LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION

Determination

of representation arrangements to apply for
the election 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
follows:
p . Deviation from Perpentage
. . opulation city average dgwauon from
Wards Population* Councillors | per ; city average
councillor popula_mon per population per
councillor ;
councillor
Massey 58,100 4 14,525 +817.86 +5.97
Henderson 45,300 3 15,100 +1,392.86 +10.16
New Lynn 55,400 4 13,850 +142.86 +1.04
Waitakere 33,100 3 11,033 -2,674.14 -19.51
TOTALS 191,900 14 13,707.14

* Note: These figures are 2005 population estimates

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 purposes. 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.

The Council undertook an informal public feedback/information process on 3

options for a ward structure prior to its formal review of representation
arrangements for the city and its communities under sections 19H and 19J of
the Local Electoral Act 2001 (“the Act”).

On 15 March 2006 it resolved initial proposed representation arrangements to

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

2006.




The Council’s initial proposal was as follows:

(a) the city be divided into 3 wards;

(b) the council comprise a mayor and 14 councillors elected as follows:

_ Percentage
Deviation from O
. . Population city average d_eV|at|on from
Wards Population* Councillors . . city average
per councillor | population per h
A population per
councillor .
councillor
Northern 54,100 4 13,525 182 -1.33
Central 72,200 5 14,440 733 +5.35
Southern 65,600 5 13,120 587 -4.28
TOTALS 191,900 14 13,707

* Note: These are 2005 population estimates
(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 appointed
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 proposal; and
265 (52%) opposed, with the vast majority favouring a 4-ward model
similar to the current structure.

Following consideration of the submissions, the Council, on 24 May 2006,
changed its initial proposal. Its 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 councillors elected as follows:

Deviation from

Percentage

Population citv average deviation from

Wards Population* Councillors | per y averag city average
. population per ]
councillor - population per
councillor .
councillor

Massey 37,400 3 12,467 -1,240 -9.04
Henderson 73,300 5 14,660 +953 +6.95
New Lynn 66,800 5 13,360 -347 -2.53
Waitakere 14,400 1 14,400 +693 +5.05
TOTALS 191,900 14 13,707

* Note: These figures are 2005 population estimates

(© 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 electoral purposes.




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:

e exclusion of Laingholm and other areas including (part of) Titirangi from
the proposed Waitakere Ward (201 objections);
e a need for a minimum of two councillors to represent the Waitakere Ward
given the size and geography of the ward;
e the location of boundaries for the Massey, Henderson and New Lynn
Wards; and
e the number and membership of community boards.
Hearing
0. 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
2006. The Council was represented by Councillor Janet Clews and the
Council's Democracy and Support Services Manager Darryl Griffin. The
objectors and submitters who appeared at the hearing were: Councillor
Warren Flaunty, the Waitakere Ranges Protection Society, John Edgar, Kath
Dewar, Swanson Residents and Ratepayers Association, Piha Residents and
Ratepayers Association, 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, Councillor 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 support of alteration of boundaries for the
proposed Waitakere Ward were:

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

e Laingholm 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;

e 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 locally elected representatives;

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

e 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.



11.

12.

13.

Other arguments presented included:

the boundary between the Waitakere and New Lynn Wards should be
redrawn so as to: 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 delegations;
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 Board, as a submitter 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 councillors 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 all have a main centre and reflect natural transport routes to
the west;

Titirangi is better suited to a mixed southern 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 would be artificial 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 adequate representation for the non-urban area;
would dilute 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—



()

®3)

19H.

(1)

(2)

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

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

regional council, determine,—

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

(i) In the case of a regional council that has made a
resolution under section 19I, the matters specified in that
section:

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

For the purposes of making a determination under subsection (1)(b),

the Commission—

€) 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 objection and have indicated a desire to be 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 duties it is required to 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,—

(@) Whether the members of the territorial authority (other than the
mayor) are proposed to be elected—

0] By the electors of the district as a whole; or
(i) By the electors of 2 or more wards; or
(iii) In some cases by the electors of the district as a whole

and in the other cases by the electors 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
(© In any case to which paragraph (a)(iii) applies,—
0] The proposed number of members to be elected by the
electors 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 to which paragraph (a)(ii) or paragraph (a)(iii)
applies,—
0] The proposed name and the proposed boundaries of
each ward; and
(i) The number of members proposed to be elected by the
electors of each ward.
The determination required by subsection (1) must be made by a
territorial authority —
€)) 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.



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

19J. 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) —

(@) There should be communities and community boards; and

(b) If so resolved, the nature of any community and the structure of
any community board.

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

@) Whether 1 or more communities should be constituted:

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

(©) 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 should be altered:

() The number of members of any community board:

(9) 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—

0] By the electors of the community as a whole; or

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

(iii) If the community comprises 2 or more whole wards, by
the electors of each ward:

0] in any case to which paragraph (h)(ii) applies, -
® The proposed name and the proposed boundaries of

each subdivision; and
(i) The number of members proposed to be elected by the
electors of each subdivision.
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 to 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 well 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 one of three ways:

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

(© 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 authority 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 better 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:

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

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

(© 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 interest. 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
landscape. 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
proposal to a modified 4-ward model recognising, by reinstatement of a



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 to 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
organisations and volunteers working 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 relation to future planning for the city. The long-term council community
plan identifies the following planning focuses relating to the current 4 ward
areas:

e a central hub for the city based on Henderson;

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

e 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.



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 to
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 Commission heard from a number of objectors that many residents
identified more with the non-urban area given its ‘bush-living’ 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 environmental 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 up to Green Bay, though in the heritage area, would, on community of
interest grounds, be best placed in the New Lynn Ward.

Most objectors proposing closer alignment of the boundaries of the Waitakere
Ward with the Ranges heritage area also saw this as a means to increase
representation for the Waitakere Ward. They saw the proposal for one
councillor 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 would have to travel to meet
constituents and local groups;

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

e 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;



36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

e the range and nature of the issues to be dealt 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

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

The Commission heard certain 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 qualities that make up the
area’s present and desired future amenity, aesthetic, natural and cultural
character. The areas concerned 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. It 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 located 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 representation for Massey equal to
that for the Henderson and New Lynn Wards would be appropriate.

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 allow
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 requirement
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 Waitakere 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 proposals 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
councillors elected from 4 wards, modified as described above, as follows:

e Massey Ward: 4 councillors;
e Henderson Ward: 4 councillors;
e New Lynn Ward: 4 councillors;

e Waitakere Ward: 2 councillors.

Communities and community boards

45.

46.

47.

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

11



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 elected members and 2 appointed members.

Commission’s Determination

49.

Under section 19R of the Local Electoral 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 Plan 381700 deposited with Land
Information New Zealand, shall be divided into four wards;

(2) Those four wards shall be -

(@) 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
Plan 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 -

(&) four councillors elected by the electors of the Massey Ward,;
(b) four councillors elected by the electors of the Henderson Ward;

(c) 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:

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

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

(c) 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:

12



(@)

(b)

(€)

(d)

the Massey Community Board: 5 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
appointed 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 Raymond

19 December 2006

(Commissioner)

(Commissioner)
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