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UNICEF is an international organisation established by the United Nations to advance the rights, protection and healthy development of all children. To achieve this UNICEF works in both long term development and emergency relief. Our mandate comes from the member states of the UN and the Convention of the Rights of the Child (UNCROC). The Convention on the Rights of the Child is the most widely ratified UN treaty ever. This speaks decisively to the importance the world places on the wellbeing, protection and care of children. The New Zealand Government ratified this Convention in 1993.
We are pleased to have this opportunity to provide feedback to the Discussion Document on a Draft Organisational Structure and Staff Transition proposal of 2 November 2009.

The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCROC)
Goals for children’s wellbeing and the obligations of government agencies to take account of children in their planning and operations are clarified in the UNCROC.

The four principles of the UNCROC are as follows:

· Non discrimination

· Best interests of the child

· The right to life, survival and development

· Respect for the views of the child

New Zealand ratified the Convention in 1993 and in so doing committed itself to upholding children’s rights as stated in the UNCROC in policy, practice and, where feasible, in law.

UNICEF’s Position

Our feedback is in the form of a legal argument to legitimise and give effect to UNCROC in the new Auckland governance structure.
Our proposal for the establishment of a mechanism such as an Office for Children or a Children’s Issues Desk within the administrative structure of the Council is a critical first step. This mechanism must be adequately resourced, empowered and an integral part of the Council’s decision making functions.
I
INTRODUCTION

In the Draft organisation Structure put forward by the Auckland Transition Agency draft dated 2 November, 2009, there is a conspicuous absence of a council body that deals primarily with children’s or youth issues.
 In order to be consistent with UNCROC it is UNICEF’s contention that there needs to be a “Children’s Issues Desk”, an “Office for Children” or some such “mechanism to ensure children’s issues are identified, recognised and adequately addressed” at the Auckland Council. Dan Seymour
, contends that UNCROC “represents a major milestone in the historic effort to achieve a world fit for children.”
 The formal recognition of children’s issues by the Auckland Council would represent a milestone in achieving a ‘city fit for children’.

UNICEF NZ is party to the international Child Friendly Cities Initiative (“CFCI”). Underpinning the CFCI is the reality that people’s lives are shaped to a great extent by early experiences. Where and how children live, learn, grow and play depends on adults, who should be well informed about children’s rights, views and needs when making decisions. Local authorities are on the front line in matters affecting children and need to be particularly mindful of the impact on children of any proposal for change or development. Children’s value as important stakeholders in the city and its future should be reflected in the decisions that are made on their behalf.

Children’s needs, aspirations and reactions to new situations are often very different from how adults view them. Also children’s needs often differ from the needs of adults. Some innovative thinking may be required to address the many issues that will impact on children in the formation and evolution of a “super city”. A mechanism to address children’s issues could formulate policy and children’s programmes, co-ordinate events, include children’s input in decisions that affect them and be a pro-active entity to allow for a child friendly Auckland City. Experience from partners in the CFCI in Europe has shown that a Children’s Issues Desk/or Children’s Office can:

· provide local authorities with information that is not available from other sources

· increase the fund of knowledge required for a successful scope and plan and enhance project development processes, e.g. ‘Neighbourhood Safety Map Project’ Italy.
· Create interest, awareness of and participation in democratic processes among an emerging voter group
· Build civic pride and contribute to a city’s “sense of place” among children and young people
· Involve children in caring for a city’s taonga and environment, e.g. ‘Adopt a Monument Programme’, Italy.
· Contribute to the preservation of the city’s history as well as represent its future

The Auckland Council has an obligation in the application of good governance over the greater Auckland area to adhere to New Zealand’s International Obligations; this includes the United Nations Convention of the Rights of the Child (“UNCROC”). Local Government is significant in unitary systems like New Zealand because “in most cases it is the only form of government outside central government.
 Furthermore, Heywood asserts that the democratic legitimacy of local government provides local government with a bargaining and negotiating relationship with central government rather than a subservient relationship.
 It is arguable that this is magnified in an Auckland context, where the same local government is democratically accountable to one third of New Zealand’s population. This includes over 250,000 children. In this way the unified Auckland Council is constitutionally significant, yet it exists in a constitutional no-man’s land as it is not central government, and nor is it a typical local government.

II
UNCROC AND ITS DOMESTIC LEGAL STATUS
The orthodox view of international rights treaties as Joseph contends is that international human rights treaties do not form part of New Zealand law and so are unable to be enforced by the courts, unless and until the rights contained in the treaty to which New Zealand is party to, are incorporated by statute into domestic law.

In the case of UNCROC prior to ratification, a comprehensive review of New Zealand’s Law indicated that New Zealand’s domestic legislation was ‘compliant’ with UNCROC.
 This review and subsequent ratification presupposes that all of New Zealand’s domestic law is consistent with UNCROC and does not need further incorporation. This includes the Local Government Act.
If there is doubt that local government legislation doesn’t include children’s rights specifically, there is an argument by many commentators that the UNCROC exists as both Treaty Law and Customary International Law. UNCROC is codified Customary International Law, and so binding on the State independent of the Convention itself.
 It represents “codified principles that member states of the United Nations agreed to be universal – for all children, in all countries and cultures, at all times and without exception, simply through the fact of their being born into a human family”

Customary International law is directly applicable by the Courts.
 Customary International Law is requires “a general and consistent State practice as well as a sense of legal obligation (opinio juris sive necessitates)’ to be deduced from the practice and behaviour of states.
 The principles stated in UNCROC are therefore binding on domestic administrative bodies in New Zealand, including local governments, without having to be incorporated into domestic law, because they exist independently as customary international law.

In addition the Courts have shown a propensity to interpret legislation consistent customary international law.
 In Governor of Pitcairn, the Court of Appeal held;

“a general statute, however apparently comprehensive, is not to be interpreted as contrary to international law on such matters as sovereign immunity”

In Sellers, the Court of Appeal found;

“New Zealand Courts for over a century made it plain that legislation regulating maritime matters should be read in the context of the international law of the sea and’ if possible, consistently with that law…”
Deductively it is not unreasonable to infer that the same court might find in favour of children’s rights in relation to an obligation of non-derogation from the principles of UNCROC by a local authority
III
UNCROC AND AUCKLAND LOCAL GOVERNANCE

The orthodox position is that local government is not representative of the Crown.
 By not being the Crown or the State local government is not subject to New Zealand’s international treaty obligations unless the treaty has been incorporated into New Zealand Domestic law. However some commentators contend that local government has a “quasi-constitutional significance’.
 It is arguable that in the context of the Auckland Unitary Council this is certainly the case. This one local government entity will soon be representative of 33% of New Zealand’s population and at least 25% of New Zealand’s children. . This is constitutionally significant.
This argument for quasi-constitutional status is buttressed with the general empowerment provision in section 12 of the LGA. This section defines a local authority as “a body corporate”
 with a power of general competence that gives it authority to “undertake any activity or business, enter transactions with full rights, powers, and privileges.”
 This power of general competence bestows immense powers on local government. And although local government is still confined by the parameters of the Local Government Act like sustainable development in a community context and is subject to judicial review, local governments can do almost anything they like.

UNICEF contends that these wide powers are accompanied with an implicit obligation not to derogate from New Zealand’s international obligations in a local context, this includes UNCROC. This seems to be the approach taken by the courts in cases of administrative review.
Furthermore the widely drafted purpose and principle provisions of the LGA are wide enough to include children’s rights. This argument is buttressed by the principles present in the Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009 (“LGACA”), which confines decisions that affect all Aucklanders to be made by the governing body rather than local bodies; such decisions could include rights.
A
Local Government (Auckland Council) Act 2009
The LGACA confers decision making responsibilities on both the governing body
 and the local bodies.
 Section 15 of the Act also lists statutes that confer these decision making powers; these include the Resource Management Act 1991, the Health Act 1956, the Building Act 2004, and the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 2002; and the Local Government Act 2002.

Section 15(2) of the LGACA requires that before making a decision the governing body must;

(a) comply with any requirements of this Act; and

(b) comply with any requirements of the Local Government Act 2002 and any other enactment; and

(c) consider any views and preferences expressed by a local board, if the decision affects or may affect the responsibilities or operation of the local board or the well-being of communities within its local board area.

Section 16(2) of the LGACA requires that before making a decision the local bodies must;

“ In carrying out the responsibilities described in this section, a local board must comply with the requirements of sections 76 to 82 of the Local Government Act 2002 as if every reference in those sections to a local authority were a reference to a local board.”
Furthermore in addition to the principles set out in the LGA, both decision making bodies are required comply with the principles set in the LGACA;

(a) decision-making responsibility for a non-regulatory activity of the Auckland Council should be exercised by its local boards unless paragraph (b) applies:

(b) decision-making responsibility for a non-regulatory activity of the Auckland Council should be exercised by its governing body if the nature of the activity is such that decision making on an Auckland-wide basis will better promote the well-being of the communities across Auckland because—
(i) the impact of the decision will extend beyond a single local board area; or

(ii) effective decision making will require alignment or integration with other decisions that are the responsibility of the governing body; or

(iii) the benefits of a consistent or co-ordinated approach across Auckland will outweigh the benefits of reflecting the diverse needs and preferences of the communities within each local board area.
The LGACA governance model is based on the principle of subsidiarity, and democratic accountability.
 In the context of increased democratic accountability this governance model places considerable weight on the importance of community boards as a conduit by which local people can have real input into decision making. However under the Local Electoral Act only enrolled voters qualify for election to a community board (persons over the age of 18 years).
 This means that children under 18 are precluded from having active participation in issues that affect them in Auckland City decision-making by becoming members of their local community board.
 This is inconsistent with article 12 of UNCROC which requires the participation of children in the decision-making process on issues that impact of them. The inclusion of a Children’s Issues Desk or an Office for Children implement article 12 at the local government level, by ensuring child participation. This would be more in line with the increased democratic accountability required by the LGACA.
It is arguable that the obligation to provide for children’s rights is for the Auckland Governing Body because children’s rights are the same for all children. However there are other obligations under UNCROC that might be decided by Auckland local bodies. Some of these locally based obligations might include the provision and maintaining of recreational areas which is an obligation under Article 31 to provide for a child’s rights to rest, leisure, play and recreational activities and to participate in cultural and artistic life,
 or another might be the provision of disabled facilities in certain local areas which is an obligation under Article 23 to provide children with disabilities with conditions for living that “promote self-reliance “and facilitate “active participation in the community”.

B 
The Local Government Act 2002 & the Resource Management Act 1991

It is UNICEF’s position that the LGA (and the RMA) is not only drafted widely enough to include obligations to provide for children’s rights but the language in both the LGA and the RMA is specific enough to make UNCROC applicable and provide an obligation for local government to provide for children’s rights. This language can be found in both the purpose and principle provisions of both Acts.
Section 3 set out the purpose of the LGA;

The purpose of this Act is to provide for democratic and effective local government that recognises the diversity of New Zealand communities; and, to that end, this Act—

(a) states the purpose of local government; and

(b) provides a framework and powers for local authorities to decide which activities they undertake and the manner in which they will undertake them; and

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

(d) provides for local authorities to play a broad role in promoting the social, economic, environmental, and cultural well-being of their communities, taking a sustainable development approach.

It is arguable that its purpose is broad in scope and empowers local government to “provide for democratic and effective local government in New Zealand.”
 The purpose of this Act is largely reiterated in s10 which outlines the purpose of local government but outlines sustainable development in the context of ‘communities’.

According to Mitchell and Knight, “local government is regarded as being more than a mere provider of services, and can be contrasted with other sub-national bodies which simply deliver services on behalf of central government.”
 Under section 3 local governments are empowered to pursue any social, economic, environmental or cultural initiative fettered only by the requirement to do so in the context of ‘sustainable urban development’.
1 
Principles Relating to Local Authorities
Section 14 requires local governments to act in accordance with certain statutory principles.
 The principles that pertain to the application of UNCROC and Children’s Rights include;

· A local authority should take account of the views of its community;

· when making decisions, a local authority should take account of – 

(i) the diversity of the community and its interests,

(ii) the interests of future and current communities; and

(iii) the impact the decision has on the social, economic, and cultural well-being of the communities;

· a local authority should ensure prudent stewardship and efficient and effective use of its resources in the interest of their community;

In taking a sustainable development approach, a local authority should take into account –

(i) the social, economic, and cultural well-being of people and communities; and

(ii) the need to maintain and enhance the quality of the environment; and

(iii) the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations.”

The inclusion of language such as ‘well-being’ and ‘community’ in the context of sociality, economy and culture is indicative of a requirement for local government to make decisions that are consistent with substantive community issues – human rights and children’s rights are substantive community issues.
A ‘community’ includes children and families, as does ‘social’ and ‘cultural well-being’. ‘Cultural well being’ could very easily include the obligation to protect a child’s right to freedom of association and peaceful assembly.
  An example of the protection of social wellbeing in a children’s rights context is Article 15 which provides the fundamental civil right of children to engage in peaceful activities as a group – and further maintains that this right can only be impeded by express statutory language.
 This right involves the provision of requisite infrastructure and facilities that meet children’s needs; things that can only be provided by local government, yet central government signed up to the obligation. It is not tenable for local government to proceed as if UNCROC does not apply when, at least implicitly, it does.
The principle of ‘sustainable development’ features centrally in both the statutory purposes of LGA
 and the RMA.
 Both statutes want use similar language; where the LGA wants “local authorities to play a broad role in promoting the social, economic, environmental and cultural well-being of their communities, taking a sustainable development approach.”
 The RMA defines sustainable management as “managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing and for their health and safety.”
There is a natural convergence between principles of sustainable development and children’s rights.
 The interrelationship between sustainable development and children’s rights was first articulated in the ‘Plan of Action from the 1990 World Summit for Children’ and in the ‘Agenda 21 Action Plan which was endorsed by the 1992 Rio de Janeiro Earth Summit’.
 In both of these plans of action children are acknowledged as having the greatest stake in the application of sustainable development, because these processes affect their lives today and have implications for their futures.
 The use of the language ‘future generations’ refers to our descendants and in this regard is consistent with the principles of ‘kaitiakitanga’
 and the ‘ethic of stewardship’
 that are outlined in the RMA. Yet the ‘future generations’ language is also an express acknowledgement of the increased stake children have in sustainable management in New Zealand.

In the context of child participation and consultation of children, Principle 21 of the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environment and Development – Rio Declaration states that;

“The creativity, ideals and courage of the youth of the world should be mobilized to forge a global partnership in order to achieve sustainable development and ensure a better future for all.”
The Agenda 21, Chapter25 objectives state that;

“The specific interests of children need to be taken fully into account in the participatory process on environment and development in order to safeguard the future sustainability of any actions taken to improve the environment...”
Governments should take active steps to;

“Establish procedures to incorporate children’s concerns into all relevant policies and strategies for environment and development at the local, regional and national levels, including those concerning allocation of and entitlement to natural resources, housing and recreation needs, and control of pollution and toxicity in both rural and urban areas.” (Agenda 21, chapter25, Objectives)

The principles central to the LGA and RMA, and the language used shows a parliamentary intention for Local Government to include substantive rights in their decision making. If a positive duty on local government to make decisions consistent with children’s rights is not clear in the language of the statute law, the obligation to not breach children’s rights is sufficiently clear. Furthermore the Courts have shown that they are prepared to defend human rights.
C
Alternative Moral Argument for Local Government Recognition of UNCROC
There is also a moral argument for the inclusion of children’s issues at a local government level. Where it can be argued that the language of the local government legislation is widely drafted to provide for the protection of substantive rights generally, UNCROC provides for children specifically. In the interest of good local governance the Auckland Council could recognise UNCROC and act consistently with it.

UNCROC addresses issues that specifically affect children, and protects children’s rights within a framework of family rights and responsibilities.
 Given this, the inclusion of wide provisions designed to include all of New Zealand’s rights obligations, ironically misses obligations that are specific, notably article 12 of the United Nations Convention of the Rights of the Child that requires children to be specifically included in decision making that concerns them. Article 12 of UNCROC states;

1. States Parties shall assure to the child who is capable of forming his or her own views the right to express those views freely in all matters affecting the child, the views of the child being given due weight in accordance with the age and maturity of the child.

2. For this purpose, the child shall in particular be provided the opportunity to be heard in any judicial and administrative proceedings affecting the child, either directly, or through a representative or an appropriate body, in a manner consistent with the procedural rules of national law.

This article 12 right is specific, and differs from article 19(1) of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (‘ICCPR’) which states that “Everyone shall have the right to hold opinions without interference” or article 19 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (‘UDHR’) which states that “Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression; this right includes freedom to hold opinions without interference and to seek, receive and impart information and ideas through any media and regardless of frontiers.” Article 12 of UNCROC is specific because it requires that “children should be assured the right to express their views freely, but also that they should be heard and that their views be given due weight”.
 Furthermore the Committee further emphasizes that on top of their views given due weight, “children must be made aware of their right.”

The UN Child Rights Committee which has the authority to receive national reports and to make recommendations,
 has also made an express indication in the UNCROC Implementation Guide that this child participation extends to local government decision-making.
 The UN Child Rights Committee encourages the participation of children “in the planning, implementation and monitoring of local services”
 The report of the Second United Nations Conference on Human Settlements (Habitat II) states that –

“Special attention needs to be paid to the participatory processes dealing with the shaping of cities, towns and neighbourhoods; this is in order to secure the living conditions of children and of youth and to make use of their insight, creativity and thoughts on the environment”

IV
JUDICIAL APPROACHES TO HUMAN RIGHTS
Lord Cooke in a commentary on jurisdiction of the courts to review administrative decisions quoted Lord Diplock’s ‘activism’ in the O’Reilly v Mackman;
 where he argued that the “final word on statutory interpretation or other question of law” rests with the courts instead of an administrative tribunal or administrative authority;

“Where Parliament confers on an administrative tribunal or authority, as distinct from a court of law, power to decide particular questions defined by the Act conferring the power, Parliament intends to confine that power to answering the question as it has been so defined: and if there has been any doubt as to what that question is, this is a matter for the courts of law to resolve in fulfilment of their constitutional role as interpreters of the written law and expounders of the common law and rules of equity. So if the administrative tribunal or authority have asked themselves the wrong question and answered that, they have done something that the act does not empower them to do and their decision is a nullity.”
Chief Justice Elias argues that the Courts have undergone a shift in the way they view the law relating to administrative decision making.
 Elias argues that in addition to an emphasis on “substantive values in the legal system, through enactment of statements of rights and invocation of the rule of law” there is a developing culture of justification by administrative decision makers of their decisions to the Courts.
 Elias maintains that this culture of justification has come from the tendency of legislators to adopt broad statements of fundamental rights and principles, which are invoked in judicial review.
 This has lead to judicial review as a “quality control mechanism” and in many cases a “surrogate political process”
 and often results in ‘back-door’ implementation of international obligations, as seen in Sellers
 or in Tavita
 where we see the courts holding administrative decision makers subject to NZ’s International obligations.
In Tavita
 Justice Cooke in the context of an administrative decision that was inconsistent with New Zealand’s international obligations under UNCROC made the often cited statement when Counsel for the Minister of Immigration argued that the Minister and the Department are entitled to ignore the unincorporated international instruments;

“That is an unattractive argument, apparently implying that New Zealand’s adherence to the international instruments has been at least partly window-dressing.”

Furthermore;

“A failure to give practical effect to international instruments to which New Zealand is a party may attract criticism. Legitimate criticism could also extend to the New Zealand Courts if they were to accept the argument that, because a domestic statute giving discretionary powers in general terms does not mention international human rights norms or obligations, the executive is necessarily free to ignore them.”
Cooke’s use of the word “executive” includes Local Government.  LGA explicitly requires Local Government decisions and bylaws to be NZBORA compliant.
 Justice Cooke has made it clear in Tavita that the Court will “give practical effect” to other international obligations as well.
In Puli'uvea the Court says explicitly that “the Court should strive to interpret legislation consistently with treaty obligations of New Zealand”.
  This puts the onus on decision-makers to make decisions that are consistent with New Zealand’s treaty obligations, where the power-conferring statute allows for such a consistent interpretation.
The Supreme Court clarified this rule in the case of Zaoui by stipulating that rights will be “interpreted and the powers conferred […] are to be exercised, if the wording will permit, so as to be in accordance with international law, both customary and treaty based.”

In a local government decision making context, a decision that impacts upon children should be read consistently with UNCROC. The purpose provisions of the Local Government Act which are broadly drafted and ambiguous allows for such a reading.

The Courts have been explicit about their willingness to enforce unincorporated treaty rights in the judicial review of administrative decisions. However the courts have also shown that they are willing to enforce non-rights based treaty obligations as well. However one of the factors identified by the Court of Appeal held in the Air Line Pilots Association case was the “relative unimportance” of the international obligation at issue, compared to “a fundamental human rights treaty”.

V
AGENCY

Auckland Council in exercising local governance has a public function and decisions made by the Auckland Council will have ‘important public consequences’,
 making the Auckland Council an agent of the Crown. As an agent of the Crown the Council would be susceptible to judicial review of decisions that are contrary to New Zealand’s international obligations.
Tama Potaka raised the argument whether local government was an agent of the central government in a Treaty of Waitangi context, maintaining that it was unclear.
  He argued that the adoption of a ‘control’ test for Crown agency by the High Court - that is “the entity is substantively controlled by central government”
 – suggested that Local Government was not a crown agent, since in New Zealand local government is devolved from central government control.

However this devolvement from central government control makes local government more a crown agent under the functional test – “where a body is exercising authority that was traditionally part of the general executive authority of government then it is a crown agent”.

In Phipps the exercising of a statutory power by a body corporate is subject to review.
 The court held that they should be focused on issues of substance, stating that;

“… over recent decades Courts have increasingly been willing to review exercises of power which in substance are public or have important public consequences, however their origins and the persons or bodies exercising them might be characterised.”

In Dunne when ascertaining whether a body was susceptible to judicial view the High Court considered both the ‘impact’ test from Phipps and applied the ‘function’ test
. When inquiring into reviewability Justice Young held;

“Review is not limited to public bodies exercising statutory functions. It is concerned with bodies performing what are essentially public functions or the exercise of public powers.”
Justice Young added that the Courts are “anxious to protect fundamental rights.”

The New Zealand Bill of Rights Act (“NZBORA”) applies the ‘public function’ test so ascertain whether actions fall under the Act;

This Bill of Rights applies only to acts done—

(a) By the legislative, executive, or judicial branches of the government of New Zealand; or

(b) By any person or body in the performance of any public function, power, or duty conferred or imposed on that person or body by or pursuant to law.

It would be consistent to apply the same test in the context of UNCROC, since the convention bestows substantive rights on children in the same way as NZBORA does generally. Furthermore UNCROC being part of a body of rights conventions that make up customary international law, it is directly applicable by the courts.
As an Agent of Government the obligation to act consistently with New Zealand’s international rights obligations is clear given local government’s public function, and the applicability of UNCROC by the courts as customary international law.
VI
CONCLUSION
UNCROC is an international treaty that binds New Zealand at an international level – the issue whether the Treaty is applicable at local government level is a complex one, as it involves the collision of two legal discourses that seldom collide; international treaty law and local government. This said, treaties and local government decision making are not dialectically separated – and in the context of children’s rights the two are inter-related.

UNCROC is widely ratified and implemented and is considered by some commentators to exist independently as customary international law and thereby directly binding on New Zealand where it is not incorporated into domestic law and, in a local government context; the LGA. This said, the broad principle based drafting and the use of language such as ‘social, cultural, economic well-being’ and ‘sustainable development’ in the LGA and the RMA is indicative of a Parliamentary intention to include New Zealand’s international obligations.

UNICEF contends that the obligation of local government to protect children’s rights consistently with UNCROC is clear. Furthermore the Courts have shown that when confronted with an administrative decision that is inconsistent with an international rights obligation, they will uphold that obligation, unless the administrative decision is in accordance with an act of parliament.
The inclusion of Children’s Issues Desk/or Office for Children in the Auckland Council framework would be a significant and momentous step in bringing local government decision making into compliance with the rights and obligations for children provided for in UNCROC. This Desk or Office for Children would enable children to participate in or even spear-head projects that impact on them, it would consult them on issues that affect them and it would plan and represent their interests. A Desk or Office for Children would be a significant step in acting consistently with the spirit of UNCROC. Furthermore, Auckland City by acknowledging UNCROC in a Local Government context, and implementing it in the Auckland Council framework Auckland City would be acknowledging its constitutional status as a Crown Agent. More importantly Auckland city by formally recognising its obligations under UNCROC would be showing leadership not only to other local council’s in New Zealand, but globally by creating a city that represents its children.
UNICEF recommends that the Transition Agency notes the argument in this submission and includes a mechanism that represents children’s interests in the Auckland Council framework.
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