecting the unique qualities of the

Waitakere Ranges.

Given the decision to retain a 4-ward model, the Commission is then required
to consider the appropriate boundaries for these wards. The bulk of the
objections related to the Waitakere Ward and its proposed boundaries.

Ald



30.

31

32.

33.

34.

35,

The Commission recognises the reasoning of the Council in including the
Laingholm and Titirangi areas in the proposed urban New Lynn Ward was to
achieve consistency with the ‘metropolitan urban limit' line designed fo
contain growth and stop sprawling development.

The Commission heard, however, that Laingholm is physically separated from
the urban area, and that both the catchment of Laingholm School and
circulation area for the Laingholm Roundabout, a monthly community
newspaper, suggested its community of interest lay more appropriately with
the non-urban area. While Titirangi has always been in the urban New Lynn
Ward, the Cemmission heard from a number of objectors that many residents
identified more with the non-urban area given its ‘bush-iving’ character in
common with Laingholm.

The Commission acknowledges inclusion of the more urban-focussed
Titirangi area in the Waitakere Ward will not be supported by all. It believes,
however, that, on balance, Titirangi does have a commonality of interest with
bush-living areas such as Laingholm that justifies its inclusion in the
Waitakere Ward.

The Commission also heard that there had been careful consideration and
extensive consultation on the boundaries for the heritage area identified in the
Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area Bill. The purpose of this Bill is “to recognise
the national, regional and local importance of the Waitakere Ranges, foothills
and coastal areas and to promote the protection and enhancement of its
heritage features for present and future generations”.

The Council submitted that the Waitakere Ranges Heritage Area Bill was
about envircnmental protection and not about governance. The Commission
acknowledges this point but believes, given the level of community
identification with the purpose of the Bill, the heritage area may still be seen
as an appropriate basis for identifying boundaries for the Waitakere Ward
reflecting residents’ sense of identity with and belonging to the area. The
Commission notes that a perfect match between the heritage area and a
Waitakere Ward cannot be achieved as the former does not align with
meshblocks in a number of areas. It also considers that the coastal area
leading tip to Green Bay, though in the heritage area, would, on community of
interest grounds, be hest placed in the New Lynn Ward.

Most objectors proposing closer alignment of the boundaries of the Waitakere
Ward with the Ranges heritage area aiso saw this as a means to increase
reprasentation for the Waitakere Ward. They saw the proposal for one
councilior to represent this ward as inadequate and failing to meet the
statutory requirement for effective representation for communities of interest.
This argument was based on:

» the size of the ward (being approximately two thirds of the city) and, as a
result, the distances one representative wouid have to travel to meet
constituents and iocal groups;

» the impact of the size of the ward being exacerbated by roading patterns
and the remoteness of the dispersed communities in the ward;

» the pressure placed on one councillor would be further exacerbated by the
large number of community organisations in the ward (13) with which
contact needs to be maintained;
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36,

37.

38,

39.

40.

41.

» the range and nature of the issues to be deait with in the ward, described
by some as an “ecological island”, and the tension between environmental
protection and enhancement of the Ranges and development pressures
which would be hard for one councillor to effectively represent; and

¢ the difficulty of providing effective cover for a single councilior in times of
absence (through holiday or sickness).

The Commission heard cerfain provisions of the Waitakere Ranges Heritage
Area Bill would also place particular demands on a single Waitakere Ward
councillor. These included the provision for local area management plans.
These plans are a tool for the Council, in consultation with the local
community, to clearly identify and provide for the gualities that make up the
area’s present and desired future amenity, aesthetic, natural and cultural
character, The areas concemed were seen by some to require effective
representation by a local councillor who was familiar with the area. This
would be easier to achieve with two councillors as opposed to one.

The Commission agrees that it would be difficult for one councillor to provide
effective representation for the Waitakere Ward given the nature of the ward
and other factors outlined above. [t therefore agrees with the objectors
seeking an adjustment to the boundary between the Waitakere and New Lynn
Wards, aligning the former more closely with the heritage area, and thereby
providing for a second councillor to represent the Waitakere Ward. This
means some areas, which are more urban in nature, need to be included in
the Waitakere Ward. This is necessary in order to achieve fair representation
for the electors of both Waitakere and New Lynn Wards.

The Commission did receive and hear other objections relating to boundary
issues. In particular there were suggested changes to the boundary between
the Waitakere and New Lynn Wards in the area of Parr's Park and Oratia, the
so-called “Zodiac’ area, and Glengarry Road which some believe should be
more clearly in one ward or the other.

The Council advised that the areas concerned were generally urban in nature,
outside the Ranges heritage area, or located as a result of the layout of
particular meshblocks. Accordingly the Commission believes any redrawing
of boundaries in these areas, while perhaps addressing concerns of some
objectors, is likely to cause further perceived inconsistencies.

The Commission did hear submissions from both the Massey Community
Board and the Massey and Birdwood Settlers Association that the Ranui area
would be more appropriately Jocated in the Massey Ward rather than in the
Henderson Ward as proposed by the Council. The Commission notes that
Ranui is currently in the Massey Ward and that it was proposed to be in the
Northern Ward along with the rest of the Massey Ward, in the 3-ward
structure whereas Lincoln was to be in the proposed Central Ward.

The Commission also notes the future growth anticipated in the Massey Ward
including the planned development of Westgate as a new town centre serving
particularly the residents of Massey and West Harbour. Based on this future
growth, the Commission considers that represeniation for Massey equal o
that for the Henderson and New Lynn Wards would be appropriate.

Ao

10



42.

Inclusion of Ranui, with an extended area to the south and four additional
meshblocks north of Universal Drive, all presently in the Massey Ward, along
with an adjustment between the Henderson and New Lynn Wards, will ailow
for equal representation between the three urban wards. The further required
adjustment between the Henderson and New Lynn Wards is the inclusion of
an extended area of Glendene in the New Lynn Ward.

Fair representation of electors

43,

44,

A number of objectors sought “an exemption” from the statutory reguirement
for fair representation of electors measured in terms of the maximum +/-10
percent variance in the ratio of population to councillors. The Commission
points out that the only provision for an exception to the +/-10 percent rule for
territorial authorities is in respect of island or isolated communities. While
particular communities within the Waitakere Ward may be seen as physically
remote or isolated from other communities, the Commission does not
consider that the Woaitakere Ward itself may be seen as an isolated
community. It therefore believes that the +/-10 percent rule must apply for all
wards in the city.

Apart from propasals to add a further member for the Waitakere Ward, the
Commission heard no submissions seeking a change to the Council proposal
to retain the present number of councillors of 14.  Accordingly the
Commission has decided that, in accordance with the requirement for fair
representation for electors in all wards, there shall continue to be a total of 14
counciliors elected from 4 wards, modified as described above, as follows:

» Massey Ward: 4 councillors;
+ Henderson Ward: 4 counciliors;
» New Lynn Ward: 4 councillors;

»  Waitakere Ward: 2 councillors,

Communities and community boards

45.

48.

47.

The Commission is also required to defermine whether there should be
communities and community boards in the city and, if so, the nature of those
cammunities and the structure of the boards.

The Commission is aware that a structure of community boards to match the
current 4 wards has been in place in Waitakere City since its formation in
1989. Relatively few objections addressed the issue of community boards
and the Commission takes this as a general level of support for their
continuation. The Council consistently proposed a structure of boards
matching that for the city’s wards throughout the review. One objection did
propose removal of all boards and another proposed the reduction of the
number of boards to two, namely a rural board and an urban board. The
Commission, on the other hand, heard a number of objectors actively
supporting a structure of community boards matching the wards particularly
from objectors seeking the retention of a 4-ward structure.

The Massey Community Board did propose the number of its elected

members be retained at 6, whereas the Council proposed a standard number
of 5 elected members for the boards in the 3 urban wards.
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48,

Given the level of support, the Commission believes a structure of boards
matching the 4-ward structure should continue in the interests of good local
government in the city. The Commission considers further that, in light of the
more balanced councillor representation in the 4 wards, the number of
members for each community board should be the same. Accordingly it
considers that the Massey, Henderson, New Lynn and Waitakere Community
Boards should each comprise 5 slected members and 2 appointed members.

Commission’s Determination

49,

Under section 19R of the Local Eiectoral Act 2001, the Commission
determines that for the general election of the Waitakere City Council to be
held on 13 October 2007, the following representation arrangements shall

apply —
(1) Waitakere City as delineated on SO Pian 361700 deposited with Land
Information New Zealand, shall be divided into four wards;

(2} Those four wards shall be -

(a) the Massey Ward, comprising the area delineated on SO Plan
No. 381701 deposited with Land Information New Zealand;

(b} the Henderson Ward, comprising the area delineated on SO
Plan No. 381702 deposited with Land Information New

Zealand;

{c) the New Lynn Ward, comprising the area delineated on SO
Pian No. 381703 deposited with Land Information New
Zealand;

{(d} the Waitakere Ward, comprising the area delineated on SO
Plan 381704 deposited with Land Information New Zealand;

(3) The Council shall comprise the mayor and 14 councillors, elected as
follows -

{a} four counciliors elected by the electors of the Massey Ward;
{b) four councillors elected by the electors of the Henderson Ward;

(¢} four councillors elected by the electors of the New Lynn Ward;,
and

(d) two councillors elected by the electors of the Waitakere Ward;
(4) There shall be 4 communities as follows:

(a) the Massey Community, comprising the area of the Massey
Ward;

(b} the Henderson Community, comprising the area of the
Henderson Ward;

(¢} the New Lynn Community, comprising the area of the New
Lynn Ward: and

(d}) the Waitakere Community, comprising the area of the
Waitakere Ward:

(5)  The membership of the community board for each community shall be

comprised as follows:
A2
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(a)

(d)

the Massey Community Board: & elected members and 2
members of the Council representing the Massey Ward and
appointed to the community board by the Council;

the Henderson Community Board: 5 elected members and 2
members of the Council representing the Henderson Ward and
appointed to the community board by the Council;

the New Lynn Community Board: 5 elected members and 2
members of the Council representing the New Lynn Ward and
appeinted to the community board by the Council;

the Waitakere Community Board: 5 elected members and 2
members of the Council representing the Waitakere Ward and
appointed to the community board by the Council.

50.  As required by sections 19T{b) and 19W({c) of the Local Electoral Act 2001,
the boundaries of the above wards and communities coincide with the
boundaries of current statistical meshblock areas determined by Statistics
New Zealand and used for Parliamentary electoral purposes.

FOR THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION

Gwen Bull

Wynne Raymend

18 December 2006

{Commissioner)

(Commissioner)
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