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PREFACE

Commonwealth Journal of Local Governance
Issue 1: May 2008

http:/ /epress.lib.uts.edu.au/ojs/index.php/cjlg

Welcome to this first edition of the Commonwealth e
Journal of Local Governance.

The Commonwealth Local Government Forum
(CLGF) was set up in 1995 in response to moves
towards greater decentralisation and local demgcrac
in the Commonwealth. Since its inception, it hasegfrom strength to
strength in pursuing its mission of promoting locd@mocracy and good
governance in the Commonwealth, supporting localegonent capacity-
building and practitioners work, and maintaining natwork of those
working in or alongside local government to exclendeas and best
practice.

Carl Wright
Secretary-General
CLGF

Commonwealth Heads of Government welcomed the ledtaient of
CLGF at their meeting in Auckland in 1995 and CL&RWNork has
subsequently been acknowledged and endorsed dtighieial CHOGMSs.
In 2005 they recognised CLGF'#&berdeen Agenda: Commonwealth
Principles on Good Practice for Local Democracy and Good Gover nance
as an integral part of the Commonwealth commitmentfundamental
political values.

CLGF believes that sharing experience, skills atehs internationally is
hugely beneficial to those who are involved in logavernment or in

making local government policy. It encourages kmolge-sharing through
conferences, seminars and events, through paripergiojects and

technical support and via its publications. Rectr@mes have included
funding for local government, the inclusive citygchl government and
community  leadership, and intergovernmental ratatio The

Commonwealth Local Government Good Practice Scheasma major

programme that links councils to work together pec#ic issues such as
local government finance and revenue collectiomnemic development,
and improving basic services such as water andasiani.

CLGF currently has 180 members in over 40 Commoltivezuntries.
Mayors, council leaders, ministers, representing ragions of the
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Commonwealth, come together on the CLGF Board astdtle broad
policy framework for the organisation.

As part of its membership, CLGF has a number ob@ate members
representing training and research institutionosecrthe Commonwealth
with an interest in local government. They playiraportant role in CLGF,
helping it bring together research and practicéeiover its objectives and
remain focused and relevant to members’ needs.

Associate members held a research colloquium irkland, New Zealand

in March 2007 prior to CLGF’s major event — the @Gaomwealth Local

Government Conference (a biennial conference thaigd together the
movers and shakers in Commonwealth local governrterdiscuss key

issues and guide future policies and work). Oné¢hefoutcomes of this
colloquium was the idea to establish a Commonwealllournal of Local

Governance as a means of disseminating advancesaarch and practice
and generating discussion amongst academics aatitipreers in this field.

This first issue covers many topical and key thefmas intergovernment
relations to community indicators and neighbourhogovernance to
methods of delivering aid, as well as practitionetes from projects in a
number of our member countries. As the idea ferefournal came about
in Auckland, it is appropriate that there is an bagss on the Pacific in this
issue. The partnership between CLGF and researchespecially evident
in the CLGF Pacific Regional Project where our oegi office works

closely with the University of the South Pacific damniversities in

Australia and New Zealand.

We are grateful to the University of TechnologydBgy (UTS) for making
its e-press facility available for the journal, meembers of the editorial
board, and to the contributors to this first editior their hard work in
getting the journal up-and-running. In particularwbuld like to thank
Graham Sansom, Director of the Centre for Localgaawent at UTS and
a member of the CLGF Board, for his enthusiasm @ne in putting

together this first edition and providing the oweeditorial direction.

I hope that you will find the journal stimulatingiéh thought-provoking and
look forward to your feedback. We also welcome appate contributions

from our members and others for future issues.

Carl Wright
Secretary-General, CLGF

CILG May 2008



EDITORIAL

Commonwealth Journal of Local Governance
Issue 1: May 2008

http://epress.lib.uts.edu.au/ojs/index.php/cjlg

This first issue of the Commonwealth e-Journal of
Local Governance focuses largely on the Pacific
region, but the issues discussed resonate throtigji®u
Commonwealth. It highlights a number of common
themes I|nk|ng research and practice in New Zealdugtralia, Malaysia
and the United Kingdom, as well as opportunitied arechanisms to build
capacity in the developing countries of the Padafid elsewhere.

Graham Sansom
UTS Centre for Local Government
and Editor

The journal's purpose is to bring together perdpestof both researchers
and practitioners from Commonwealth countries, doddisseminate
information, ideas and practice. To achieve tlhgdive, it will include a
wide range of contributions grouped under four regsd

= Research and Evaluation: peer reviewed research papers,
typically 6-8000 words

= Commentary: shorter scholarly pieces that put forward a
particular viewpoint on an area of research ortorac

= Practice: articles describing current practices in local ggoance
and development

= News and Reviews: short notes on current or forthcoming events,
and book reviews.

As well, the journal will from time to time publishpecial articles or
background papers to provide in-depth informatioragarticular aspect of
local governance or development in the Commonwealthhis issue
includes a background paper on local governmettiérSouth Pacific that
discusses what ‘local government’ means in theorégi mostly small
island states; how it relates to traditional goesce; how systems of local
government are developing and the challenges theg, fespecially in
terms of funding and resources; and some of thps dieing taken to build
capacity and initiate necessary reforms. Datamétdd and this is very
much a work in progress, but a valuable contributimnetheless, and a
building block for further research.
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The four peer reviewed research papers and sevéral contributions to
this issue focus on the inter-related issues odllgovernment’s place in
the system of government and how it interacts wéthtral governments; its
key role in bringing about effective neighbourhogdvernance and
addressing neighbourhood disadvantage; and the ofiseommunity
indicators to inform local strategic planning.

Christine Cheyne examines the recent evolution efrang central-local
government partnership in New Zealand, linked tev egislation that
empowers local government to promote social, ecanyoemvironmental
and cultural wellbeing. She suggests that degmitee ongoing tensions
and a continuing mismatch in the balance of powewbeen central and
local government, there has been a discernible duggnent in inter-
governmental relations and what may be termed ealist turn’. Peter
McKinlay’'s practice note provides further detail omssociated
developments in New Zealand, specifically the redaquiry into local
government rating (property tax), and the Royal @dssion established to
review governance of the Auckland metropolitan @agt in which central-
local relations are a key factor.

Graham Sansom’s commentary also echoes some a$gdhes raised by
Cheyne. He outlines some of the challenges for trAlian local
government in dealing with the new federal Laboregoment and its ideas
for improving the operation of the federal syste@imilarly, Phang Siew
Nooi's commentary on recent trends in Malaysia slegth central-local
relationships in a federation where power is insirggly concentrated at
the federal level and local government’s futurtaisfrom clear.

Ali Memon and Karen Johnston pick up the themedoctl strategic

planning and the promotion of wellbeing in the @xttof formulating and

applying appropriate community indicators. Theyplere the issues
involved in developing suitable indicators botHaatal and regional levels,
and as part of a national system. Institutionatibes associated with the
lack of national frameworks, and with gaps in watkirelationships

between central and local governments, emergesigsidicant obstacle.

Harriet Churchill’s paper on the challenges of heigurhood governance
in England looks at the potential to enhance bathedtralised service
delivery based on local partnerships, and morect¥ee community

engagement. She notes that recent local governmefotms provide

opportunities for major improvements in the wayghéiourhoods are
serviced and governed, but wonders whether thesefiient recognition

within central government of the full gamut of chas and supportive
policies required.

Jason Prior explores similar issues in the contéxiNew South Wales,

Australia, looking at the problem of concentratioofs disadvantage in
specific urban neighbourhoods, and the emergeneerahge of policies

CILG May 2008
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and programs that utilize integrated forms of gosece to address the
issues involved. He argues that local governmargsamongst the most
effective drivers for these integrated governanper@aches, but that
effective action requires a transformation of theywouncils are organized
and operate. There are close parallels betweemgergeapproaches to
neighbourhood governance and local strategic phagnimi Australia, New

Zealand and England.

The practice note on planning for sustainabilityNiew South Wales local
government by Jade Herriman, Emma Partridge, andk MPaddon
complements the contributions by Prior and Memod &dohnston, by
describing the processes undertaken by three deundormulate broadly-
based local sustainability strategies, includingie case the development
of a substantial set of community indicators. Theyue that sustainability
indicators can be highly effective not only in infing the community
about progress towards or away from agreed goatsalboengaging them

in the process of developing strategies and actioressponse.

The commentary by Philip Amis and the practice sditg Lucy Slack and
by Terry Parker and Megan Praeger turn to the $ssfesupporting
decentralization and the strengthening of localegoance in developing
countries. Philip Amis reflects on changes in weay development aid is
being delivered and whether the new modality ofegahbudget support
will support or hinder attempts to decentralizepogssibilities to local

governments and increase local democratic accoilityab Lucy Slack,

Terry Parker and Megan Praeger detail the ongoifigrte of the

Commonwealth Local Government Forum and its pastrierstrengthen
democratic local government across the Commonwealthspecifically in
Pacific island countries. The CLGF Pacific progrand related projects in
the Solomon Islands and Papua New Guinea highiighheed to work on
a very broad front to bring about effective capadtilding and good
governance.

Putting together a new journal has been a very dding task. | wish to

acknowledge the ready cooperation of all contritgjtthe essential input
provided by our ten peer reviewers; and the supgod advice received
from colleagues on the editorial board. Speciahks go to my assistant
editor, Daniel Grafton.

Graham Sansom, Editor
University of Technology, Sydney

CILG May 2008
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Local Government in the South Pacific
Islands

Commonwealth Journal of Local Governance
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Graham Hassall & Feue Tipu*
University of the South Pacific

1. Introduction

In this paper we seek to answer some basic questioout the condition of
local government in the Pacific. Firstly, we examiwhat is meant by
‘local government’ in the various islands and fbatt matter how Pacific
Island states have perceived and accepted locargoent institutions in
practice; second, we ask basic questions abouttirexidegal and
constitutional recognition and powers; and thire, provide initial findings
on current per capita expenditure and local goverminfinancial viability
in a number of Pacific cities and towns. We alstkensome observations
on current moves towards local government reform.

We ask these questions for a number of pressirmpmsa Firstly, although
Pacific societies have governed themseleeslly for thousands of years
through traditional institutions, procedures andugasystems, the term
‘local government’ has come to be associated ienedecades with the
governing of the few towns and the even fewerésitiin the small island
developing states of the Pacific region. Localegoment, in other words,
implies not just institutions that are newly crektand that are in urban as
distinct from rural (or village) areas, but whiate & so many wayforeign
to Pacific cultures and lifestyles. There is th@me much conceptual work

! The authors acknowledge the research assistarRaifigli Bulatale and Amrita Nand.
Other informants include Ms Cherol Ala, Deputy Ri@ Dept of Local Authorities,
Ministry of Internal Affairs, Vanuatu; Ms BenateBatero, Assistant Secretary, Local
Government Division, Ministry of Internal and Sdcdfairs, Kiribati; lete Avanitele,
Director of Rural Development, Ministry of Home Affs and Rural Development,
Tuvalu; Pita Vuki, Deputy Secretary, Prime MiniseDffice, Tonga; Maulolo Tavita
Amosa, Department of Local Government, Samoa; Teeanker, CLGF Pacific Project;
and Azmat Khan, Secretary/Treasurer, Fiji Local &ament Association, Mr. Pioni
Willie, National Statistics Office of Vanuatu, aRdofessor Ted Wolfers, University of
Wollongong. Additional data for tables has beemrsed from http://www.paclii.org
(Pacific Islands Legal Information Institute) arttph//www.state.gov/misc/list/index.htm
(the US Department of State), including in someesdscal government departments.
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to do to articulate the notion of the ‘Pacific ¢ignd the ‘Pacific town’, and
to articulate the most desirable relations betwdewns and their
hinterlands. Many Pacific towns have emerged an fttundations of
administrative centres associated with coloniaharty, and are yet to
adequately address questions about how they absistinhabitants lead
satisfying lifestyles and reach their highest depeiental aspirations —
whether these are economic, social, or even attisti

Secondly, we feel — and the data identified indberse of researching this
paper has confirmed for us this view — that lo@alegnment bodies in the
Pacific region are critically under-resourced. &iwthe constant influx of
migrants from outer islands to the urban and pdyan areas, and their
tendency to enter the informal rather than fornwainemy and to be non-
rate-paying ‘free-loaders’ on public facilities,etle is little prospect that
many town and city councils in the Pacific regiorill e able to
significantly improve their capacities for servicdelivery or for
infrastructural development in the short to mediderm. This is
exacerbated by the current inter-governmental geaments by which
national governments make minimal transfers to llg@vernments to
facilitate service delivery. We agree with Storayd others who have
noted that: “Pacific Island towns and cities aredmeing places of acute
poverty and growing inequality”, and: “Institutiomase failing to cope with
demands placed on them” (Storey, 2006).

Thirdly, local government in Pacific Island natidmss received inadequate
scholarly attention despite the urgency of thedsstonfronting this level
of government. This is notwithstanding the consibte efforts that have
been and are being made to make a difference thréagal and policy
reform, and to some extent through experimentatiitim styles and degrees
of devolution. When decolonization occurred in Beific Islands (from
the 1960s to 1980s) the newly formed independetmestfound it necessary
to refocus attention on decentralization and thengthening of local
government (Larmour and Qalo in Wolfers, 1985)blReusector reforms in
the 1980s and 1990s that aimed at increasing efifigi productivity and
accountability, and that were part of the globammenon of ‘reinventing
government’, included efforts to promote and sttkag local government.
Fiscal crises, frustration with central governmestvices, and political
instability spreading across the Pacific provideel impetus for governance
reform.

Globally, reforms aimed at accomplishing the Mitamm Development
Goals have significance at local le¢dlThe United Nations Economic and
Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific - UNESGAas an ongoing
interest in urban development in Pacific Islandrtgdes, although research
efforts have been uneven in their coverage. Ors¢ p@ject on ‘Local

2 For the Pacific region see www.mdgasiapacific.ord @ww.undp.org.fj See also

UNCDF, 2007 & Kiyagi-Nsubuga, 2007 which explore tielationship between local
government performance and MDG attainment.

CJLG May 2008
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Government in Asia and the Pacific’, for exampigluded Fiji as the sole
case study from the Pacific Islands.A major symposium on local
government in the Pacific region convened in Suwa2004 by the
Commonwealth Secretariat and Commonwealth Locale@wuent Forum
(CLGF) was more comprehensive (CommSec, 2005).

Within the Commonwealth, the ‘Commonwealth Prinegplon Good
Practices for Local Democracy and Good Governataehmonly referred
to as ‘The Aberdeen Agenda’) provides a set ofdaedts for the promotion
of healthy democracy and good governance. Itsg albasis for research
directions for future work relating to local goverent (CLGF, 2005).
However, whilst this paper draws on and supplemiefidsmation provided
in the excellent 2007 Commonwealth Local Governnktamidbook, and in
other works on the Pacific, it has nonetheless Ipegempted by the lack of
published basic data on local government in thefiedsland states - a
paucity of research about the region that can bdrasted with the
expanding field of local government internationallfhe difficulties that
we faced in obtaining basic data for this paperchsas the current
populations and budgets of Pacific towns, are atilie of the poor state of
information generally available about the sector.

Better baseline information is essential for subset research into the
actual operation of local government in the Paadiéigion. Therefore this
paper is very much a ‘work in progress’.

2. What is local government in Pacific Island stat  es?

The term ‘local government’ refers to the tier iers of government below
that of national government. There are twelve [rethelent small island
states in the Pacific region and a similar numidedependent states and
territories? A majority of these states are in fact archipetagand in a
number of cases, local government equates witheigouent of the island’.
In such instances, local government can refer teeigonent of village (or
rural) communities, or to a mixture of village antban communities. In
Kiribati and Tuvalu, some islands are classified1®@9% urban’, and yet
others as ‘100% rural’. tdan councils are referred to as town councils and
the rural councils as island councils. Both hdnedame legal standing but
their individual responsibilities vary according tttose granted to them at
the time of establishment. In the case of TuvaB%o of the population is
rural with the other 47% comprising the populatairthe capital island of
Funafuti which is the only urban council in the ntoy. To date we have

3 <http://www.unescap.org/huset/Igstudy/index.htm>essed 30 October 2007.

4 Independent states: Federated States of Miciarfei§i, Kiribati, Marshall Islands,
Nauru, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Solomamdisldonga, Tuvalu and Vanuatu
Dependant states and territories: American Sam&), (Commonwealth of the Mariana
Islands (US) , Cook Islands (NZ), Guam (US), Nevie@ania (France), Niue (NZ), Norfolk
Island (Australia), Papua / West Papua (IndoneBidgairn Island (UK), Rapa Nui (Chile),
Tabhiti - French Polynesia (France), Tokelau (NewlZed), Wallis & Futuna (France).

CJLG May 2008
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not found a comprehensive tabulation of the numbérsties, towns and
villages in the Pacific Island countries. The daling chart (Table 1) is
therefore an initial enumeration.

Table 1: Numbers of villages, towns, cities, and ot her local level
authorities in nine Pacific Island countries

=i =
= S o a = ©
E E 2|3 g 8 2 =} S 2 | Total
- | 5|288353 2| 8| 5| £| %
iT > n Y9la z d ¥ z 0 2 =
Provinces/
o 14 6 9 20 ? ? ? 5 49
Divisions
Districts 89 6 14 11 24 0 144
Cities 2 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 6
Towns 10 2 1 50 3 0 0 1 66
Villages 1,175 | 2,149 ? ? ? 247 167 9 *t
Local-level
8 11 299% 23 247 8
Gov'ts

Source: Government of Tonga, Statistics Dept (199@hga population census, 1996. Nuku'alofa, Tosgatistics Dept.; Khan, A.

(2007). Local Government in Fiji. Suva, Fiji Lodabvernment Association.

T Given that there is no figures provided for 4 mioies this row has not been tabulated so as t@iveta wrong impression of the
number of villages.

F The 299 local-level governments in Papua New Gaiiare comprised of 26 urban municipalities and @idcils. Local level

governments are themselves made up of wards. IN'®d&Se, there are 6,003 wards. Wards are madé viftages and hamlets

This table suggests the existence of six citiesh& nine Pacific Island
countries under investigation (Suva, Lautoka, Hai&ort Moresby, Lae,
and Mt Hagen), and some 66 towns. The ‘capitalkaome states appears
not to have the formal designation ‘city’. Villageamber in the thousands
but no reliable figure has yet been tabulatedfatm, traditional habitation
in some parts of Papua New Guinea consists of hiamdther than villages,
and the emphasis on the ‘village’ is more a resiltadministrative
convenience during the colonial era than a refbectf their importance to
local communities.

We have suggested that, broadly speaking, the tewal government’
refers to the tier or tiers of government belowt thfanational government,
and that local government arrangements for thefiPacbuntries often
blend traditional (or customary) governance wittmderatic government.
Whereas the distinction between ‘rural’ and ‘urbamivironments is
generally understood, (see Spoehr, 1963; Harre,3)19¢lear legal
definitions of the ‘city’, ‘town’ and ‘village’ danot necessarily exist in the
legislation of Pacific Island countries. What ikar, however, is that
references to a village in the majority of caseplyma native settlement
that has been recognized as such. In the casascity and town, it is
usually the case for some kind of legal declaratmioe made under the
relevant law. The town of Apia in Samoa is an ekoa to the rule; there
is no town authority or municipality and Apia towaomprises a number of

CJLG May 2008
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traditional villages that are governed under Yiéage FonoAct of 1990.
Issues affecting the urban area as a whole areabnmatters for central
government agencies, but there is no overall aityhor

The impacts of urbanization are becoming a majocem for most of the
Pacific Island states. Obviously, the growth oivits is matched by a
consequent depopulation of rural areas. A sigmificemerging feature of
Pacific towns and cities and including villagesthe proliferation of new

settlements that fall outside the legal or tradidloboundaries of these
centres — what have come to be called ‘peri-urbagas (Storey, 2006). In
the cases of towns and cities, there is a rapidowipg challenge of

squatter settlements.

The case of Fiji illustrates the escalating chaéerfiacing Pacific Island
states. In this country of just two cities, ten towns,dafh4 provinces,

recentstatistics indicate the Suva-Nausori corridor s Highest number
of squatter settlements (72 with 8,687 househofddipwed by Nadi (19

settlements totalling 1208 households), Labasad antbka (15 settlements
each), and Ra and Sigatoka (10 settlements edgdt®.situation in Fiji has
been aggravated by the demise of the sugar industtly many farmers
migrating to towns and cities to seek employment.

The movement of villagers to settlements just beytmwn boundaries
raises the issue of how and whether town boundahiesld be expanded in
recognition of this growth in populations requiriservices. Some 83% of

the nation’s land is owned by indigenous Fijiansle&vB% is state land and
8% is freehold. Because urban development haadyireonsumed most
state and freehold land, future urban growth veifjuire access to adjoining
land owned communally by indigenous Fijian clanshis poses major

challenges for effective urban governance and comitmtelations.

3. Constitutional and legal frameworks

Five of the island states under review (Papua Newin&h, Solomon
Islands, Vanuatu, Kiribati, and the Marshall Islehdhave specific
constitutional provisions for local government wghibthers (Fiji, Samoa,
Tuvalu, Cook Islands, Nauru and Tonga) do not. sTikinot to suggest,
however, that local government has no substantiesemce in the actual
conduct of constitutional systems. In nearly ladl island countries, there is
constitutional and/or statutory recognition of itewhal chiefly leadership,
with provisions for the inclusion of chiefs in Idcgovernment or the

° The pressures on Fiji's cities and towns isaating increasing media attention: in 2007

Fiji's “squalid shanty towns” drew the attentionTifne magazine: Callinan, R. (2007).
Wrong Side of Paradise. Time: 27-31. The coverydior Fiji Islands Business in October
2007 read “Urban Explosion: Gripping and choking main urban centres”.

® The Urban Fijian Programme Unit within the Minist/Fijian Affairs has, as part of its
remit, to address the issues surrounding the irariusf Fijian villages within the boundary

of a municipality

CJLG May 2008
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establishment of a ‘council of chiefs’. Local gowerent arrangements
often blend traditional (or customary) governancéhwdemocratic
governance.

Fiji Islands

Fiji has established municipal councils in urbasaar but has retained a
separate administrative system for Fijian villageS8Vhereas municipal
councils come under the ambit of thecal Government AdfCap. 125),
Provincial Councils that cover rural areas arebdistaed by virtue of the
Fijian Affairs Act(Cap. 120). As such two sets of local governmeulids
are governed by different government ministries.he Tcountry’s 14
provinces are divided into smaller administrativets; commencing with
the village(koro). At the head of the village is tharaga-ni-korqg elected
or appointed by the villagers. Several koro makeaifpkina) or district,
and severalikina make up gasanaor province. Each province is headed
by aRoko Tui.

The Fijian Affairs Board, constituted under tRgian Affairs Act (Cap
120), governs all matters concerning the admirtismaof indigenous
Fijian affairs, including Fijian custom serviceS.he Board refers certain
matters to the Great Council of Chiefs, constituigdhe President under
the same Act. The former Qarase government adopted a 20-year
development plan for the Enhancement of Particpatdf Indigenous
Fijians and Rotumans in the Socio-economic Devekagnof Fiji Islands,
although the status of this program is unclearesthe military takeover in
December 2006.

In Fiji's case, neither the 1990 or the 1997 cdustin made specific
provision for local government. The 1996 Consiitat Review
Commission considered that the constitution shoulot expressly
recognize local government or guarantee local gowent autonomy. It
did, however, recommend that:

The Government should commission a broad and cdrepsive review
of all local government arrangements in Fiji todaeried out by an
independent and broadly representative body. rBwigw should, in the
light of modern needs, re-examine the organizafiomstions and powers
of all the existing local government bodies prodidby law. The terms of
reference should include a review of the operatioihose bodies that
exist without a statutory basis. The reviewingyy@mong things,
should be required to inquire into appropriate demaiic systems of local
government for rural areas (Reeves et al, 1996)

This recommendation is important on many counts.irstli, the

Commission recognized the complexity of existingaagements in which
parallel local government systems operate sideidy. sSecond, it noted
the urgent need to review the current situatiorhwaitview to seizing the

CJLG May 2008
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opportunities being presented by globalization atie associated
advancement in information technology.

Table 2: Local Government Populations in  Fiji

Local Government body Area Population Po?ulation Total ur?an

(km2) (town) (peri-urban) population
Ba 327 6,775 8,960 15,735
Suva 2,048 75,225 10,953 86,178
Lami 680 10,474 9,749 20,223
Nadi 577 11,871 30,841 42,712
Nasinu 4,500 75,719 11,051 86,770
Nausori 167 24,630 22,181 46,811
Lautoka 1,607 44,143 8,599 52,742
Levuka 67 1,143 3,147 4,290
Sigatoka 127 1,542 7,904 9,446
Tavua 100 1,076 1,373 2,449
Labasa 360 7,550 19,900 27,450
Savusavu 800 3,372 3,628 7,000

Source: Provisional Results, Population and Hou€legsus www.statsfiji.gov.fj

Some 32 national laws, spread across a range of gowarhmministries,
affect the work of local government in Fiji. THdinistry of Local
Government and Urban Development oversees thearmdunctions of the
municipal councils as stipulated in thecal Government Act985 (Cap
125). Three other key Acts were passed in 1978:Ttben Planning Act
[Cap. 139], theFijian Affairs Act[Cap. 120], and th8ubdivision of Land
Act[Cap. 140]. Thé’ublic Enterprise Ac1996 which sought to transform
some public enterprises into limited companies, amdconvert them
partially or totally into private organizationssalhad some impact on the
functions of local government. Electricity suppiy towns and fire
services, for example, were amalgamated into naltiervices.

Although local councils have a degree of autonothgy are required by
law to submit for approval their annual budgetreates; monthly financial

statements/activity reports; annual financial régaresolutions to increase
fees or charges, or create new fees or chargestoandapplications that
exceed 5% of the recurrent estimated gross reveinthe council.

Notwithstanding the fact that no full assessmenthef performance of
Fijian town councils has been undertaken, severe¢ lbeen suspended in
recent years due to poor performance. In Janu@0g the current Minister
for Local Government addressed the issue of impgvhe quality of
governance in an address to the Fiji Local GoverirAssociation:

CJLG May 2008




Hassall & Tipu: Local Government in the South Pacific Islands

In Fiji | am saddened to say that our municipalrmls have made
little or no progress since the system of eleabedllgovernment
councils were inducted in accordance with the ghiexgglaws of this
country. ...Over the years there has been no meaniregfiew of the
Local Government Act and relevant regulations tsuea that it met
the demands of a changing population and develdpings and
cities...As such we have in place local governmegislation which
is in need of serious and expedient review anall §fe liaising with
the Attorney General’'s Chambers for an urgent meaéthe Local
Government Act... However in recent times, municigaincils have
become known more for complaints against them rattaa being
complimented for the service that they provideather ought to
provide (Fiji Local Government Association, 2008)

Whereas on the one hand the national governmenthanagy good reason to
chastise town councils in Fiji for the quality dieir performance, we must
also ask whether the councils are sufficiently vesed financially and in
terms of capacity, to undertake the responsikslitiequired of them. In
2007 the Fiji Local Government Association issuedWhite Paper’
outlining the challenges facing local governmenttlie coming period,
among which are an *“urgent need to revise and epdhe legal
framework”, more “self-upgrading capabilities” bypuncils, and greater
collaboration between government agencies and sogliety in order to
avoid traditional “top-down” approaches to policgrrhulation (Khan,
2007). An assessment of per capita expendituceiged below, suggests
that Fijian town councils have minimal resourcestlair disposal to
achieve these objectives, and that explorationptions for expansion of
revenue sources is one crucial area for furthezstigation.

Vanuatu

In the case of Vanuatu, the country’s independamestitution provides
for local government and decentralization, tfdsion of the country into
Local Government Regions, and for each region tadrministered by a
council on which shall be representatives of custcmefs. Of the
country’s 83 islands, 14 have a land surface ofemilan 100 square
kilometres. Its two towns — Po¥tila (the capital) situated on Efate, and
Luganville, on the northern island of Espiritu Sartare administered by
municipal councils, while rural communities are veel by provincial
councils. The constitution also provides for the establishnoéra National
Council of Chiefs (the ‘Malvatumauri’) to overseeatters relating to
custom and tradition. Local government was shapedicts passed in
1980 - the year that national independence wasiedtaThese include the
District Administration Act[Cap 106] and théMunicipalities Act[Cap.
126]. Subsequent related legislation includes Risical Planning Act
[Cap.193] of 1987; thédecentralisation Ac{Cap. 127] of 1994, which
affords the Minister with powers to select chiefeni amongst persons
nominated by representative bodies to be membelscal government
councils.
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The national government consolidated the provinaelncil system
through theDecentralisation and Local Government Regions 2@94,
which amalgamated single-island authorities and shifteztgive powers
from the presidents of the provincial councils ¢oretary generals who are
public officers. The names of the six provincial coundierive from the
initial letters of their constituent islands, aslicated in Table 3.Each of
these six councils has a central administratios fgiaal areas headed by an
area secretary who resides in the villages andriego the council's
secretary general (CEO). rdvincial councils have the discretion to
establish committees as they see fit — none angirsztjby law — but the
composition of committees must reflect the politigeoportionality of the
council as a whole. Many establish finance conaegtand physical
planning committees.

Vanuatuprovincial councils and the Department of Local Warities are
under the Ministry of Internal Affairs. The Mingt responsible for local
government ensures that provincial councils opeiataccordance with
government policy. The Minister has responsibilitior the
Decentralisation Agt Municipalities Act Physical Planning Actand
Foreshore Development Aetnd alschas the authority to suspend a council
and appoint commissioners as its replacement.n &gii local government
authorities in Vanuatu have been suspended on dewoh occasions; Port
Vila Council in 2005, and Luganville Council in 20@midst claims of
misappropriation of public funds. Also in 2006¢tBanma provincial
council was dissolved on the basis of continue@dxs of councillors from
meetings and allegations of mismanagement andmawru(Jowitt, 2007).

Table 3: Local Government Populations in Vanuatu

Province or Municipality Area Population
(km2)

Torba (Torres islands, Banks islands) 865 7,774
Sanma (Santo, Malo) 4,136 25,446
Penama (Pentecost, Ambae, Maewo - in French: Pénama) 1,204 26,503
Malampa (Malakula, Ambrym, Paama) 2,772 32,738
Shefa (Shepherds group, Efate - in French: Shéfa) 1,505 24,841
Tafea (Tanna, Aniwa, Futuna, Erromango, Aneityum - in French: Taféa) 1,628 28,915
Port Vila Municipality 29,729
Luganville Municipality 10,734

Source: Population data for Vanuatu was kindly gted by Cherol Ala, Deputy Director in the Dept.Laoical

Authorities, Ministry of Internal Affairs, Vanuatu.
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Papua New Guinea

Papua New Guinea has the most elaborate and Hierarclocal
government arrangement, with provincial, districnda local-level
governments (LLGs) as well as wards for communiied villages. There
are 20 provincial governments comprising 89 distcmuncils. Under the
district councils are 299 local-level governmer#8 (irban and 273 rural),
which in turn comprise 6,003 wards. These wards made up of
thousands of hamlets and villages. Although the rain‘chief’ exists in
many Papua New Guinea societies, this is one ¢otistial and legal
system in the region that does not grant them r@tog. Table 4, which
shows the distribution of local government bodiesoss Papua New
Guinea’s 20 provinces, indicates that only five énanore than one urban
area and that in Papua New Guinea local governnteay be
predominantly focused on rural communities and eomg; rather than
urban

Table 4: Distribution of Local Governments and Pop  ulation in Papua

New Guinea
Province Number of | Number of Total % Urban
Urban Rural Population
LLGs LLGs

Bougainville 3 154,000 15.8
Central 13 148,195 4.7
Chimbu 1 18 183,849 3.9
Eastern Highlands 3 8 300,648 8.5
East New Britain 1 17 185,459 11.8
East Sepik 1 25 254,371 104
Enga 1 13 235,561 1.7
Gulf 1 9 68,737 10.5
Madang 1 15 253,195 14.2
Manus 1 11 32,840 17.6
Milne Bay 1 15 158,780 6.9
Morobe 3 31 380,117 26.4
National Capital 1 195,570 100
New Ireland 1 8 86,999 9.4
Oro 1 96,491 145
Sandaun 1 16 139,917 8.3
Southern 3 27 317,437 2.6
Highlands

Western 3 11 110,420 18.3
Western 1 14 336,178 6.2
Highlands

West New Britain 1 10 130,170 14.8

Source: Commonwealth Local Government Forum (200@inmonwealth Local Government
Handbook 2007. NB: This data is currently beingatpd
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The independence constitution of 1975 provided doell government, and
the national government made extensive effortsugjinout he 1980s and
1990s to improve the delivery of basic servicesdncation and health, as
well as infrastructure and economically sustainaddeelopment at the
local level. By the mid-1990s, however, an assessnthat provincial
governments and local governments were not operafiiiciently resulted
in an extensive overhaul of the system. The rnegulProvincial
Government ReformAct of 1995 significantly altered the provincial
government system such that members of parliaméwt represented a
province automatically became governor of the prowiwhile retaining
their parliamentary seats. Other key legislatiocilides theOrganic Law
on Provincial Governments and Local-Level Governsid®95 and the
Local-Level Governments Administration AQ97 (see Filer, 2004). To
date, unfortunately, there is little evidence sstjgg that the reforms have
made a significant difference to the performancelaafal government
authorities. In the case of Port Moresby, formalgsignated the National
Capital District, abuse of office and politicalrigue were endemic, at least
around the time of the 1995 changes. As reporte@diy:

The Port Moreshy City Council became a bed foruguiion by
politicians to satisfy their own personal interests a result the City
Council has collapsed to a stage where it canmoyaat its
responsibilities such as collecting the rubbishaning the streets,
cutting the grass, providing markets and so on...Qemmissions of
Inquiry revealed massive fraud in the financialacts of the City
Council but to date no one has been prosecuted.réjorts contained
numerous cases of politicians paying money to ndastent contractors
and the misuse of properties belonging to theazityncil Gelu, 2003).

Solomon Islands

In the Solomon Islands, the same period of the 4@8@ 1990s saw a shift
towards more decentralized democracy. As in thee c&d Papua New
Guinea,the 1978 Solomon Islands independence constitytiorides for
sub-national government at the provincial levelhere are currently nine
provinces Central, Choiseul, Guadalcanal, Isabel, Makira-@aalaita,
Rennell and Bellona, Temotu, and Western). Tbheal Government Act
1985 replaced an Act dating from 1964 blid not produce the expected
results of providing efficient delivery of basiagees to rural and outlying
areas. There is currently in process erercise to overhaul the Solomon
Islands constitution, and to more fully entrencbvimcial authorities.The
perceived failings of the ‘modern’ system of govaemt have broughtadls
for the promotion of the roles of chiefs in govelsnh(Ghai, 1990). White
notes that the local view of government is thataflistant presence with
uncertain relevance for everyday life” (White, 2D03

" Other principal legislation includes ti®82 Provincial Government A¢Cap 118]; the

1995 Mamara-Tasivarongo-Mavo Development Agreement [&ap 145]; the 1996
[Revised Edition] Town and Country Planning A€ap 154] 1996; thérovincial and
Local Government Acfl997; the Local Government Ordinance, and taniara City
Council Act1999.
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The Ministry of Home Affairs currently has responsibility fovessight of
local government in Honiara, including compliandéhwthe law and giving

consent to policies, rates, charges, loans andhdiab matters.

The

Minister is empowered by thiEoniara City Council Actto suspend the
council. Dissolution of the Honiara City Counailok place in 1990 and

again in 2004.
Table 5: Local Government Populations in Solomon | slands
Area .
Local Government Population
(km2)
Honiara City 22 69,189
Central Province 615 24,491
Choiseul Province 3,837 31,259
Guadacanal Province (excluding Honiara) 5,336 84,438
Isabel Province 4,136 23,638
Makiva Province 3,188 50,026
Malaita Province 4,225 140,569
Rennell & Bellona Province 671 4,409
Temotu Province 895 23,800
Western Province (including Noro Town) 5,475 81,852

Source: Solomon Islands Household Income and ExpeadSurvey, National Report 2005/06, p20

Micronesia

In Kiribati, local government is enshrined in the 1979 caum#bim but
effectively governed by thieocal Government Acfirst passed in 1984 and
revised in 2006. Over the past decades there l@sdradual devolution of
powers with the aim of engaging and empowering [eeapthe local level
to take charge of their own development. Changelside election of the
chief councillor by all the island population, buit from amongst newly
elected councillorg. In reality however, functions are shared between
central and local government and central governmetdins oversight
responsibility. For example, the powers of the istigr set out in theocal
Government Ordinance 19661d theLocal Government AQ006 provide
for oversight of local government policy, assistiagal councils in drafting
by-laws, undertaking internal audits, and compilfial accounts for the
Auditor General’s scrutiny. However, in recent rgethere has only been
one case in which the minister intervened and sudggka council due to

corruption/abuse of office.

8 The change is interesting because in one respiestities to the faith and acceptance by
the people of Kiribati of the manner and processugh which their President (Beretitenti)

is elected at the national level.
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Table 6: Local Government Populations in  Kiribati

Local Government body Area Population
(2005 Census)

M akin 7.89 2385

Butaritari 13.49 3280
Marakei 14.13 2741
Abaiang 17.48 5502

Tarawa — North (rural) 15.25 5678
Tarawa — South (urban) 10.10 27808
Betio Town (urban) 1.50 12507
Maiana 16.72 1908
Abemama 27.37 3404
Kuria 15.48 1082
Aranuka 11.61 1158
Nonouti 19.85 3179
Tabiteua — North 25.78 3600
Tabiteuea — South 11.85 1298
Beru 17.65 2169
Nikunau 19.08 1912
Onotoa 15.62 1644
Tamana 4.73 875
Arorae 9.48 1256
Banaba 6.29 301
Teeraina 9.55 1155
Tabuaeran 33.73 2539
Kiritimati (urban) 388.39 5115
TOTAL 713.03 92496

Source: Data provided by the Local Government Doviof Kiribati.

In the case of the republic dfauru (one of the smallest sovereign states
anywhere in the world), the fortunes of local goweent have been as
volatile as those of government at national Iévein 1992 the national
government dissolved the Nauru Local GovernmeninCiband replaced it
with the Nauru Island Counc{NIC). The former council had made poor
investment choices and was accused of gross migearemt. Acting as a
local government and providing public services, N¥@s elected from the
same constituencies as the parliament, excep¥tbéthe 8 constituencies
returned 1 member, and the constituency of Ubereétlened 2 members,
making 9 in all. Several members of parliament alswed as councillors.
NIC was itself dissolved in 1999 and all assetslaiilities became vested

® In the 1990s corruption and mismanagement brolghtountry near to bankruptcy; in
2008 the country remains without a banking system.
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in the national government. Presumably, given Nauwurrent fiscal crisis
and small size, fewer levels of government will thawmed to be regarded as
the most appropriate course.

Polynesia

Local government systems in Samoa and Tonga arh baesed on
traditional and customary practices and norms.théncase off onga, 23
Districts and 167 Villages are spread across thiemia three main island
groups, and their governance is conducted by ammdigih the office of the
Governors of Ha'apai and Vava'u, together with akmetwork of elected
and district officials?

For Samoa, the village councils which administer local affaiare
composed ofMatais, who are the heads of extended families. For
administrative purposes, Samoa is divided into i$fridts which are made
up of around 250 villages. Local government is administered in
accordance with th¥illage FonoAct 1990 and thénternal Affairs Act
1993. Some 29% of the population lives in urban areas, the average
population of eaclionois 1,300. AMatai is designated by each family to
represent it in the village council, which admiarst local affairs. The
Minister for Women, Community and Social Developmenresponsible
for local government matters and for enacting lagien and providing
leadership in the sphere. The minister's powees derived from the
Internal Affairs Act 1993 On occasion the minister has suspended
pulenu’u (village ‘mayors’ — representatives who liaise hwihe central
government) for not performing well. The Samoarveggoment has in
recent years placed particular emphasis on econeenitalization. This
has focused on agricultural sector and micro-entgp and the village
economy is at the centre of this policy.

In Tuvalu, the creation of the Gilbert and Ellice Islandstpctorate in
1892 (covering what are now the separate indepérstates of Kiribati
and Tuvalu) saw the establishment @édl administration by elected island
councils. A 1966Local Government Ordinancestablished for the 8
inhabited islands provided the framework for a pplaimed at financing
local services at the island level. Island counaile now administered in
accordance with th&alekapule Act of 1997 This Act creates elected

10 Legislation regarding local government in Tonga pases the District and Town
Officers Act Cap 43] 1930, the Town Regulations K&ap 44] 1903, and thHeonos Act
gCap 50) of 1924 (note also 19%Fonos (Amendment) Act

There are variations in estimates of the totahlmer of villages in Samoa. The Britannica
On-line gives a figure of 360 or more villages; Gt @acific Project) has estimated that a
more realistic figure for Samoa would be around.250
2 Note also the 1997 Internal Affairs Amendment.Act
13" additional power devolved from Central governmemtsland Councils through the
Tupe Fakanaa A Falekaupiule At999 (Local Government Trubtund Act). Funafuti
[the main island] Town Council (1) and the other 7 isl@ouncils each consist of 6 elected
members ang@rovide a limited range of local services
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local governments (calledaupulg to undertake a range of functions in
consultation with theFalekaupule (traditional island meetings), and to
participate fully and actively in national developmtal programmes and
projects. The Act effectively extends statutorycognition of the
Falekaupuleas a primary social institution and the sovergigwer in the
islands by vesting upon them the right to oversemll affairs with the
Kaupuleas their executive arm.

Table 7: Local Government Populations in Tuvalu

Island Area (sq km) Population
Funafuti 2.79 4,492
Nanumea 3.87 664
Nanumaga 2.78 589
Niutao 2.53 663
Nui 2.83 548
Vaitupu 5.60 1,571
Nukufetua 2.99 586
Nukulaelae 1.82 393
Niulakita 0.42 35

Source: Data obtained from the Kaupula FinanciarYgudget for 2007

In the Cook Idands, the Outer Island Local Governmerict of 1987
consolidated and amended the law relating to astabént and conduct of
local government in the islands other than Raratonlg was subsequently
amended by th®uter Island Local Government Amendmaot of 1993
Local government councils in Rarotonga were caustit by virtue of the
Rarotonga Local Governmemct of 1997, but were dissolved early in
2008 due to their poor delivery of services. Adigated in the following
table, some of the Cook Islands outer island conitegnare extremely
small, and this characteristic has significant iotpan the scale of
operation of all local government entities. Dudirttited resources and lack
of any economies of scale, local government in somtro-states will
inevitably remain circumscribed for some time toneo

4 Other relevant provisions are found in the Palnoerssland Local Government 1993, as
well as the 196€o00k Islands Ordinance Amendmet®73-4:Local Government
Amendmentand 199@uter Islands Local Government Amendment
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Table 8: Local Government Populations in Cook Isla  nds

Island Area (sq km) Population
Te-au-o-tonga* 67.1 5.445
Pauikura* 4,343
Takitumu* 4,365
Aitutaki 18.3 2,194
Mangaia 51.8 654
Atiu 26.9 572
Mauke 18.4 393
Mitiaro 22.3 219
Manihiki 5.4 351
Penrhyn 9.8 251
Rakahanga 4.1 141
Pukapuka 1.3 507
Nassau 13 71
Palmerston 2.1 63

Source: Cook Islands "Cook Islands Census 2006."
*Now abolished

4. FINANCING LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Financial viability is crucial to local governmeetfectiveness. In nearly
all cases, island councils in the states of thetfSBacific are besieged by
lack of resources, whether human or financial. [gflsome countries may
have the capacity and scope to overcome their dinhrwoes, others
clearly need a strong dose of resourcefulness egativty in terms of

revenue generation as well as their expenditurte et

In Fiji, central government provides supervisory supportmiunicipal
councils, but tiere is no formal policy of revenue-sharifig.The total
budget for local government in Fiji in 2007 was FID62 million. Under
the new Urban Policy Action Plan the governmentvigles matching
grants on a 50-50 basis (Challenge Fund) for itvinagire projects that
benefit the poor. The following table indicateattper capita expenditure
by urban local governments in Fiji ranges widely.should be noted that
Nasinu, an urban area adjacent to Suva and withtahe same population,
has per capita expenditure of just $42. When tiesgmce in these urban
areas of large numbers of squatters is taken ictoumt, the levels of per
capita expenditure are lower still.

5 Municipal councils are required to transfer totcal government 5% of revenues
collected under S16 of tligusiness License Act 1978ap 204). This was derived from
General Rates on property, Market Fees, Councpétti®s, Business Licenses, Bus Station
Fees, Taxi Base/Carrier Fees, Rental Propertieha@a Fees, and Recreation Facilities.
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Table 9: Local Government Expenditure in  Fiji

City or Town Area Population Annual Budget Ié_)?::rlldeit?]\ﬁa
(km2) (Town) 2007 (F$) F$ per capita
Ba 327 6,775 2,000,000 295
Suva (City) 2,048 75,225 18,000,000 239
Lami 680 10,474 1,300,000 124
Nadi 577 11,871 3,000,000 253
Nasinu  (largest  urban
center) 4,500 75,719 3,200,000 42
Nausori 167 24,630 2,000,000 81
Lautoka 1,607 44,143 5,000,000 113
Levuka 67 1,143 170,000 149
Sigatoka 127 1,542 750,000 486
Tavua 100 1,076 300,000 279
Labasa 360 7,550 n/a n/a
Savusavu 800 3,372 n/a n/a

Source: The Secretary, Fiji Local Government Asastomn, Suva [22/10/2008]

In Vanuatu substantial transfer payments are made from detatrical

government, but these are subject to annual buggptavisions and do
not follow a set formula. The grants fall into tveategoriesi70% for
budgetary support (administrative expenses) a@# Jor small capital
projects.  @ntral government pays the salaries and allowarafes
secretaries-general and accountants of provinciahals. Other sources
of revenue for local government in Vanuatu are lsinto those in Fiji (eg
business licenses; vehicle charges; waterfront Idpreent and physical
planning fees). While local government can altez fees charged for
various services, it has no authority over the ll@fetaxes. A review of
recent per capita expenditure at local governmewtell suggests that
despite the transfers from central government, mipere per citizen
remains low.
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Table 10: Local Government Expenditure in Vanuatu

: L Area : Annual Budget Lozl C.;OVt

Province/Municipality Population Expenditure
(km2) (Vatu) Vatu per capita
Torba 865 7,774 40,198,600 5,170
Sanma 4,136 25,446 54,552,550 2,144
Penama 1,204 26,503 43,307,840 1,634
Malampa 2,772 32,738 54,296,500 1,659
Shefa 1,505 24,841 76,540,694 3,081
Tafea 1,628 28,915 42,498,000 1,470
Port Vila Municipality - 29,729 287,570,000 9,673
Luganville Municipality - 10,734 73,472,000 6,843

Source: Commonwealth Local Government Associatd®97). "Commonwealth Local Government Handbook."

Table 11: Local Government Expenditure in ~ Tuvalu
Annual Local Govt
island Area (sq Population Budget 2007 Expenditure
km) (AUD) AUD per
capita
Funafuti 2.79 4,492 438,881 97.70
Nanumea 3.87 664 383,496 577.55
Nanumaga 2.78 589 238,809 405.45
Niutao 2.53 663 244,469 368.73
Nui 2.83 548 243,666 444.65
Vaitupu 5.60 1,571 272,104 173.20
Nukufetua 2.99 586 237,744 405.71
Nukulaelae 1.82 393 190,484 484.69
Niulakita 0.42 35 22,604 645.83

Source: Data obtained from the Kaupula FinanciarYgudget for 2007

A number of Pacific states have established ‘tiustds’ to generate
income through investmentn the case of Tuvalu, where the Tuvalu Trust
Fund was first established in 1987 (Finn, 2002gdditional Falekaupule
Trust Fund was established in 1999 with the spegifirpose of assisting
financial development on outer islands. The fuestablished under the
Falekaupule Act, is an agreement between the rati@nd local
governments (Kaupule) who are the beneficiaries thdé fund, as
distributions are made in proportion to the origioantribution of each of
the eight participating islands Graham, 2005). ¢&wita expenditure by
local government in Tuvalu is higher all aroundntfigthe case in Kiribati,
the closest neighbouring state with a somewhat eoafe economic
environment. While the reasons for this requireitamithl investigation, it
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could be surmised that Tuvalu’'s trust fund is cibniiing significantly to
the wellbeing of communities at local level.

Table 12: Local Government Expenditure per capita in Kiribati

. Local Govt
. Population Annual Budget Expenditure per
(2005 Census) A$ (2007) _
capita A$

Makin 7.89 2385 103,408 43.36
Butaritari 13.49 3280 158,934 48.46
Marakei 14.13 2741 130,521 47.62
Abaiang 17.48 5502 200,661 36.47
Tarawa — North (rural) 15.25 5678 213,312 37.57
Tarawa — South (urban) 10.10 27808 701,718 25.23
Betio Town (urban) 1.50 12507 533,017 42.61
Maiana 16.72 1908 144,028 75.49
Abemama 27.37 3404 230,273 67.65
Kuria 15.48 1082 70,700 65.34
Aranuka 11.61 1158 159,096 137.39
Nonouti 19.85 3179 193,865 60.98
Tabiteua — North 25.78 3600 187,087 51.97
Tabiteuea — South 11.85 1298 113,782 87.66
Beru 17.65 2169 131,225 60.50
Nikunau 19.08 1912 111,473 58.30
Onotoa 15.62 1644 132,022 80.31
Tamana 4.73 875 77,743 88.85
Arorae 9.48 1256 116,430 92.70

Banaba 6.29 301 85,715 284.77
Teeraina 9.55 1155 116,811 101.14
Tabuaeran 33.73 2539 240,686 94.80
Kiritimati (urban) 388.39 5115 118,543 23.18
Total 713.03 92496

Source: Local Government Division of Kiribati

In Kiribati there is no set policy regarding revenue-shargtg/éen central
and local government: transfer payments are madsupport balanced
individual authority budgets. Certain percentagesreserved for specific
activities such as the maintenance of roads anseweays, offices, school
buildings, hospitals, and housing for governmecbrded staff. Central
government pays the full salary of seconded staffl aontributes
substantially towards the salaries and wages oficbetaff. Assistance is
also given for office stationery and provision afrrfes between main
islands and islets that cannot be accessed by road.minister retains the
power to approve or reject local authority budgets.
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Local government authorities iBapua New Guinea raise revenue from
taxes, fees and charges, and property rates. lgosgrnments may levy
charges on community services, public entertainmeeneral trading
licenses, and domestic animals and corporationke Arganic Law on

Provincial Governments and Local-Level Governmgmtwides a formula
for the sharing of revenue between levels of gawemt, which takes into
account administration grants (unconditional),fstgfgrants, development
grants, and town/urban services grants. Localisalare paid by central
government. In each province, local governmentd fexto the Joint
District Planning and Budget Priorities Committedjch in turn reports to
the Joint Provincial Planning and Budget Priorit@msmmittee.

In the Solomon Idands, substantial transfer payments are made from
central government to Honiara City and the prownte cover running
costs and capital expenditure. The Minister's apak is required for
variations in tax. The City and provinces are oesible for collecting and
raising taxes, while central government is respgmador salaries of staff in
schools, health clinics and technical staff secdntle work in local
government. The Minister’'s approval is required Variations in taxin
Honiara, total revenue for the City Council in 200&s SID $17,096,000.
This was drawn from taxes and fees moperty, individual residents (a
Head tax), business fees, gam{ngder theLl961Gaming and Lotteries Act
[Cap 139], ehicles, liquor, and services provided.

5. LOCAL GOVERNMENT REFORM

In the face of the considerable challenges facoogll government in the
Pacific Islands, some encouraging steps toward lgogernment reform
have been initiated. At regional level, the Pacifirban Agenda was
agreed by member countries in 2003, and revis&D@Y. A few specific
reform efforts are mentioned here as examples ddtvi$ happening at
national level.

A review of local government has taken place i Bijt there remain areas
for further examination. It is expected that a bemof Acts will be
amended in addition to the principlbcal Government Ac1985 (Cap
125)® The Fiji Local Government Association (FLGA) is fking with
the Ministry of Local Government, the Commonweadltical Government
Forum and other agencies on a ‘Good Urban Goveegmogram, in
addition to the Urban Policy Action Plan and theb&ir Growth
Management Action Plan. The Training and Proditgti&uthority of Fiji
(TPAF) provides ongoing training for councils, tdigh local authorities
contribute a levy equivalent to 1% of their payroll

16 These include the Public Health Act 1985; Towaning Act 1978; Sub-divisional
Land Act 1978; Land Transport Authority Act 1998109 (Regulation of Hours
Employment) Act; and the Litter Decree 1991
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Also in Fiji, FLGA and individual councils are puiag technical
partnerships with local governments in New Zealafddstralia and the
USA as a means of strengthening their capacity amgroving

performance. FLGA itself is developing a partngrshvith Local

Government New Zealand (LGNZ — the national assiotipas part of the
regional capacity-building programme for local gawaents in the Pacific,
funded by the New Zealand and Australian agenciesirfternational
development (NZAID and AusAID) and managed by CLGFhe CLGF
Pacific Project is supporting a number of othertnenships for Fiji town
councils. In addition, FLGA is hoping to promotarther sister city
relationships with the USA, through Sister Citiegetnational (SCI), to
include programmes on technology, environment, theate and public
safety issues.

The CLGF is also managing a NZAID-funded capacityiding and good
governance project for Honiara City Council. Thare also moves to
update parts of theHoniara City Council Act. In Vanuatu a
Decentralization Review Commission is to report @nié expected that
this will influence reforms to be introduced oviee tmedium-long term.

6. CONCLUSIONS

Local government in the South Pacific is a complgend of modern

democratic principles and government systems wétitional institutions

and practices, and often extremely small-scals. clirrent status reflects
both a history of robust traditional governanceaihof the island states
under investigation, and also the failure of cdrgowvernment to provide or
support effective service delivery at the localelevin a way, one could
argue that local government in the South Pacifee still in a transitional

stage to more effective and autonomous entitiesthisi argument should
be set against the backdrop of the social and esenealities of the island
countries.

This paper has noted the lack of study of localegoment in the Pacific
Islands, and the need to remedy this situationight lof the immense
challenges being faced in the island nations ofréiggon. On the basis of
the data presented above, we highlight the follgwiay issues:

« Local-level governments in the Pacific Island coi@st may be
constituted as a city, a town, a village, or amard. ~ While
approximately half of the Pacific Islands populati@xcluding Papua
New Guinea) live in urban areas, the number of llgmvernment
entities for cities and towns is much smaller tkiz number in rural
areas (villages and island councils). The latterwsually very small
and few can be expected to develop into effectivagdern authorities,
whereas they often play an important role linked ttaditional
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governance.Large populations now live in squatter settlemevitich,
jurisdictionally speaking, may place them outside tscope of a
recognized local government authority. That isytlive in peri-urban
areas beyond city or town limits, and outside théharity of their
traditional village leadership or contemporaryagje council.

Current levels of funding for local government, tmadarly when
expressed in per capita terms, are not sufficietacific cities and
towns are to provide adequate levels of service iafréstructure
development in the short-medium term. For examgtpenditure in
the Fiji national capital, Suva, is just FID239 pé#izen per year.
Similar low per capita expenditure is found in Kati, where just
AUDA42 per annum is spent in the main urban ceBe#p.

Urban planning has taken place on a small and dmsaale in the
Pacific states, but has not resulted in adequageapation for current
levels of urban growth complexity of intergovernrarelations, or
citizens’ aspirations. There are considerable ttaimés on land
available for urban development, and the expangfaotity and town
boundaries, although much needed in some instarcesfficult to
achieve due to socio-political constraints assediavith customary
ownership of adjoining lands. Moreover, there Haen little
assessment of the quality of life in urban aredssEEis pursuing an
Urban Governance Indicators project that shoulchade knowledge
in this area.

The quality of inter-governmental relations has heen adequately
researched. At a time when the small states reqircreased
transparency, efficiency, and ‘whole of governmesdbrdination to
make the most effective use of scarce resourceal government is
for the most part still treated as a junior subwoati by national
authorities, rather than as a necessary and eqtialep in the delivery
of improved governance to citizens. Further anglyaist be made of
finance flows to and from central government, tbget with
considerations of equity.

Meanwhile, local government itself has paid ligention to the role
of civil society, with a resulting disengagementtveen local
leadership and the community, apart from thosedste at local level
— particularly in the business community — moseet#d by local
government's regulatory or developmental decisions.
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Abstract

Since 2000 intergovernmental relations in New Zedlhave been evolving
rapidly as a result of a significant shift in goaement policy discourse
towards a strong central-local government partnggshNew statutory
provisions empowering local government to promateiad, economic,
environmental and cultural wellbeing have significémplications for the
range of activities in which local authorities aeagaged. In turn, this has
consequences for the relationship between locakmgorent and central
government. The effectiveness of the new empoweene the prospects
for further strengthening of the role of local gawment are critically
examined. Despite some on-going tensions, andeauitable mismatch in
the balance of power between central and local gowent, it is argued
that there is a discernible rebalancing of intergovnental relations as a
result of new legislation and central governmentiqgyosettings which
reflect a ‘localist turn’. On the basis of devetoents since 2000 it may be
argued that the New Zealand system of local goventns evolving away
from the recognised ‘Anglo’ model. However, furtlensolidation is
needed in the transformation of intergovernmentalations and
mechanisms that will cement a more genuine cefdcal government
partnership.

Key words: intergovernmental relations, empowerment, Newateh
localism.

1 The author wishes to thank an anonymous reviéovdrelpful suggestions of points for

clarification, and of other enhancements to theusaript.
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Introduction

A virtue is often made of the independence andilkty enjoyed by local

government in New Zealand. This independence sindtive in cross-
national comparison, particularly with the sectatsinterparts in Australia
and the United Kingdom. With a relatively low I&waé central government
financial transfers and high level of local funditaral government in New
Zealand has enjoyed a degree of autonomy thattifonod in many other
jurisdictions.

This autonomy is somewhat paradoxical given Newlatehs highly
centralised, unitary state. Historically, the pipte of ‘no taxation without
representation’ produced an elaborate and extensivéhe eyes of some,
excessive - layer of local government. To somerexthis was streamlined
as the result of amalgamations of local authorities 1989 which
significantly reduced the number of units of logavernment. However,
there are still concerns that New Zealand is owseghed and that fewer
units would be desirable. Adding to the paradox] despite units of local
government being so prevalent and numerous paatigulip to the 1990s,
no clear set of principles informs the design afalogovernment in New
Zealand. The basic features of the system wereri@g from the United
Kingdom with colonisation in the 1840s, followed by “unsystematic
modification of the original transplants” (Bush D98&. 232) to address
practical needs. In a similar vein, Palmer andmal argue that
pragmatism, and a resistance to central governpwmér by the settlers of
British and European descent in the latter halthef nineteenth century,
characterised thinking about the nature of localegoment in New
Zealand. A more coherent vision, they argue, i$ Isicking, despite
significant new legislation passed in 2002 thategkcal government a
new power to promote social, economic, environneatad cultural
wellbeing.

Local government really started life as a practéoal operational
contrivance lacking any fundamental constitutiar@iception. It is a
defect from which we still suffer (Palmer and Pairp@04, p. 247).

The purpose of this article is to examine and a®algontemporary
intergovernmental relations and the new statutoaynéwork reflected in
the 2002 legislation. Based on this analysis passible to delineate the
underlying constitutional conception of local gaweient embodied in the
relationship. Subsequently, it may be possiblebégin to remedy the
defect to which Palmer and Palmer have referredmehg the
predominance of a pragmatic approach over a ptetigsed approach to
the constitutional conception of local government.

First, the constitutional status of local governinemn New Zealand is
outlined, with a focus on the implications of tktatus for the classification
of New Zealand's local government in the ‘Anglobdel — one of three
such models that have been identified in a typolofyyjocal government
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systems in western industrialised countries. THeefeatures of current
intergovernmental relations in New Zealand are thddressed, namely,
the establishment of a central-local governmenairfgrthe new power to
promote community wellbeing and associated prowmsidor long-term
community planning, and efforts by central governtrte engage in local
authority planning processes. It is argued thesétcumulatively constitute
a distinctive model of empowerment of local goveeninf they reach their
full potential. However, while there are many piosi aspects to the new
architecture of intergovernmental relations, a nemiof unresolved
tensions remain, reflecting contradictions in thscdurse of partnership
and fault-lines in the foundations of the modekofpowerment. The final
part of the article argues that satisfactory resmuof these tensions and
clear recognition, through some constitutional aragj-constitutional
mechanism, of the importance of local governmerit prioduce a more
genuine partnership and empowerment. As a consequex different
model of intergovernmental relations is increagintikely to emerge,
which, in turn, has implications for the classifioa of the New Zealand
system of local government.

The constitutional status of New Zealand local gove rnment

New Zealand does not have a single written corgitubut rather a
number of quasi-constitutional statutes, includitg Constitution Act
1986, and unwritten constitutional conventions. efehis no reference to
the existence of, or protection for, a system @hlayovernment (Palmer
1993). An ordinary statute, the Local Government 2002, and prior to
that the Local Government Act 1974 and its predsarss provide for the
existence of local government.

Local government in New Zealand has historicallared features in
common with other countries located within the ‘Asiggroup of local

government systems. Nations which are includethisigroup are those in
which local government is a 'creature of statwhieit with a significant
degree of autonomy from central government at ieagtrms of day-to-day
activities (Hesse and Sharpe 1991; Goldsmith 1996)cal councils in

New Zealand, for example, have considerable chiidhe form of their

decision-making (such as committee structure andben of meetings),
and in the activities in which they become involve@ihrough legislation
central (national) government regulates some aspEctocal government
decision-making (such as open government legisigtiand can impose
certain requirements where it provides fundingoal councils.

In the case of New Zealand, funding from centralegpment comprises a
much smaller proportion of local government revethan in some other
countries that belong to the Anglo group wheredleame more substantial
central government revenue transfers. In New Dekia the year ended 30
June 2006, the local government sector’s income3M5.4 billion (£2.17

billion). Fifty-six percent of this came from ratéroperty tax), while just
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12.7 percent came from central government grantissambsidies. Other
sources of revenue include investment income (BtZgmt), regulatory fees
and fines (5.2 percent), and other miscellaneousces (approximately 20
percent).

The Anglo group is one of three broad types of llgovernment systems,
the others being the ‘Franco’ group and the ‘Neanid Middle European’
group (Hesse and Sharpe 1991). The Franco typedmssitutional status
although service delivery is delegated to othemeigs. The North and
Middle European group is characterised by simitarti@al-local relations to
the Anglo group but:

... in contrast to the Anglo form, equal emphasigls to be placed on
local democracy per se (emphasis in original).theowords, local
government is commonly granted a general functionaipetence
over and above specific statutory powers. Intpect, the North
and Middle European type is the most overtly daedist of the three
... (Hesse and Sharpe 1991, p. 607).

In Hesse and Sharpe’s analysis of twenty westatnsimialised countries
(which includes Australia but not New Zealand), therth and Middle

European group is the largest and includes cosntigside Europe (for
example, Japan). On the basis of their analysig pinedict that this model
may be the model of the future. This raises thestijon of whether

significant developments in central-local relationdNew Zealand since a
change in government at the end of 1999 from aarwative government
to centre-left Labour-led coalitions, provide a ridation for a future

transition of the New Zealand local government esystinto the North

European group.

Hesse and Sharpe’s typology is based on an earerthat distinguishes
between legal localism and political localism (Gatdth 1996). Legal
localism - typically found in northern Europe -“Iscal self-government,
incorporated into the constitutional and/or proceduarrangements ...
which effectively ensures a role for elected lagavernment in the affairs
of state” (Goldsmith 1996, pp. 191-92; see alsdf@slt 1990). Political
localism - associated with southern European statesflects a strong
communitarian emphasis on representation of teilto interests
(Goldsmith 1996, pp. 187-191). There is commonly s&ong
interpenetration of central and local tiers of goweent, with party and
political linkages ensuring that local interests beard at the centre. New
Zealand’s system of local government reflects efgmef legal localism
but its conformity to that model is arguably weakeg the lack of explicit
constitutional recognition of local government.

Following the reforms of 1989, which involved wigesad, centrally
imposed amalgamations of local authorities, acaderand other
commentators highlighted the weak constitutionahtust of local
government in New Zealand. At this time there wea#ls for stronger
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constitutional protection (see, for example, Jan4882). While the
fortunes of local government have historically bsabject to the whim of
national governments, initiatives since 2000 unitleze successive Labour-
led administrations mean that formal constitutiopiadtection may not be
so essential going forward as it might have Feen.

It is timely to enunciate some principles that canderpin an appropriate
constitutional conception of local government. kMg somewhat
presciently nearly three decades ago, Bush (198Q) opined:

There is a growing discrepancy between the profesiséms of
Government to vest its junior partner with augmermewers and its
own infiltration into the same realm. Whether #ueurate image is of
being arm-in-arm or of being led by the nose, axghy pattern of
central-local relations is undoubtedly emergingtetaction will be
more frequent and intimate, with central probeascertain the point at
which resistance is offered. ... [T]he era of intétemt and unplanned
contacts is departing. ‘Integrated planning’ isfilag fluttering at the
masthead and this alone precludes a laissez-fgm®ach.

As has become evident recently in the case of Hréngrship between
central government and the community and volunsagctor, the potential
for a relationship breakdown remains a possibilityen there is a lack of
clarity about the nature of the partnership and steus of the junior

partner.  Recently, the Community Sector Taskforea, umbrella

organisation representing the community and volyrgactor, accused the
government of paternalism towards the sector aaicheld that the sector is
being disempowered by government actions.

In 2001 central government released tBeatement of Government
Intentions for an Improved Community-Governmentateiship (Clark
and Maharey 2001) that formed the basis of furtleselopments designed
to forge a genuine partnership. TIstatementexpresses in written,
published form an agreed set of understandingsesgtwepresentatives of
the two partied. However, the Community Sector Taskforce has
questioned the prospects for such a partnership daiched that the
government “cannot handle sector aspirations for appropriately
independent future” (Community Sector TaskforceZ200p.).

It is vital that central-local government relatioge from strength to
strength, under current and future national govemts) and do not give
rise to accusations of paternalism and insincestortt about partnership.
Later in this article consideration is given toiops for greater protection

2 |t remains the case, however, that a Labour-te@igiment in New Zealand could embark
on reforms that fundamentally weakened the sutenatitier of government, and indeed,
the fourth Labour government’s reforms of local gament in 1988-89 were very
unpopular in the sector and were justifiably vievasdbeing imposed in a top-down manner.
% In the United Kingdom there is a similar agreehistween government and the
voluntary and community sector that aims to imprthasr relationship for mutual

advantage and community gain. See http://www.tmgaet.org.uk
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for the place of local government within the systefrintergovernmental
relations, but first the focus turns in the nexttiem to the matter of public
policy discourse and the evolving status of locategnment in the wider
governance arrangements since the change of cgotrainment in 1999.

The new phase in intergovernmental relations post 1~ 999

A change of government in New Zealand at the ent®80 resulted in the
formation of a Labour-Alliance coalition, and bofarties had strong
manifesto commitments to strengthening local gavemmi. A new phase
in intergovernmental relations thus emerged, ewddnby three key
features: the establishment of a central-local gowent forum in 2000;
the new power to promote wellbeing and the assetidbng-term
community planning process mandated in the LocaleBonent Act 2002;
and a new expectation that central government agemadll be engaged in
the identification, monitoring and achievement ofnmunity outcome$.
Together they (potentially) signify a qualitativetiifferent reconfigured
relationship between the two tiers of government.

Central-local government forum

In March 2000 the Central-Local Government Foruns watablished to
ensure regular meetings between the political dikexof Parliament (the
Prime Minister and other senior Cabinet Ministees)d senior local
government leaders. The Prime Minister and thesiéeat of Local

Government New Zealand, the peak body represeiaw Zealand’s 85
units of local government, jointly chair the Forunithis was a significant
development as the two leaderships had not meuch & manner and
historically local government was often either &ygoverlooked by central
government in policy development, or changed at wtém of central

government reformers without adequate consultatiine Forum meets
twice yearly and is recognised as giving both @rand local government
participants an enhanced appreciation of one aristiperspectives and
pressures.

The establishment of the Forum reflected growingnawledgement by
central government of the contribution of local gownent, and also
increasing dependence on local government, in wclgegovernment
outcomes.  Participants and observers report a oooitent mutual
understanding and trust growing between the twdigsar For example,
Burton (2006, n.p.) comments:

Given the vast array of local government functidhere are a number
of Ministers as well as government departmentsagghcies who
need to be aware of the role and function of Igoskernment, and the

4 Community outcomes are medium and long term gwatkesired end-states — “the things
that the community thinks are important for its Mveing” (New Zealand Society of Local
Government Managekes al. 2003, p. 39) — that are identified by communitle®ugh a
consultative process facilitated by local governnareast once every six years (see
section 91 of the Local Government Act 2002).
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decisions that need to be made on a day-to-dag.bhaim confident
the ten meetings held to date have given both alegutid local
government participants a valuable understandirigeopressures
facing each other's respective sectors. As atrektllis developing
relationship, there is a good deal more trust betneentral and local
government. This is already paying dividends.

Likewise, writing of developments at the beginnifgthe present decade,
Wallis and Dollery (2001, pp. 556) observe: “Theuis of central-local
trust therefore appears to have replaced the isbagcountability as the
primary focus of the local government policy debateBuilding trust
between local government and the new Labour-ledeigoment was an
important task given the legacy of the earlier tbutabour government
(1984-1989), which imposed radical amalgamationsr diie course of a
very short but intense period of reform in 1988-83d also after nearly a
decade of conservative administrations which weraracterised by, at
best, benign neglect.

The power to promote community wellbeing

Early on in its first term (1999-2002) the Laboad| government
introduced a review of local government legislattbat produced further
shifts in intergovernmental relations, most notalilye new Local
Government Act 2002 with its broad empowermentaofid new purpose
for, local government. Section 10 of the Act smi$ the purpose of local
government as follows:

to enable democratic local decision-making ancadby, and on
behalf of, communities; and

to promote the social, economic, environmental, @rtliral wellbeing
of communities, in the present and for the future.

The overall aim of the Act as set out in sectiorpr@vides for local
authorities:

to play a broad role in promoting the social, ecoity environmental
and cultural wellbeing of their communities, takimgustainable
development approach.

This mandates a much broader focus than local govemt's traditional
concerns of the ‘three Rs’: rats (that is, pubkalth), rubbish, and roads.
However, it is also clear that empowerment is fospecific purpose,
namely, sustainable development. While local gowvemt has
considerable flexibility to decide what activitiéswill undertake, these
activities must be consistent with the purposeoefl government. The
change was particularly significant for regionalicoils, which historically
have had a much narrower range of activities — Ijmgsgulatory roles
linked to resource management. However, it wag sdsognised that it
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was unlikely that any local authority (regional territoriaf) would have
the community mandate or funds to venture intoiSant new activities.

Section 12 of the Act outlines the powers of |laaathorities, giving them
“full capacity to carry on or undertake any actmvitr business, do any act,
or enter into any transaction”. Local authoritlesve full rights, powers
and privileges for the purpose of performing theste, subject to the
provisions of the Local Government Act, any othietige and general law.
Territorial authorities must exercise their powessolly or principally to
benefit the district while a regional council megercise its powers wholly
or principally to benefit a significant part or neasf its region.

Notwithstanding a popular view that the 2002 Aatkdocal government
away from its core business (primarily roads, wastormwater, waste
water, waste disposal), in fact local governmerg badertaken a broad
array of functions since at least the mid 1970#p¥iong the enactment of
the Local Government Act 1974. However, the eamfiet embodied a
prescriptive rather than empowering approach tadhge of functions that
local government could undertake. As Palmer andn®al2004, p. 230)
explain:

The approach in the old Act was: before local atities did anything
they needed to check to see that they were empdweid it. For
example, section 663 reassured they that were eergdvto install
clocks. Section 659 confirmed they could sellvioed.

The sustainable development emphasis of the 2002 régresents a
significant shift in thinking about the role of Elayovernment, and reflects
the understanding that wellbeing encompasses &at)|dour significant

domains: environment, economy, social and cultaspects. Thus, for
local government to contribute to the goal of sustale development it
was essential that it be empowered to addressafawent as it impacts on
all dimensions of the wellbeing of current and fetgenerations.

Central government engagement in local authoritymownity
planning processes

Local authorities are required to address how thersk together with other
territorial and regional organisations, central guownent, and non-
governmental organisations to further their comrtyuroutcomes and
priorities. Central government is a particularignsficant stakeholder in
that its policies and resources have major impaatanmunity wellbeing.
In addition, central government agencies colledt dhat is critical for
local authority planning. Following the introduati of the new legislation
Cabinet recognised that central government agenegesgd increasingly

® In New Zealand, local government is made up of tweon types of authority: regional
councils and territorial authorities. The lattdistrict or city councils, are grouped into
regions. There are also four unitary authorities perform both regional council and

territorial authority functions.
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need to contribute to the achievement of commuoiticomes. In 2004
Cabinet directed a central government agency, tgaBment of Internal
Affairs (which has responsibilities for local gomenent policy and also for
community development services), to take a leal irofacilitating central
government engagement in community outcomes pres€&OPs).

While Cabinet intended that central government aigsnwould work in
partnership with local authorities and communitiesachieve mutually
agreed outcomes, it also noted that the regional iwas an appropriate
focus for central government participation in COFBecause there were
already existing regional networks and initiativiksyould be less onerous
for central government agencies than district leMefjagement, and the
government’'s policy was to foster regional develepin However,
regional and territorial councils have differenkein many cases and it is
not feasible for central government agencies td dedy with regional
councils. For example, in relation to an issuédsaghousing affordability,
which is an issue for many territorial authoritigstogress towards
outcomes will require involvement at the territbrievel of a number of
central government agencies. Some central governmagencies have
been proactive in engaging with local governmentlavbthers have been
tardy or unwilling®

The emergent new model of empowerment

Together these three developments signal a recoafign of
intergovernmental relations, referred to by a numdifecommentators as
the ‘new local governance’. A key component dbthew governance
relationship is its incorporation of a ‘communitgpatial or place
perspective on public policy and service deliveffigeddell 2002, p. 53).
Reddell notes that, with increasing research edeedf uneven social and
economic development as a result of globalisattongcern about spatial or
locational disadvantage has resulted in a focusregions and local
communities. In New Zealand, community-based agional initiatives
have been promoted in a range of social and ecanpaoticy domains (see,
for example, Casswell 2001).

While there is growing momentum for some modifioai to some of the
statutory requirements, and some greater centralergment policy
leadership, the localist impetus is likely to rempowerful and not simply
at a rhetorical level. The current emphasis onmanity planning is also
prompted by concerns about the ‘democratic defic#flected in citizen
disengagement from political processes, in padicubting, at the local
level), and the need to enhance the responsivesfekxal government
(Cheyne 2006). It is also suggested that arrestiagontinuing decline in

® The Ministry of Social Development appears toehbgen one of the more proactive
through its development of Regional Social Poliapability and through producing a
comprehensive resource for staff (Ministry of SbElavelopment 2005).
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voter turnout at local elections will only be aaled if local government
has greater responsibilities.

In order for local government to exercise greatmponsibilities some of
the evident tensions in the new intergovernmerdaitions will need to be
resolved. Particular tensions are associated witle financing
arrangements for local government given its broasvgr to promote
wellbeing and the emphasis on its sustainable dpwetnt role; lack of
alignment between central and local governmentrpfenprocesses as a
result of different political priorities and cerltgovernment inertia; and the
bounded power of general competence.

Financing arrangements

Enhanced empowerment in the 2000s has become dedsdded sword
for local government in New Zealand. The neo-kb@&conomic policies
of the 1990s resulted in tight fiscal settings ander-investment in public
infrastructure which, when combined with commurdtytcomes processes
that elevated community expectations about servioggastructure and
quality of life, have placed significant pressums local government
budgets. Increasingly, questions are being raabedit the ability of local
government (given its traditional financing arramgats — primarily
property tax or ‘rates’) to fund necessary expendion infrastructure and
services (Shand, Cheyne and Horsley 200Me alternative is increased
transfers of funding from central government, esdlgcwhere there is a
national interest in having consistent and certsiandards of service or
infrastructure. However, to the extent that cdrgovernment will require
accountability for funding devolved to local goverent, this has
implications for local government autonomy as aldido by the former
Minister of Local Government (Burton 2006, n.p.):

The ability of local authorities to provide accdpelevels of
infrastructure into the future is uneven. Thisesi questions about
whether and when central government should assame s
responsibility for funding local infrastructure,dathe relationship
between such funding and the local expenditureifige of each
council.

Lack of alignment between central and local govemnirplanning
processes

While the new community planning process in the LB®2 is intended to
strengthen the community governance role of loa#tharities, the desired
co-ordinated planning and alignment of central gorent and community
outcomes has been slow to emerge. The planninge cgé€l central

government is based primarily on an annual budgettements of Intent
between Ministers and chief executives of goverrindapartments, and
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the three yearly electoral cycle. There is a growing emphasis on
‘outcomes-focused’ management, which has generateglethora of
strategic planning documents. But, crucially, ¢hese fundamentally
driven by Cabinet policy (which reflects the padisiof other parties in
government and Labour’s support agreements witsethgarties). The
planning cycle of central government is not aligmneith local authority
planning cycles and processes, yet central governnagencies are
expected to contribute to achievement of commuaiticomes. In some
policy areas, the mismatch has become evident e tare initiatives
underway to improve alignment. Improved alignmesaiuld tend to be
sought through ensuring that local government pleetognise central
government political prioritie$,however, it can also be sought through
modifications to central government policy goats @xample, as set out in
Statements of Intent). Further research is neenléentify whether there
is in fact a two-way process of adjustment of omtes. To the extent that
there is no scope for dialogue between the twa tiérgovernment about
central government’s policy settings and outcontiesre is a risk that the
notion of a community-driven planning process vk compromised.
However, community planning is always conductechimithe parameters
of a nation-state that has international obligatiand these are likely to
become more pressing (particularly in relationlimate change).

Limitations on local government autonomy

The new Act does not explicitly provide a full ‘pew of general
competence’ — the legal term empowering local gowemt to undertake
any function that is not expressly precluded by tavgiven exclusively to
another body — although Palmer and Palmer (200d3ider that the new
Act moves closer to such a power, and both marijigénocal government
sector and many commentators refer to the new pawepromote
wellbeing as a power of general competence.

Thus while technically, ode jure,local government does not have a power
of general competence, it would appear to have sugowerde facto
However, that power is also widely acknowledgedeisg delimited in a
number of ways. At an early stage in the develogn@nthe Local
Government Act 2002 Cabinet agreed that the prapesgpowerment of
local government would be subject to provisions éosure clear
accountability to communities and open governaritevas noted that, as
well as granting broader powers to local authagjtieentral government
should take a greater interest in the exercisdh@$e powers and in local
authority performance. Thus there are some pmvssifor central
government to intervene in local government, sictha power to initiate a

7 A Statement of Intent (not to be confused with Statement of Government Intentions
between the government and the community and veyrsiector discussed earlier)
identifies, for the medium term, the main featuremtentions regarding strategy, capability
and performance. After being finalised, the Statgnoé Intent is tabled in Parliament.

& one example is land transport policy where tlok Iaf recognition of the goals of the
New Zealand Transport Strategy in regional andidistouncil land transport programmes
was highlighted in the Next Steps review (Ministéiransport 2007).
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Ministerial Review (Office of the Minister of Locabovernment 2000).
However, this is used extremely rarely.

Rather than prioritise ‘hard’ powers of interventidess direct influence
has been wielded through the use of principlesebatgutory provisions in
the Act that guide behaviour. These principles cowany aspects of local
government’'s activities, including governance, dieci-making and
consultation, and potentially open up the sectolegmal challenge. More
immediately they impose significant new standagdthough there is still
considerable emphasis on council discretion irafh@ication of principles.

Despite the intention of empowerment, the 2002 f&dt short of a full

retreat from prescription. From when it first apped as a Bill, a wide
range of commentators have drawn attention to thenbersome
requirements of the Act, particularly in relatiom the statutory planning
and accountability requirements (see, for exam@leEGregor, O'Reilly and
Smith 2002). The consultation and decision-makjprgvisions are
particularly onerous. As Palmer and Palmer (2p0250) observe:

Having decided to empower local government ... thetAen tends to
restrict the exercise of the powers granted bygtyfrem up in a host of
prescriptive and procedural requirements that nnayepcumbersome
and expensive to comply with on the part of loegharities. It almost
appears as if, having given local government grgaiwers, it was
necessary to wrap them up in such a way that thelgaot be
exercised too easily.

The detail in the legislation was greater than mamtjcipated, suggesting
that central government has imposed its will ongetor, thus maintaining
the greater share of power in the overall relatigms But significant

discretion is also given to — and exercised by eallggovernment (for
example in deciding how to conduct consultation).

Concerns about the imposition of central governmeqtiirements on local
government — the so-called ‘unfunded mandate’ -eHad to efforts to
monitor and streamline the impacts on councils.caldovernment New
Zealand has identified a range of different imposg, including intended
devolution and unintended devolution (LGNZ 2009)he Department of
Internal Affairs recently published guidelines faentral government
agencies when developing policy that impacts omllgovernment (DIA
2006). As yet there is no evidence of the impédcthese guidelines,
although new central government strategies contifmuemerge in the
achievement of which local government is heavilplicated?

° Arecent example is the New Zealand Energy afidificy Conservation Strategy
released in October 2007 (Minister of Energy 2007).
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Empowerment versus centralism: contradiction and pa radox in
the model

In mid 2006 local councils published their firsinigear plans (a new
requirement of the Local Government Act 2002, mgkiransparent their
planned expenditures and revenue needs over thedpgom 2006 to
2016. Public concern about rates increases ifitetisas the magnitude of
local government’s funding requirements becamerlglegsible. Although
not necessarily the case, the empowerment of gmarnment in the 2002
Act is often seen by disgruntled ratepayers asc#use of increased local
government expenditures and hence rates. Publiceconabout rates
increases led central government to set up a pémetonduct an
independent inquiry into local government fundifg.

The panel, which reported in August 2007, confirnilegt rates were an
appropriate source of funding but recognised thaty twere becoming
unaffordable — particularly in the Auckland region because of
infrastructure spending requirements. Therefdre,ganel, as directed by
its terms of reference, considered other sourcedunfling including
income tax, goods and services taxes and envirdiaexes. It did not
support local or regional income taxes, GST, beddar general revenue
sharing by central government. However, it recomuheel an increase in
the current local authority petroleum tax and fartleonsideration of an
environmental levy on international visitors as aams of meeting the
environmental costs imposed by those visitors and bf maintaining high
environmental standards. It also recommended greatdéral government
transfers (funding given by central governmentdoal government). It
noted that the existing system of land transpantiing generally worked
well as a partnership between central and locakigowent and should be
replicated in the funding of water infrastructureCentral government
should provide increased funding for infrastructdoe water supply,
wastewater and stormwater (that is, the ‘three nggtéhrough a new
Infrastructure Equalisation Fund.

As part of its inquiry, the panel received neartjhausand submissions and
met with the public and with the local governmestter. Submissions and
presentations from the local government sectomodtaught increased and
new transfers from central government, althougharge number also
acknowledged that new funding from central goveminweould inevitably
lead to greater control by central government irdeorto ensure
accountability for the use of taxpayer funds. dslbeen the experience of
the local government sector in New Zealand (andiabty in many other
countries though not necessarily always) that eémovernment funding
comes with strings attached. Certainly, the catdi@ism that emerged in
the 1990s following the public sector reforms imedi by New Public
Management (Boston et al. 1996) highlighted thednfee financial and

0 The report of the inquiry was completed in Aug2807. Further information and the
final report are available at www.ratesinquiry.goxgt
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other accountability by organisations receiving dung from central
government to deliver public services. The samerig for funding
channelled to local government (for example, foadravorks). Central
government-imposed compliance costs in demonsgraticountability are
often very substantial, unresponsive to local sitma and preferences, and
in conflict with ‘common sense’.

While central government benevolence in the forngraints and subsidies
was obviously an attractive solution, for many arenserious option is to
achieve a more genuine partnership between ceantthlocal government
so that central government is aware of the impbecat of new central
government policy initiatives on local authoritydmets. In particular, new
environmental and health standards (for examplenkihg water
standards), and central government policies toems® international
tourism could impose significant costs on rural oamities with a small
number of ratepayers. A common theme in submissfoom the local
government sector was the need for enhanced coroatior between the
two sectors. The central-local government foruscused earlier is one
initiative that can contribute to improved mutuablerstanding.

As intergovernmental relations develop and the oblecal government is
ostensibly reinforced, there is a growing challenge establish the
necessary balance between local discretion, locabumtability and

national consistency and standards. This is pdatily acute in the area of
environmental policy. The Resource Managementl®&1 set in place a
regime of devolved environmental management, athowith provision

for additional national environmental standards amational policy

statements. Only one national policy statement nvasdated (a national
coastal policy statement) and in the 1990s there megther political will,

nor much momentum elsewhere, for national poliateshents. More
recently there has been a growing consensus thditicahl policy

statements are needed as well as many more nat@anatonmental

standards; however, progress is glacial. To nollsexdent the slow
progress reflects bureaucratic inertia, but retieean the part of central
government to mandate policy and standards is dtdmojan horse for
persistent adherence to the still-powerful market-model of planning;
thus it is not so much endorsement of local degismaking as it is
antipathy toward state intervention.

New Zealand's place in the Anglo model

The introduction of the new power for New Zealanidsal authorities to
promote social, economic, environmental and cultwallbeing was
arguably influenced by the British Local Governmett 2000 which
placed a duty on local authorities in England an@léed to prepare
‘community strategies’ for promoting or improvinget economic, social
and environmental wellbeing of their areas, and trdmuting to the
achievement of sustainable development in the dritimgdom. It also
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gave local authorities broad new powers to impreme promote local
wellbeing as a means of helping them to implemkosé strategies. The
Local Government in Scotland Act 2003 introduceshilsir community
plans into Scottish local government.

Implementation of these new powers highlightedribed to consider the
financing of local government and this led to thstablishment of the
Lyons Inquiry into Local Government in July 2004 September 2005 the
inquiry was broadened to encompass local goverrisnmié and function.
The responsibilities of local government for depéhg community
strategies focused attention on what the Lyonsitggermed the ‘place-
shaping’ role of local government and the need tebdlance the
relationship between centre and locality” (2007))p. ‘Place-shaping’ is
defined as “the creative use of powers and inflagngromote the general
wellbeing of a community and its citizens”. It indes such things as
fostering local identity; regulation of harmful adfies; community
representation; promoting local economic develogmetentifying and
responding to local needs and preferences; andlibgilsocial cohesion.
The report explicitly argues for the relevance laicp (Lyons Inquiry 2007,
p. 2):

As our understanding of the multi-faceted natursazfial and
economic problems grows, and as our aspiratiosslt@ them and to
govern uncertainty and diversity increase, the meuts for a local
role in determining the actions of government dregrovision of
public services are becoming stronger. In addittmonomic analysis
continues to identify local factors and institusass important
influences on economic change and growth.

As such the report is situated within the ‘new l@ta paradigm (see
Pratchett 2004 for a brief overview of this parawlg While there are
some significant differences between local govemtmi@ the United
Kingdom and New Zealand, with the latter having mgeceater autonomy
through its lack of dependence on central govertrierding, the Lyons
Report has highlighted the importance of local goreent’s place-shaping
role. The changes in the United Kingdom as a tesiilthe local
government modernisation agenda, and those in Nsaladd, suggest that
these local government systems may be evolvingetmine more like the
Northern European model as posited by Hesse andpSh&lowever,
McKinlay (2002) highlights the differences betwedeal government in
New Zealand and its counterparts in Australia &redUnited Kingdom. In
Australia and the United Kingdom there is generalynuch more top-
down relationship, with local government being tigkly powerless and
subject to the rules and decisions of a higherdfegovernment (central
government in the United Kingdom, the state or fadeyovernment,
depending on the policy domain, in Australia).

For New Zealand, the prospect of a transition tolwdhe North European
model will be dependent on the development of fmtinstitutional
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features to consolidate and complement evolvingergavernmental
relations. One approach would be to introduce rmerched provision
into those parts of the Local Government Act trestldvith the existence of
the Act and the purpose of local government. Tusild mean that the
relevant statutory provisions could not be changéthout meeting a
certain threshold of parliamentary support (say, p&fcent). Another
approach would be to adopt a charter of local gelfernment, or public
Statement of Government Intentions regarding thegtiomship with local

government, along the lines of the document sighedween the
government and the community and voluntary sectoR001 (discussed
earlier).

Conclusion

Writing soon after the major reorganisation of logavernment imposed
by central government at the end of the 1980s,ela(993, p. 6) opined
that “local government autonomy is rather more pibope than reality”.
However, reflecting on the experience of the 1990sllis and Dollery
(2001) noted that the impact of reforms reflecteel predominance of the
‘activist’ view of local government over the ‘minafist’ view. In the
minimalist view, the proper role of local governmés the provision of
local public goods and local government shouldamgiage in the provision
of private goods and services. The activist viemcoerrages local
authorities to engage with their communities tonidfg the community’s
preferred social and economic outcomes and to woatikely towards these
(Wallis and Dollery 2001, pp. 546-549).

Nearly twenty years on from the 1989 reorganisat@m legislative
amendments, and nearly a decade on from the estatdnt of a new phase
in intergovernmental relations, the New Zealand tesys of local
government has achieved a new status in its reklip with central
government and the political executive (Prime Miisand Cabinet).
Although regarded as belonging to a group of coesitthat comprise the
‘Anglo’ model, this new status arguably distingugsht from others in that
group (for example, Australia and the United KingdoThe Central-Local
Government Forum, new statutory provisions for kbegn community
planning, and central government engagement inpthening processes
have altered local government’s status — thougmaogssarily irrevocably.
The gains for the two parties may be lost in theiril with a different
central government executive, and there is stillack of appropriate
balance in the power relationship. The imbalancamnd contingent nature
of, the current relationship can be redressed tliroa more explicit
constitutional or other recognition of the vitalef local government in
counterbalancing the weight of the sovereign state.

Prior to the change of government in 1999, Rei®91®. 181) argued:

The challenge for local government in New Zealanahether or not
the nation’s tradition of strong centralism willntnue to dominate
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policy debate to the detriment of local democrauy effective service
delivery, or whether, with the adoption of new feamorks, effective
co-governance relationships can be established

Notwithstanding the broad empowerment provided e tLocal
Government Act 2002, the fact remains that all lgoevernment’s powers
are derived from statutes passed by Parliament.e Tlentral-Local
Government Forum, which first met in 2000, has afesf for nearly three
parliamentary terms. Constitutional protectiortred functions and powers
of local government would consolidate this evolvpagtnership and ensure
its continuity at a possible future time when cehlocal relations might
not be so warm or when political management at#mre becomes overly
centralising. When central-local relations areifpgesit is less obvious that
such protection is needed. However, it is pregisg¢la time of enhanced
status for local government that it is importantlearly establish its legal
competence, and secure the gains that have beem imade partnership
between central government and a strong, indepérdeal government
sector.
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Abstract

Recent local government and public service refanm&ngland have been
orientated towards devolving public service delvand decision-making
to the neighbourhood level. These reforms have degen by political,

social and managerial agendas that aim to makellgocwernment more
accountable and responsive to local communitiedyuidd social capital

and to enhance the cost-effectiveness of locaicsesv This paper, with
reference to the current policy framework in Englaaims to identify and
review the possibilities and challenges for locavgrnment officials and
partner agencies in moving towards decentralisellipiservice provision

and governance. The paper initially identifies #ey aspects of reform
brought in by the central government DepartmentCoimmunities and
Local Government that seek to extend neighbourhidldience and

governance structures. The discussion then twowaitds considering the
challenges in ensuring effective citizen participat— namely responding
to multiple policy objectives; devising appropriateeighbourhood

governance structures; re-thinking the role of logavernment; identifying
and managing trade-offs; building community and alogovernment

capabilities for wide-ranging participation; and ®uming effective

partnership working at all levels of local governmhe In conclusion the
important steps towards tackling these challengas England are

recognised although a number of concerns remain.

! The author wishes to thank two anonymous refethegournal editor and Liz
Richardson of the University of Manchester for thieoughtful and constructive
comments on earlier versions of this paper.
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Introduction

Moves to establish devolved and participative foiwhgjovernance have
been witnessed across many countries in recens y&aoker, 2006). In
England local government and public service refohege been orientated
towards extending neighbourhood level devolutiod participation, with
claims of a ‘new era of shifting power to our conmities’ (Kelly 2006)
and new neighbourhood governance structures thit “ferge more
influence, control and ownership by local people lo€al services”
(Department of Communities and Local Government [BT 2008:1).
The emphasis on decentralisation is further appavéhin public service
reform proposals set out by all three of the maotitical parties in
England, and is likely to be a prominent issuehie next general election,
cast as a fundamental conflict between ‘outdatetliaeffective old ways
of governing’ and the necessity for new ways ofegaing; that is between
top-down hierarchical forms of governance and lottp, participatory,
inclusive decision-making (Blears, 2008).

However, local authorities (LAs) and public serviengencies face a huge
task in responding to these agendas and realisenpdsitive outcomes that
effective citizen participation can engender. Téper, with reference to
the development of neighbourhood participative goaece in England,

aims to identify and review the possibilities ankaltenges for local

government officials and partner agencies in movowgards decentralised
public service provision and governance. The paggins with a review

of the legislative framework for neighbourhood gmance in England

before examining the rationales, opportunities,llehges and options
informing local developments on the ground.

Bringing devolution to the doorstep: recent local government
and public service reform in England

Since coming to office in 1997 New Labour has padsan agenda of
modernising public services and revitalising deraticrstructures. Local
government has been criticised for being unrespensd local needs,
unrepresentative of local communities and patestialitowards service
users (Blair 1998). In response, a series of nefohave emphasised “a
shift away from representative democracy towardstnpaship and
participatory decision-making” (Daly and Davis 20®7). In the 1998
White PapeiModern local government: In touch with pegaiew Labour
set out the need for decisions about local puldiwvises to be based on
local needs and concerns rather than “what suésctuncil as a service
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provider” (DETR 1998: i). The introduction of Begalue duties for LAs,
following the 1999 Local Government Act, emphasispdrtnership
working and citizen involvement in public servicentracts. LAs have
been encouraged to generate new opportunities ificerc participation
through the use of citizen consultation, citizemeds, service user groups
and e-government initiatives (Daly and Davis 2002Reforms within
housing, social care, education, health and crireggmtion have involved
institutional reform towards establishing multi-agg partnerships as the
vehicle through which local service priorities aet and professionals
work together to better coordinate and integrateices.

For example, from 1999 the Sure Start initiative, early intervention
program aimed at families with younger children neighbourhoods
classed as multiply deprived, has involved the bdistament of local
partnerships whereby professionals delivering sesvito these families
work together to provide an integrated packageenfises within a specific
locality. Sure Start Partnerships from the ouwtsste to work with parents
and communities in ‘new ways being involving, trnaa®ent, non-
stigmatising and inclusive’ (Williams and Church2D06). Reforms in
housing have involved an emphasis on tenant paaticin with the
establishment of local housing tenants’ managenherstrds (Daly and
Davies 2002). Crime prevention and health pronmoiitiatives have also
led to local partnerships, which seek to includemewnity representatives
and local citizens in order to be responsive tallconcerns.

Alongside the expansion of local service delivergd aconsultative

partnerships that seek to involve communities dt agea range of service
providers and interest groups, local governmerdrnefprogressed towards
establishing strategic partnerships at a more éxeclevel with the aim of

improving overall strategic planning and coordioati The 2000 Local

Government Act called for LAs to produce a Commyikitan and detail a
comprehensive, coordinated plan for social, econcgmnid environmental

wellbeing across areas and communities. Many LtARia point set up a
council-wide Local Strategic Partnership (LSP), madp of senior

representatives of local service providers, asotverall strategic body to
produce and oversee the implementation of the CamtynRlan.

In 2006, the White Papestrong and Prosperous Communitiaought a
new chapter to local government reform in Englab@l(G 2006) and led
to the 2007 Local Government and Public Involvenieriiealth Act. The
White Paper sought to further re-fashion the lestdpr role of local
government, to strengthen strategic and outwarkithgo partnership

2 The Best Value system was introduced in 1998ramnaframework to guide service
contract and delivery decisions for local governhsamvices. It aims to improve the quality
of local public services via an inspection and aggstem that assesses the cost-
effectiveness and performance of service providgesnst locally agreed objectives.
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working and, crucially for this paper, further detalise local decision-
making and service delivery/management. With concéor local

democracy and accountability, the White Paper putwvdrd radical
proposals to allow LAs to choose between threestygeexecutive models
— to have a directly elected mayor, a directly telécexecutive or an
indirectly elected executive.

In line with previous reforms, the White Paper duutp strengthen the
shift from an input-based approach to public servieform towards an
outcome-based approach whereby LAs and partnecigesre given more
scope and responsibility to set local prioritiescide on how to best to
meet local needs, and improve local services widtimagreed framework
of service outcomes. The White Paper also upHadview that multi-

agency partnerships were the key mechanism by wbaa priorities were

set and decisions about funding allocations werder{&lendinning et al
2002). However, the White Paper claimed there waseed to clarify
central-local accountability by strengthening teéadership role of LAs and
simplifying the system of central-local performanoanagement. From
late 2007, LSPs are to produce and agree withaegiwvernment a Local
Area Agreement (LAA) whereby 25-35 outcome-basegets would be set
out covering four thematic areas of service prowist children and young
people, healthier communities and older peoplen@cic development
and the environment, and safer and stronger comiasini

Two other local frameworks will be significant itesring the work of the
LSP and contributing to the LAA — the Sustainabtemhunities Strategy
and the Local Development FramewdrlA strong leadership role is
envisaged for LAs with senior statutory represéveatexpected to play a
major role in LSPs. The White Paper additionalgcpd a duty on partner
agencies to cooperate with the LA, collaborate staldishing local

priorities and work towards meeting the target®adrin the LAA.

The White Paper was also concerned with estabfishéw neighbourhood

governance structures for citizens to ‘shape pesicservices and places’.

More effective community involvement was viewed @sportant in
ensuring that services are designed around thesneéditizens and
communities and “not processes and structures dividual agencies”
(Blears 2008:1). Several measures aimed to enhappertunities for
community engagement while other aspects of refaimed to strengthen
accountability to citizens. LAs were encouragedntore extensively

% The executive is the ‘cabinet’ of senior councgithat oversee day-to-day decision-
making and management. A directly elected exeeutivolves political parties and
individuals standing for senior positions in opeadl elections and holding office for a
fixed term. An indirectly elected executive isesgbd from amongst the councillors.

* The Sustainable Communities Strategy and the Lbeaklopment Framework are
strategic plans setting out the local ‘place visemd local objectives for economic and
social development in line with central governmgutance.
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establish neighbourhood governance structures sscfiown or Parish
Councils. Funds were announced for community-tedas enterprise and
asset management schemes such as community ovnefsimused local

buildings. Local councillors have seen their n@edefined as ‘democratic
champions’ with a small budget provided to councdl for citizen-led

community development. The influence of neighboods is to be further
enhanced by more use of tools such as Local Chaaed Community

Calls for Action. Local Charters, perhaps deviggdTown and Parish
Councils, are envisaged as a way of setting outicgerstandards, local
priorities and the relative responsibilities of LAagencies and local
communities through a process of dialogue and eeliibpn. Community

Calls for Action were described in the White Papsra new mechanism
whereby local councillors can call for action frone LA, and to which the
LA executive are expected to respond within a gitnereframe. The Best
Value regime has also been reformed so that aeggreaus is placed on
LAs and service providers to ‘inform, consult arelalve to local citizens
and communities’ as part of their public serviceeagents.

Two further recent developments will contribute tlte expansion of
neighbourhood and participatory governance in ErmlaFirstly, in 2008
Hazel Blears, the Secretary for Communities andaldBovernment,
announced an imminent White Paper on Community Evepment.
Blears stated that the White Paper will seek “teegbeople a real say in
public services” and “put communities in controBléars, 2008:1). The
White Paper will build on proposals set out in ti@mmunity
Empowerment Action Plan, published in October 200i.this plan the
Department of Communities and Local Governmentciagid support for
more community management and participatory budghemes greater
use of local petitions in calling for local authgrand government action,
an active role for Parish Councils, and more trarspcy and openness
among service providers.

Secondly, a further significant legislative devetgmt has been the
Sustainable Communities Act 2007. This Act begaa arivate members’
bill brought forward by campaigners who felt theD80_ocal Government

White Paper did not go far enough in radically raitg the balance of

power between the state and citizens. As a coeseglihe Act has placed
a legal duty on LAs to establish citizen panelgresentative bodies of
local citizens, which are to have the role of cifmiting to setting out local

priorities and scrutinising local policies. LAsvesa duty to take action on
the suggestions put forward by the citizens’ panels

® These schemes involve local community membergtaiinectly involved in the planning,
management and delivery of local community servisesh as community collectives
bidding to refurbish a vacant local building ane tise refurbished building for community
groups and events.

CJLG May 2008

53



CHURCHILL: The challenges of neighbourhood governance

Devolution and decentralisation: rationales and opportunities

The legislative changes set out above significaettgnd neighbourhood
and participatory governance structures and relshiips in England; and
are driven by three overarching rationales whidateeto democratic/civic,
social and managerial concerns and objectives (RQO8; DFES 2004;
SEU 2004; NRU 2002; ODPM 2005; Home Office 2003).

Democratic and civic rationales

Evidence of declining voter turn-out at electionsxtremist party
recruitment and dwindling party membership raisedamental concerns
about the democratic legitimacy of the policy psseOther changes, such
as the shift towards multi-actor and multi-levevgmance processes and
the recognition of the multi-faceted complexity adntemporary social
problems that stretch beyond national boundariescamtrally organised
departments, also have implications for the heaftdemocracy as policy
processes become increasingly complex and exteyohbteparty politics
and civil servant departments (Bovaird and Lofl@@02; Pollitt and
Bouckaert 2004; Pollitt and Talbot 2004). Citizéemands, issue-based
campaigns, internet-facilitated political partidipa and diversified media
coverage generate and sustain an awareness ovetis@icial problems,
high expectations and political activity beyond th&rty political arena
(Stoker 2006).

Enhancing opportunities for community involvemenmttiie policy process
has become a critical step towards strengthenitigenigovernment
relations in this context. The forms of participatcan vary considerably
from simply receiving up-to-date information ab@avernment activities,
to consultation, active participation and even camity-led service
delivery, such as in the case of a community owaed facility (Bingham
et al 2005). Involvement can be short-lived, focus& a specific local
initiative, or involve input to debates on comp#®cial problems affecting
a range of service providers and community memifeocsvndes and
Sullivan 2006). Encouraging effective and respamsicommunity
involvement activities can strengthen democratmcpsses in a variety of
ways:

= (Citizens and government begin to engage more iersopal and
meaningful way which can generate a two-way le@rmpnocess
towards a more aware and active citizenship, anbrbmformed
and more responsive government actors (Corry et2G)4;
Lowndes and Sullivan 2006);

= Citizens become better equipped and more able kvitwledge,
awareness and real life contact with officialshtdd governments
to account (Stoker 2006);

CJLG May 2008

54



CHURCHILL: The challenges of neighbourhood governance

= Citizens feel they have a stake in governance wjbortunities to
express their views and affect policy decisionsrifeet al 2002);

= A more informed and involved citizenship within aoma
responsive local governance system is more likelygénerate
consensus, shared ownership and compliance voilyrftar policy
decisions (OECD 2001; Corry et al 2004);

= Hence community participation can enhance accollityabebuild
trust, regenerate democratic legitimacy and enggurasponsive

policy-making — supplementing and strengthening the
representative democratic system (Lowndes and v&nlli2006;
Stoker 2006).

Social rationales

The more social arguments for community particqgrafiocus on the close
connections between community involvement, sociabital, social

regeneration, human wellbeing and self-worth. ‘&/Bibcial networks and
identities stretch beyond those operating withinatigly defined

neighbourhoods, community involvement in and oklftscan lead to

personal and community development outcomes:

= Community relations can be strengthened, collectdentities
formed, reciprocal friendships made, and divisiobstween
social/family groups lessened (Beattie et al 2004);

= Being involved in shaping and caring about your oamity can
of itself boost social inclusion, a sense of belnggand self-
worth/purpose (Almedom 2005);

= In areas where such community activity and relatjos are
already well furnished, local agencies can offerrenooncrete
opportunities for sharing and utilising resourcesl a&xpertise,
widening the net for recruiting neighbourhood leadend further
creating opportunities for social bonding withinogps and
bridging across groups (OECD 2001; DfES 2004).

Managerial rationales

Research recently conducted concluded that whéeetis a high level of
community support for public services in the UKppke were critical of
local councils for not providing enough informaticend a lack of
transparency and honesty in decision-making, as agebeing concerned
about the quality of some services (Audit Commiss2003). Community
involvement, if done wellcan help regain lost trust and has also been
closely tied to service efficiency and effectivenggins. While centrally
designed and standardised services are approfoiateme functions such
as welfare benefit distribution, others such asdiesery of police, health
or education services need to be appropriate tal Ipcoblems and
conditions (Corry et al 2004). Here, the inputlafal citizens as well as
other stakeholders is crucial in order to fit ingrtions with local problems
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and needs — in effect minimising costly policy diad (Lowndes and
Sullivan 2006; Perri 6 et al 2002). Citizen papation, therefore, can be
about better policy making:

= (Citizens add a unique role and resource to thecygirocess as
experts on their own problems, needs and expesentheir input
can lead to a more holistic and grounded view oisane or set of
needs, and hence a better knowledge base for pwolédsing and
review, minimising the risks of policy failure (Ggret al 2004;
OECD 2001);

= (Citizens can have input across the spectrum opttiey process
ranging from debating social problems to policynpliaag, drafting,
implementation and evaluation (OECD 2001).

Hence the 2007 Comprehensive Spending Review ileBddHM
Treasury 2007) included expectations for efficiegains to be realised
through the implementation of the reforms to paghig working and the
Best Value regime as set out in the 2006 White Pape

These rationales, however, are far from contestetl aae contingent on
effective, fair and representative neighbourhoodiegoance activities.

Rather than renew citizens’ confidence in governnvstitutions and build

community cohesion, citizen participation initiss/ can have negative
outcomes if participation is tokenistic, unduly qaex, duplicates

workloads, mystifies accountability, or is co-optbgt the most vocal,

organised and ‘networked’ local individuals andup®. It is individuals

and groups with higher levels of social, cultunatl@conomic capital that
engage in more formal types of community engageraedthence, there is
much concern that New Labour’s ‘decentralised Britan practice means

‘big remote centralised empires’ are broken up intanicipal based little

empires’ (Corry et al 2004). Such developments pmund rather than
reduce social exclusion, democratic deficits anehiralities. Generating
support for community involvement initiatives rexpd a pro-active

approach to tackling such inequities. The requémrinfior Citizen Panels to
be representative of the local population and $agiaups is a step in the
right direction — but much will need to be done doable people to
participate and generate local confidence in tloegss.

Furthermore, it is not necessarily the case thatnsonity engagement in
decision-making will make for more efficient decisimaking. Effectively
devolving decision-making and scrutiny functionstbe neighbourhood
level will require the active investment of finaalcand human resources,
with high transaction costs in the short-term -e#lwith the potential of
significant savings in the long-run if decision-rmak reduces ineffective
and contested policy designs (OECD 2001). Thencl#hat citizen
participation will enhance the responsiveness afvises is equally
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contentious. There is little recognition in thdi@él policy documents
reviewed above that a responsive service could raeariety of things to
different service users, and that neighbourhooddarfrom homogenous
entities. While there is considerable consens&s seme issues, such as
the deserving claims of children to social protattieducation, health and
welfare, other issues can raise considerable obnfis in the case of
criminal justice policies. Recent research has glsestioned the degree to
which individuals taking part in community partiafpn activities can be
said to represent community interests, or whethey terely pursue their
own self interests (Daly and Davies 2002). Likewisesearch has
highlighted the anxiety among community membersmwasked to ‘speak
for their neighbourhood’ or make important seryicrity decisions (Daly
and Davies 2002; Skidmore et al 2006).

A recent review of people’s experiences in devohdetision-making
indicated the need to focus on appropriate issees.example, decisions
about local recycling services were perceived asniare suitable for
devolution and likely to be enhanced by neighboachanvolvement,
whereas being asked to make decisions about edogcdiealth or social
care services caused anxiety as people felt thee wationing services
without adequate knowledge of needs (Ipsos/MORI720(Research into
Citizens Panels undertaken by Ipsos and MORI cldithere were two
rationales for limiting decentralised decision-nmgkiwhen it comes to
education, health and social care services. Firdllgre appears to be a
strong consensus in support of the primary rolepodfessionals in
allocating and administering quality local servicesSecondly, some
community members held discriminatory attitudes amg marginalized
groups (Ipsos/MORI 2007). Further, the more delibee and
participatory neighbourhood governance initiativescome, a (healthy)
increase in debate and disagreement is likely wuroe but who is to
broker the situation? Will a consensus be requinadidse interests will
prevail?

In England a strong leadership role for statutogermies has been
emphasised but it is exactly these agencies thaghlbeurhoods and
communities will be seeking to influence, hold tw@unt and make more
responsive. Recent community consultation ac#isitundertaken by
government officials which involved presenting zgis with ‘the
evidence’ for and against a decision were heauvilijcised for bias and
providing misleading information (Ipsos/MORI2007)leanwhile, the role
of ward councillors has been re-fashioned as orewimunity leadership,
but this has raised issues around the difficultiesecruiting councillors
and the unrepresentativeness of ward councillorstemms of their
background — they tend to be drawn from groups idensd the ‘local
elite’ or individuals with higher levels of eduaati It is unclear how
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councillors will respond to this new leadershiper@ind whether a wider
cross section of the population can be recruited.

Developing effective citizen participation

The evidence suggests that ineffective, symbolicd atokenistic

neighbourhood participation in decision-making dsn as dangerous to
democracy as the often unrepresentative and cisetastatus quo. The
remainder of this paper seeks to contribute todéheslopment of effective
citizen participation initiatives by reviewing tlopportunities, challenges,
options and issues for local officials seeking tengrate meaningful
participation. In responding to the current legfisle framework and
concerns about effective implementation, the dsicmsbelow considers
six key issues for local officials:

= Defining good neighbourhood governance

= Choosing neighbourhood governance institutionaregements ‘fit
for purpose’

= Defining the role and responsibilities of local govment within
the new neighbourhood governance arrangements

= |nvesting in capacity building

= Encouraging joined-up partnership working

= Managing trade-offs.

Notions of good neighbourhood governance

Local authorities are well placed to engender andehprinciples of good
neighbourhood governance. Corry et al (2004) sétsix key principles
that need to equally inform neighbourhood goverpairgtiatives and
structures. These are:

= Effectiveness: ‘The ability to get things done’

= Accountability: ‘Providing clear accountability’

= Participation: ‘Promoting participation and invotrent’

= Equity: ‘Being capable of delivering equity’

= Diversity: ‘Recognising and underpinning diversity’

= |nnovation: ‘Encouraging innovation and the evaluatiof services
in line with citizen desires’.

Lowndes et al (2006) devised a framework for effect citizen
participation based on their research into citizeagperiences and
perspectives. They argue that participation istrafiective where citizens:

Can do - they have the resources and knowledge to peatiei
Liketo — they have a sense of attachment furnishingqaation
Enabled to — are provided with opportunities and support for
participation
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Asked to - they are asked to participate by official bodiesl local
agencies

Responded to — they see evidence that their views have been
considered.

The search for appropriate intitutional arrangements

There is evidence that different types of neighbood institutions are
suited to different objectives. A range of chatjes therefore face local
agencies in developing institutions and tools fantigipation that are suited
to specific political, social or managerial objges. Lowndes and Sullivan

(2006) have provided a useful

typology of four idegpes of

neighbourhood governance institutions linked tdedént rationales and
objectives: neighbourhood empowerment, partnersigyernment and
management.

Table 1: Thefour ideal t

pes of neighbour gover nanceingtitutions

Neighbourhood | Neighbourhood | Neighbourhood | Neighbourhood
Empowerment Partnership Government Management
Primary Civic Social Political Managerial/Economic
Rationale
Active citizens Citizen Responsive and .
Key d cohesi lIbei d bl More effective local
Objective and conesive wetibeing an accountable service delivery
communities regeneration decision-making
DemO(_:ratlc Participatory Stakeholder Representative Market democracy
Device democracy democracy democracy
C;;uozlgn Citizen: voice Partner: loyalty Elector: vote Consumer: choice
Leadership . Councillor, Entrepreneur,
Role Amateur, enable Broker, chair mayor director
o Forums, co- Service bogrd/ ‘
Institutional . partnership, Town councils, Contracts and
production of - .
Forms services local service area committees charters
agreements

Source: Lowndes and Sullivan 2006

Neighbourhood empowerment models seek to maximise citizen
opportunities and capacities for effective partitipn in decision-
making and/or service delivery. A crucial aspefcthis objective
is that there needs to be real and concrete shiffsower from
government and managers to citizens, so that ogireally have a
say in policy decisions. Government has to giveenplusive
control over policy content and dialogue — althoute final
decision clearly remains with it (Diamond 2004; iReaet al 2004).
Local authorities have a clear role to empowerzeits — to
mobilise, facilitate, support and respond to citizearticipation
through capacity building, participation opporties; and
transparency and responsiveness.

Neighbourhood partnership aims to gain a holistic view of
citizens’ needs in relation to service developmemartnerships
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have been central to the development of complexicgerareas,
such as health promotion, crime prevention, farsigport or child
poverty, that require all stakeholders to be ingdlin a process of
collective decision-making in order to enhance aféeness.
Partners represent different organisations or conities, with

different mandates, historical involvement and dctrtel power
positions. Interests are brought together by drénprship chair.

Neighbourhood government is about extending openness and
representation to and from the neighbourhood lavelrder to re-
establish democratic accountability. The idea décted
neighbourhood representatives is key. These reptas/es may
have functions within a particular service areangd-up service
delivery or across the neighbourhood as a wholde @&lected
individual represents the community to the localthatity,
scrutinising the work of the LA as an advocatehef tommunity,
rather than representing a committee or party éallgovernment.
The aim is to extend and supplement current fornis o
representation to connect existing structures amitges to the
local level (Corry et al 2004).

Neighbourhood management seeks to empower local service
managers to deliver services in line with citizem&eds and
preferences. The aim is to enhance manager-citizen
communication and citizen choice so that servicas n more
efficiently and effectively at the local level. @ns can include
devolving budgets, re-locating service operatia@snmissioning
local market research and devolving many aspectsenfice
decision-making down to the neighbourhood level.
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Principles for neighbourhood arrangements

The UK government discussion pap@itizen Engagement and Public
Services: Why Neighbourhoods Mat{€@®DPM and Home Office 2005)
talks about a ‘framework for neighbourhoods’ as thandation for a
neighbourhood charter. The framework would consikta national
framework statement setting out the principles foeighbourhood
arrangements, together with an undertaking by gowent, local
authorities and others to adopt measures to resa@umd build capacity for
neighbourhood engagement. The five key princifddse applied are that:

= councils and service providers provide opportusitied support
for neighbourhood engagement;

= neighbourhood arrangements must be capable of makimeal
difference to citizens’ everyday lives;

= neighbourhood arrangements must be appropriate owal |
circumstances, flexible to changing circumstanges @esponsive
to local needs and the diversity of the communityd ats
organisations;

= neighbourhood arrangements must be consistent \\ttal
representative democracy;

= neighbourhood arrangements must be balanced wittdéimands
for efficiency and proportionality.

These principles give plenty of scope to estaldishngements appropriate
to local needs. Hilder (2005) suggests that witthia broad range of
institutional structures and arrangements that beghosen for different
localities, there are some key elements that “needvork together if
neighbourhood arrangements are to deliver practeaabrds and improve
quality of life.” These are shown in Figure 1daland include:

= |egitimacy— political authority grounded in a clear mandaten
electors

= |dentification— the extent to which people feel a sense of lgyéhgn
and common challenges, identifying with the areéindd as a
neighbourhood and concerned about its issues

= Effectiveness- mechanisms for improving public services and the
local public realm

= Partnership — the practical process by which a variety of
authorities, organisations and individuals workgetber to make a
difference.
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Local government tiers of decision-making
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Figure 1: Dynamics for neighbourhood arrangements (Hilde05)

In the same paper by the Young Foundation (Hild¥52, there are also
some headline recommendations:

= The policy design needs to combine rights and psweith
neighbourhood capacity building and public autlyorghange
agendas.

= Neighbourhoods should have the opportunity for m@rable
power in a limited range of core areas dictatedsblisidiarity,
focused where there are likely to be few negatigeraalities.

= Neighbourhoods should have some budget power, dmed t
flexibility to win further powers in time.

= Where there is clear demand for a formal neighbmadhstructure,
it should be easy for citizens to establish it sedtablishment
should be equally easy provided there is broadaupp

= A variety of arrangements should be available deéeen on
context — processes and outcomes matter most.

= Ward councillors should have the chance to leatinbtia general
right to block (meaning that they should be empedeo play a
leading role in neighbourhoods, but not given adiveto over all
neighbourhood initiatives or arrangements).

= Public authorities need to tackle administrativeribes that may
frustrate neighbourhood working, from constrainteuad Local
Area Agreements to the paucity of neighbourhooa;das well as
decide on whether improvements in services arerbesby needs-
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based authority wide interventions or neighbourholmyel
planning.

These suggestions indicate the need to considemtiliéple ways that
neighbourhoods can be more involved in local deoishaking and to
establish stronger mechanisms by which neighbow$hamn hold local
agencies to account.

The re-orientation of local authority roles

The decentralisation of collective decision-makargl/or service delivery
involves a strong role for LAs as enablers of comityu'voice and choice’
as: brokers of interests; overseers of the priesipnd standards for good
governance; and, coordinators of a multi-actor emdti-level system of
governance. The earlier points raised in relattondeveloping the
principles of good governance are relevant herd,va@ will now further
examine the tasks of managing trade-offs and tassimetween good
governance principles, capacity building and jajniap services. The
paper then concludes by identifying a strategic @ayvard for local
leaders.

Managing trade-offs

The wider literature in this area discusses a nurabeommon tensions in
developing neighbourhood governance in line with pblitical, social and
economic rationales above. These can be chasadess: consultation
versus influence; access versus competence; cohesisus pluralism; and
choice versus equity.

Consultation and influence: Citizen participation can be
described in terms of a spectrum of participatianging from
being consulted (having a say about your serviegsi@r public
service preferences) to meaningful influence andigiyaation
(having a significant influence in decision-makiagthe strategic
level). Cynical views about citizen participatican arise when
consultation leads to very little change at theelesof strategic
decision-making or front-line public service deliye However,
both consultation and more meaningful participatan be highly
valued and different types of participation are rappate for
different types of decisions. Evidence suggess ¢hizens highly
value being heard, listened to, consulted and otsgefor their
contribution to the policy process, and are capablgrasping the
bigger picture of governmental resource allocatiand
prioritisation (MORI/Audit Commission 2003). Ciéns have
emphasised that being consulted and having yowvsviespected
and taken into consideration are important to thesnwell as
having an influence in the decision-making procegsitizens say
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they want leaders that are honest, trustworthy,nconicative and
competent, who treat people well, are interesteithéir views and
keep their promises (MORI/Audit Commission 2003Ethnic
minorities and young people are examples of grdbps tend to
feel they are not treated with respect or fairlwiews that can
change following positive experiences of ‘being rdéaeven if
services are not altered radically (MORI/Audit Coission 2003;
Curtis et al 2004).

A vital task here is for local agencies to be cleand

communicative about the objectives of involvemeamd ¢he scope
of citizen influence and decision-making capacitylherefore
blends of neighbourhood empowerment with neighbooth
partnership and management are useful — a mixtéireivic

education, involvement, consultation, redress aadigypation.
Clear responsibilities and appropriate institutioaarangements
will need to be applied to specific areas of serdelivery or more
generic coordination, consultation or guidance fioms across
services (OECD 2001). In the English case, thedhiction of a
Community Call for Action and the strengthening tbe ward
councillor's right to call for action will be vitaimechanisms
through which communities could hold governmentnages and
service providers to account.

Access and competence: This is a tension between the need for
inclusive and representative participation and theed for
competent, respectful and responsible citizen wemlkent.
Whereas some neighbourhoods and individuals hawsrang
tradition of neighbourhood involvement, others wiit. Broader
citizen involvement means moving beyond the engagenof
well- organised individuals. Here it is importaatoffer a range of
participation options, build people’s capacitiesd aengage in
creative forms of community consultation and maniesearch to
find out citizens' interests, to harness the commaitt of
community minded people, and to find ways of resimg and
expanding capacity building activities. Mechanidioissustaining
community involvement can include ensuring any hieaurhood
representative involved in local service or stratgoartnerships
only stands for a limited period; and that repréaiives are sought
from a range of local community groups and popofeti Again it
is about harnessing the competences and capabitiesitizens can
contribute and joining these up with existing maevad, political
and professional expertise.

Cohesion and pluralism: This tension involves a concern that
small neighbourhood units for governance can ekater
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boundaries and divisions that feed into exclusigner elitist
community relations. ‘Strong communities’ can als® insular
ones, unwelcoming of change and diversity, as they be
founded on close-knit family bonds or social netwgobased on
similar backgrounds or identities. Not only areaier community
units more likely to be less diverse, but group aiyits can
become dominated by particular individuals, and gersonal
nature of relationships can reinforce boundaridsvéen cliques,
favourites, friends and outsiders.

Thus neighbourhood units can be poor at estabfisHinks
between communities and across distinct persoriatiaeships
(Lowndes and Sullivan 2006). Here a clear rolestexfor LAs to
open up more tightly-knit areas and encourage acomghg
approach to newcomers or outsiders. The managerokent
community relationships may involve training on pest for
diverse lifestyles or resources for encouragingisanformation
and experiences across communities and neighbodshobhe LA
will need to develop mechanisms for non-discrinomatpractice
using awareness training, modelling and rewardirgpod’
behaviour, advocating for minority groups and adsirgg incidents
of discrimination.

Choice and equity: This tension expresses a concern that
devolution of public services leads to differengasforms of
delivery — and more worryingly in the standards dedels of
services. At worst we could have a ‘postcode’ eligtt of
differential standards in services depending onrethgu live
(Lowndes and Sullivan 2006). Central and localegnmnents have

a key role to play in ensuring this is not the caise that poorer or
disadvantaged neighbourhoods do not become gheftgsoor
provision because of a lack of voice, capacity boice for
community governance.

Capacity building

Capacity building relates to a number of issues: ¢hpacities of local
officials and departments, as well as the capacifecitizens to engage in
neighbourhood governance. Local agencies neeadititéte conditions
that furnish effective neighbourhood governancengd@ng developments
now include citizenship education, community pdpation training, user
perspective training and identifying barriers tatiggation on both sides.
New competencies, ethics and attitudes need tafiarad, harnessed and
modelled. Training for local officials in managingommunity
relationships, user perspective awareness and caityndevelopment
approaches has proved useful in some councils (ORE0S).
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Joining-Up

Concerns often aired about decentralised decisiaking and service
delivery relate to the generation of complex, cygping and competitive
service domains. Joining-up service activities aleelopments both
across sectors and between the various tiers o&nwational and
governmental hierarchies has therefore been adtargling issue. Central
and local governments have a vital role in deteimginwhich service areas
require a joined-up approach and providing the raeidms and incentives
for vertical and horizontal integration. Vertidaltegration refers to the
different functional departments in an organisatigth shared objectives,
resources and outputs, whereas horizontal integragfers to individuals
and organisations across services sectors or togrsties. Extending
neighbourhood governance involves thinking throwghere sectors and
organisations depend on one another and requikcgnadifup approach.
Encouraging common perspectives around shared oe&;ca clear line of
accountability to the LA, an ethos of public seeviappropriate rewards
and obligations, and transparent decision-makindgl wail contribute
towards joined-up working (Corry et al, 2004)

Conclusion

This paper has reflected on the opportunities &ratlenges associated with
devolved and decentralised decision-making in i@lato public services
and neighbourhood renewal with reference to repelity developments
in England. The paper has identified a serieshaflenges that face local
agencies in ensuring that the moves towards neighbod involvement in
reforming public services really does ‘forge mondluence, control and
ownership by local people’. These challenges oheiu
= working across the political, social and managexg@ndas driving
devolution initiatives;
= establishing the appropriate neighbourhood levedtitutional
structures;
» investing in engaging all sectors of local commiesit
» ensuring public services offer choice, responsiss@ad equity;
» devising a range of citizen participation opporti@si; and,
= providing local neighbourhoods with meaningful ughce and
accountability mechanisms.

Where LAs and partner local agencies are motivedeghgage and involve
neighbourhoods and communities to a significanterxt recent local
government reforms in England provide opportunities important
structural changes. For example, the move towardie directly elected
local leaders and executive members all offer maatipe for strengthening
local democracy and neighbourhood influence, irolgid

*= more opportunities for neighbourhood involvemerioical priority

setting and service planning;
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* embedding service user perspectives into the syst@m
performance monitoring and service provider contedlocation;
and

» a strengthening of the powers and role of localncolors as
representatives of local neighbourhoods

However, with efficiency savings expected as pérthese reforms, and
limited powers for neighbourhoods to influence thighest levels of
strategic decision-making in LAs, there appears b® insufficient
recognition from central government of the needirteest hugely in
building a representative and inclusive programineitizen involvement;
protecting marginalized or vulnerable service udeosn discriminatory
attitudes; ensuring local equity of service prasisialongside local
responsiveness; and significantly reforming the ckheand balances
ensuring LAs and public service providers are diyemccountable to local
citizens and services users.
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Abstract

There has been enormous activity in many counares by international
agencies during the last few decades to develojratmts to measure
trends in different attributes of the environmantluding indicators for
community wellbeing and for sustainable developmdutentifying

appropriate indicators of economic, social, envimental, cultural and
democratic progress across local government bouedaas a basis for a
strategy to enhance community governance, and a&s gfaa national

system of sustainability indicators, is a challemgitask. An important
dimension that is implicit rather than explicittine current literature is the
significance of institutional barriers to developimdicators. Informed by
recent New Zealand experiences, our objective ilmghper is to examine
those institutional barriers within the context athieving the wider
objectives of the New Zealand Local Government2A02 to strengthen
participatory democracy and community governanag] ¢he ‘whole-of-

government’ sustainable development paradigm thadetpins it. We
argue that the significance of undertaking the tafindicator development
in a collaborative and participatory as well as beically satisfactory
manner should not be under-estimated.

Key words: indicators, community wellbeing, sustainable develept,
institutional barriers, community governance, Nesaland.
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1. Introduction

Many governments are striving to improve the wagytmeasure progress
and plan for change from an integrated participatotwhole-of-
government’, and sustainable development persgectivHistorically,
interest in the development of indicators to measuellbeing can be traced
to philosophical debates about the nature of tloedglife’, ‘good society’
and ‘progress’. More recently, since the 1970srghthas been enormous
activity in many countries and by international @ges to develop
indicators to measure trends in different attribubé the environment for
healthy cities and for sustainable development|udiog State of the
Environment reporting as well as indicators for cammity wellbeing
(Waring 1990; Meadows 1998; Salvaris 2000).

Identifying appropriate indicators of economic, iahc environmental,
cultural and democratic progress across local gorent boundaries as a
basis for a strategy to enhance community govemama as part of a
national system of sustainability indicators ishaltenging task requiring
social-scientific and technical expertise. But @ador development is not
just a technical exercise and it is imperative timalicators should also
reflect the values of the diverse communities tiseyve. This is best
achieved through a participatory indicator develeptnprocess. These
issues are well traversed in the recent literabmethe broad theme of
sustainability indicators (Eckerberg and Mineur 20Rydin, Holman and
Wolff 2003; Phillips 2005; Blair and Murphy Gree@806). However, an
important dimension that is implicit rather thanpkeit in the current
literature is the significance of institutional bars to developing
community indicator$.Informed by recent New Zealand experience, our
objective in this paper is to examine those ins8tanal barriers within the
context of achieving the wider objectives of thewN&ealand Local
Government Act 2002 (henceforth the LGA or the At) strengthen
participatory democracy and community governancel the whole-of-
government sustainable development paradigm thégrpms it. We argue
that the significance of undertaking the task aficator development in a
collaborative and participatory as well as techifycaatisfactory manner
should not be under-estimated.

This paper is organised as follows. In Section 2y kinstitutional
considerations pertinent to indicator developmest reviewed to set the
context. Next, Section 3 provides an overview & thirrent New Zealand

! The term environment is used in this paper iolastic sense inclusive of social,
economic, ecological and good governance attributes

2 Community indicators measure broad trends in conity outcomes and are different
from programme evaluation and performance indicatdrich measure the effectiveness
and efficiency of specific agency initiatives anmdgrammes. In the New Zealand context,
community indicators is a term for indicators the¢ developed at the local and regional
scale through a process that has involved the caritynand inter-governmental
collaboration, as explained in Section 3.

CJLG May 2008

71



MEMON & JOHNSTON: Community Indicators in New Zealand

institutional setting for community indicator despiment as a case study.
The focus in Section 4 is on interrogating barrterindicator development
from two related perspectives: inter-governmentalaboration and local

government interpretation of the indicator develepinmandate in the

LGA. The study findings are discussed in Sectionabd Section 6

concludes.

2. The Wider Context

The analytical approach in this study draws on itigtitutional analysis
research paradigm in recent policy and planniregdiures. Recently, there
has been a rapid rise in interest in instituticerahngements that underpin
various aspects of our lives in economic, politiaatl social spheres. The
term ‘institutional arrangements’ is used broadhglusive of both the
formal organisations of government and those in&drmechanisms ie
rules, mores, practices (or indeed the lack of herat provide incentives
and disincentives for actors to behave in particulays. The core of the
institutionalist perspective is the insight thatrnfal organisational
arrangements on their own do not provide an adeqeaplanation of
dynamics and outcomes, and that informal orgawisatiforms are equally
significant (Rydin and Falleth 2006). All kinds external influences affect
the way in which individuals form their decision-kirgg processes. Thus, it
is how both the formal institutions (‘hard infrastture’) and informal
institutions (‘soft infrastructure’) shape the atis of social interactions
which produce social phenomena, and how thosdltistis emerge from
such interactions that is of increasing concerrjgHand Wagenaar 2003).

The formal and informal networks between actorsphekplain how
governance processes work. Institutional capacéteghe macro and micro
level are set within time-place relations which a@mplex and ever-
changing. The shifting social context means thahdformation processes
are not static; too much emphasis on habitual jpectand ways of doing
things can stifle participants, whereas being dpesthers’ views and being
able to deliberate in network arrangements wilbwlltrust in community
governance to develop (Healey et al. 2002; Kotkadil).

The literature on the nature, purpose and comegilatdf community

indicators is now extensive and offers a valuallerse of ideas and
information for policy makers and practitionersdiaw on (Waring 1990;
Meadows 1998; Salvaris 2000; Hings and White 26@f&rnig and Seasons
2005; VCIP 2005; Innes 1997; Blair and Murphy-Geee2006). This

literature provides potentially useful leads toembgate institutional

barriers manifest in emerging approaches to indicaevelopment for
monitoring and reporting progress towards desi@draunity outcomes in
New Zealand, as explained below. There are twocbesteria against
which to examine emergent approaches towards iwticdevelopment:

community involvement to develop meaningful indazat and expert input
to ensure that the content and calibre of indisadoe technically sound.
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Community involvement

Community indicators are statistical tools for si@ting broad community
goals into clear, tangible and commonly understoottomes, and for
assessing and communicating progress in achievirgget goals and
outcomes (VCIP 2005). Community indicators shoglpresent open, value
choices. They should be chosen not just for teehmic statistical reasons,
but also on the basis of the political and phildsoal values of those who
choose them. Thus, a community indicator suite lsheit within a long-
term vision for the community’s future, and higlvdés of community and
stakeholder involvement are essential to obtaimiegningful indicators to
complement expert input.

Community indicators can also play an importang rial mobilising citizens
to set priorities and goals and to participate @mmunity planning and
problem-solving efforts. Strengthening citizen eggyaent in identifying
community concerns and priorities is itself a keyncratic objective in the
development of community indicators. Developing owmity indicators
enables participants to recognise shared goals \asidns, and the
limitations of conventional indicators such as G@esleme and Mullin
1997). This means the choice of community indicathrould be made as
openly and democratically as possible (VCIP 200&ommunity
involvement in indicator development enhances thgirposefulness
dramatically. It helps build community awarenessoss many facets of
society, brings wider acceptance and allows atianto be devoted to
resolving difficult issues in the community.

Lack of stakeholder and wider community awareness iavolvement in

indicator construction is likely to mean that bebav changes towards
sustainability values will be more difficult to aekie. “Information does not
influence unless it represents a socially constdictand shared
understanding created in the community of policioe® (Innes 1997, p.
56). An indicator development process also has ampoitant

communication function in social learning includiaducating, informing,

and linking diverse communities. Again, an indicaoite constructed with
minimal community input will have difficulty fulfling this function.

For all the above reasons, it is imperative thatititional arrangements
facilitate public engagement in the process of dattir development. The
role of local government in western societies, idolg New Zealand, has
changed significantly since the 1990s in responswitle ranging trends
including globalisation and economic competitidme {progressive erosion
of the role of the central state, international raiigpn, and increasing social
diversity. Today’'s local governments have more nehdn ever to
understand and engage their communities in ordereiet these challenges,
and play a more direct role in community wellbeififpis can potentially
form a foundation towards new models of local goaerce (Salvaris 2000).
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Expert input

Desirable technical attributes of indicators inelydausible and measurable
goals, targets and standards, and robustness. Téresesignificantly
dependent on appropriate institutional arrangememts facilitate
collaborative input by central and local governmefficials and other
experts. Input by such experts in indicator develept should complement
community and stakeholder patrticipation to ensurat tindicators are
technically robust. It has been argued by somacsrithat attempts to
determine just what sustainability is and how ill e achieved tend to be
top-down and expert-led, with limited public inpatcommand-and-control
orientation, and use of indicators “developed bierggsts for scientists”
(Bell and Morse 1999, p. 48). However, the rolecehtral government
expert input should not be negated; technical antepsional people bring
knowledge of social, economic and environmentalidss as well as
knowledge of indicator principles and data avallgbi

Community wellbeing indicators should, as far assiae, be co-ordinated
and complementary at local, regional and natioesakls (multi-scalar).
There are real benefits and efficiencies — demiagralanning and policy —
when different levels of government and differeovenments within these
levels have a common accountability framework amtbmmon language
for measuring progress. This applies both horidnta spatially between
districts and regions, and vertically from the oaél to the regional and
local levels. A nationwide system of comparable oumity indicators
based on each local government area can be usadaiding block for
wellbeing measurement at the national level withibroader sustainability
context, and as a basis for central government rttapat planning. A
collaborative indicator development process also dmnsiderable potential
for coordinating the numerous central governmend ather agencies
working on environmental, social, economic, humasalth and natural
resource problems within a local authority areawill be difficult to
capitalize on this function if central governmenifficials have little
awareness of, or stake in, the indicator developimeatess.

Co-ordination offers a number other advantagesedls w

= Consistent measurement with the ability to map dseat city,
district, regional and national levels to chart gress towards
desired outcomes;

= Alignment of national monitoring initiatives with estoral
(departmental) and regional and local indicatorshoje-of-
government approach to monitoring);

= Cost savings and efficiencies associated with jdaia purchasing,
collection and dissemination;

» Benefits associated with building on the experiega@ed through
existing monitoring initiatives (including suppantthe selection of
robust indicator measures and the ability to tajp iexisting
monitoring systems); and

CJLG May 2008

74



MEMON & JOHNSTON:

Community Indicators in New Zealand

= Opportunities for joint consultation with feedbadkom and
collaboration with data providers around the codidator set.

To sum up, the challenge in designing communityicettrs is to
successfully integrate a broad community basedtdboup’ approach to
indicator development with a central and local goweent expert-driven
methodology. Thus, the task of indicator developmerakin to marrying
governmentvith governanceather than signifying a shift fromovernment
to governancé. This emphasises the significance of a collabogagivategy
for indicator development.

Based on the above literature review, we adaptedhamatic model for
developing community outcomes proposed by Blair &dphy-Greene
(2006) to steer our interrogation of how New Zedl&rcal authorities have
developed their community indicator programmes aokaborative fashion
(Figure 1 below). Expert guidance by central armhlgovernment officials
and other experts during the construction of thecgss and at the end of
each major iteration in the process, as suggestedrigure 1, is
recommended. Blending the public’s views with tgchl input in this way
helps to bring about a set of realistic and tedhicrobust community
indicators that are supported by the wider comnyunit

3 While ‘government’ reflects a hierarchical ‘topwin’ form of policy-making, more
recent forms of spatial ‘governance’ utilize lopartnerships, networks and collaboration
between civil society, private sector and goverrimen
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Schematic Process Model for Developing Community Indicators*

Initial ideas for
indicators

Technical Steering Committee/ . Steering Committee/
f Date sourcing and .
Group (TG) Technical Group collection methods Technical Group
v ] | g —
Preliminary Review Create draft Review draft FINALISE Implement
indicators | > preliminary > indicator > indicator suite INDICATOR = Monitor
indicators suite and prioritise SUITE id = Report
indicators
Focus Ke: Ke:
groul:as Extensive public input St!keholders Public review Staykeholders
= Purpose oriented forum 1 = Exhibitions forum 2
focus groups based = Review draft = Public forums = In-depth
on Issues & options indicator suite review of the
report indicators
PHASE 1: PHASF 2 PHASF 3 PHASF 4 PHASF & PHASF A&

Develop extended citizen-defined issues and indicators to forma Monitoring with the community

representative programme

3. The New Zealand Context

New Zealand is a lead country in having a legaliregnent for community
indicators to report progress towards agreed gataise local and regional
level within a whole-of-government strategic plarmipolicy context. For
this reason, New Zealand provides a useful seftinga case study. The
LGA requires each local authority every six yeargansult its community
and facilitate identification of desired socio-eooric, cultural and
environmental ‘community outcomes’ within its geaghical jurisdictior?.
The local authority must then identify which outcesnit will assist in
promoting and delivering in consultation with otlservice providers, how
it will do so, costs associated with achieving thasitcomes, and how it
will fund those costs. This information is to bentained in a long term
(minimum 10 years) strategic planning documentechld Long Term
Council Community Plan (henceforth LTCCP), whichsinbe reviewed
every six years. Local authorities are also reguiceregularly monitor and,
every three years, report on progress made inigiiectl or region towards
achievement of planned community outcomes.

4 Adapted from Blair and Murphy-Greene 2006.
® The two-tier system of local government in Nevaldad comprises territorial (district)
local authorities and regional councils, both ofakhare directly elected.
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Under the LGA, indicator development is an integoatt of the wider

process of facilitating identification of communiputcomes, monitoring,
communicating progress, negotiating central andllgovernment agency
responses, and implementing policy changes. A widelerlying objective

is to strengthen community governance and enabfdrateand local

government to reconnect with communities following decades of neo-
liberal policy dominance in New Zealand (Thomas aheémon 2007).

Seen from this wider perspective, an ultimate retie for the indicator
development and monitoring and reporting mandatieuthe LGA is to

make peoples’ lives better. Indicators are alsda glement of a council’s
performance management framework for the LTCCPsqoifeed in the Act.

In this respect, community indicators are also pathe accountability and
performance enhancement framework embedded in @#e for purposes
of auditing local authorities by central governmemrguably, there is
tension between competing community governancepabtic management
rationales for inclusion of indicator developmentiaeporting provisions
in the Act.

Local authorities need to develop an indicator feauork that comprises a
suite of indicators for community outcomes and eséed monitoring and
reporting regimes, developed in collaboration vaémtral government and
other stakeholders, and the wider civic society. iAdicator framework

helps organise potential indicators in such a vy they will provide an

accurate picture of progress towards communityamés. It also provides
a context for understanding how indicators relateedch other, how the
appropriate data will be collected and reportedamid, how the findings will

be communicated to all the different stakeholdersluding the wider

community.

4. Research Findings

This section presents preliminary findings on erastglocal authority
responses to their indicator development and mongoand reporting
mandate within a whole-of-government strategic piag framework for
community governance, underpinned by the sustanat#velopment
purpose of the Act. As reported below, the capgbdf local governments
across New Zealand to implement their mandate tefedg varies
significantly. For the first generation LTCCPs, mosuncils have focussed
their limited resources on facilitating communitytcomes processes and
seeking agreement with their communities and serdalivery agencies on
what the council should be doing to make progressatds achieving
desired outcomes. The process has proved to beep Earning curve for

® A review of indicators of local authority perforn@nfor audit purposes is beyond the
scope of this study, notwithstanding the links #wst, from a local authority perspective,
between the two levels of monitoring.
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most councils as well as other key stakeholderoriaed and Memon,
2008). There has been considerable interest witténcentral government
sector during the last few years in developing wattindicators; the

national association of New Zealand local authesittocal Government
New Zealand (LGNZ) and Statistics New Zealand hiasen keen to link
these initiatives with meeting the needs of loegharities, however, there
has been an absence of co-ordinated and timelyagegd from central
government to assist development of local governnmapability. This is

reflected, for example, in the slow progress maddeveloping indicators
and monitoring and reporting frameworks to assebgegement of desired
community outcomeacrosslocal government boundaries.

4.1 Inter-governmental Collaboration

Over recent years there has been a growing tedrsoghistication within

the public sector as to what should be monitored low it should be

monitored. There is now a range of indicators add to councils to
choose from to monitor progress towards communitic@mes. However,
as discussed below, achieving inter-governmenti#htmaration has been a
major impediment to developing capability and cotnmeint within the

local government sector.

Monitoring and reporting is not new to local goveent in New Zealand.
There is a wealth of experience and past initigtiveat can be drawn upon
in response to the requirements now imposed urdetGA. All councils
were required as part of the earlier 1996 amendntenthe Local
Government Act 1974 to have in place performancasmes to evaluate
effectiveness of their activities. Likewise, localithorities are required
under the Resource Management Act 1991 to monitat @eport on
effectiveness of environmental/land-use plans andptanning consent
applications.

The most pertinent recent local government-ledatiite is the Quality of

Life Indicators project commenced in 1999 by thetrdigolitan Sector

Group of LGNZ (www.bigcities.govt.nz). It aims toewklop social,

economic and environmental indicators of qualitylifef in New Zealand’s

cities. This project has had a notable impact oreldping indicator suites
for both local and central governments, and alsa igeneral sense in
mobilising a whole-of-government approach to inthcadevelopment. Its
results are well publicised (Metropolitan Sectoo@r 2007).

Other more recent local government initiatives,hsas the Canterbury
Region Community Plans Group (Canterbury Region @anity Plans
Group 2005), the MARCOgroup from the Waikato (MVARCO 2005 and

" The MARCO Team (Monitoring and Reporting Commyiutcomes) was formed to
develop co-ordinated procedures for monitoring pesg towards the achievement of
community outcomes. The team includes represeetfiom local authorities, central
government and the Waikato District Health Board.
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2006), and Future Taranaki (Future Taranaki Fatitih Group 2006) have
also had an impact in providing best practice examfor others to learn
from. They are all regional groupings, combiningiogal and territorial

(city and district) local authorities, and theirpexience shows that by
sharing resources and expertise significant gamsbe made, particularly
for smaller councils that would not have had thehiécal or financial

resources to do it alone. Cooperation between magia@ouncils and

territorial local authorities is thus seen as intgiot for designing robust
community indicator programmes and managing them.

In contrast to the above, the recent Statistics Nimaland-led Linked
Indicators Project, which appeared so promising ashole-of-government
initiative, has stalled due to lack of funding arhusiasm from both local
and central governments (Statistics New ZealandRd0was designed to
serve both central and local government purposesrdsting a core set of
indicators that is comparable from national to oegl to the local level and
also uses the same outcome areas. However, thecprbps been
unsuccessful in its latest two funding bidsfiaither development.

During the last seven years some central governoegdrtments have also
intensified work on developing department-led sedtndicators and data
sets that both they and local government can dmam.fwith varying
degrees of success. Whilst useful, their experiglgraonstrates that for a
whole-of-government approach to work, there needset integration and
comparability of information and indicators not priorizontally across
levels of government, but also vertically. This sldooccur from national to
regional to local levels of government and acrbssfour areas of wellbeing
defined in the LGA (social, cultural, environmenaald economic).

Encompassing the above local and central governnuampartmental

initiatives, the sustainable development movemeast th some extent also
generated an interest in sustainability indicatorgNew Zealand. In this

context, monitoring is seen as an essential ingrédior the community,

local government, central government, the busirsestor and others to
assess if there is movement towards or away frastasable development
goals. The real difficulty has been that there & single acceptable
framework for measuring sustainable developmenhiwiNew Zealand as
there is no national sustainable development glyate measure progress
against. There is still disagreement about whatagwsble development
means in a practical sense within a whole-of-gavemnt setting in New

Zealand, and thus about how it can be operatie@tland measured in
relation to community outcomes.

Brown-Santirso (2006) has reviewed recent New Zwhlmitiatives for
sustainability indicators and notes that these idemvymportant learning
opportunities for future development. There is emyaof different types of
approaches in current use. These includévtbeitoring Progress towards a
Sustainable New Zealar{®tatistics New Zealand 2002) a@dality of Life
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in Twelve of New Zealand’s Cities 20(Metropolitan Sector Group 2007)
projects. These initiatives aim to serve policyking, link the different
components of sustainability and address the Btedf between the
different elements of wellbeing. There are thenviéous indicator reports
prepared for particular sectors such asSbeial Repor{Ministry of Social
Development 2006) for social wellbeing attributieslicators for economic
wellbeing attributes (Ministry of Economic Developnt 2005); cultural
and heritage indicators (Statistics New ZealandMmilstry for Culture and
Heritage 2006); and environmental performance atdis (Ministry for the
Environment 2006). In addition, SARZs promoting a suite of indicators
that are based on a systems approach that medakarasmdamental needs
of the environment.

There are also composite measures such as ther@eRrogress Indicator
and the Ecological Footprint, and the ‘pressurestsponse’ approach that
has been used particularly for environmental indicaand for State of
Environment reporting (Ministry for the Environmetfi97). There has been
a movement over time from indicators that meadliserete areaqlike
social, economic and water quality), to a searchirfdicators that measure
the inter-relationshipsetweerthe different areas.

Most of these efforts relate to specific aspectsusftainable development,
and have been developed in isolation without a comframework to link
them together. Also, there has been a lack of coityi as several of the
initiatives have been one-off projects with no degdollow-up. The lack of
a consistent national framework is compelling logathorities to produce
information from a combination of local sourcestioral estimates and
modelling. These regional and local statisticsaiten well researched and
meet reporting standards but they are seldom cabfgeacross regions or
with national statistics (Brown-Santirso 2006).

Looking specifically at recent central governmanitiatives, there appears
to be a sense of reinventing the wheel with veowsprogress forward.
While not wanting to be seen to pour cold waternew initiatives, the
continual reinvention of indicators for discreteeas does not take New
Zealand further ahead towards a whole-of-governmenstainable
development approach. The recent experience withieldgment of
indicators can be seen as a microcosm of how diffit is to foster the
whole-of-government approach within the public sethat was anticipated
in the LGA 2002. It appears that some central gowent departments are
building up larger departmental capabilities fodigators and monitoring
but despite this, or maybe because of this, therani apparent lack of
commitment to work together.

8 sANZ (Sustainable Aotearoa New Zealand) is a agtwf practitioners who share a
common goal of driving New Zealand towards achigVyang -term sustainability.
Originally, a number of members were under the @fhdoiof the Royal Society of New
Zealand.
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In some cases, progress has been incredibly slew v indicators in one
particular sector. Environmental performance indicaare a case in point,
however, the Ministry for the Environment has lemtnmany valuable
lessons from its long experience in developingdattirs. Some of those
lessons are not to have too many indicators, nbietaaptured by experts,
and to seriously consider how data is to be cabtkaiver a long period
(Johnston and Reid 2006). The lessons are equalyant to developing
community indicator programmes. Although each iathc programme

serves a purpose, the raft of central governmectbiséocused indicator
initiatives need to be drawn together under the refte of a national

sustainable development strategy.

While recent central government driven initiativiesre played an important
role in developing institutional capability, thesestill an area where there is
considerable room for improvement. This isadvi indicators: measures
based on Mori world views and reflecting Bbri wellbeing. A number of
observers have acknowledged the lack of @iMperspective in indicators
over the last 15 years, but significant progresssdmt seem to have been
achieved. This is despite the work undertaken bgieDet al. (2002) for Te
Puni Kokiri by KCSM Consultancy Solutions and IG@he International
Global Change Institute) (Jefferies and Kennedy52Ghd Kennedy and
Jefferies 2005), as well as more recent work byidd{2#006) which sets out
possible frameworks and indicators. Community iathc programmes need
to make space for &6bri indicators to comply with legislative directi®imn
the LGA.

4.2 Local Authority Interpretation of the Indicator Development
Mandate in the LGA

A two-pronged study approach was used to examimal lauthority
interpretation of the indicator development mandatde LGA:

» ascoping analysis of community indicator programime26
selected local authority LTCCPs, representing geaf council
types (city, regional and district) and populatgizre;

» scoping case studies of the community indicatorgrammes of
five local authorities.

This review is based on LTCCPs produced in 2006ckvtare the first
generation of fully-fledged LTCCPs required by tl&A to be prepared by
all district and regional councils. Though reflegtithe limited experience
in the local government sector in implementing thet, the analysis
provides an initial assessment of current practeed areas for
improvement.
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LTCCP Analysis

The purpose of this scoping exercise was to gebamview as to how
councils have approached and communicated the ammgtand reporting

requirements of the LGA through their LTCCPs. Itswexpected, at the
very least, that all the LTCCPs would provide ertodgtail to comply with

the requirements of the LGA. However, the firstpsiging outcome of the
scan was the lack of a complete list of measuredniost half the LTCCPs
reviewed. This reflects the fact that a majoritycotincils are at a relatively
early stage of developing community indicator pemgmes.

Communication of information about councils’ indimes and monitoring

regimes to the public through their LTCCPs has begatchy. Interviews

revealed that some councils have done more exemgivk but this is not

always described in their LTCCPs. Fifteen counails of the 26 examined
had identified a complete list of indicators or s@&s. Eleven had yet to do
so. Less than half of the councils (10) stated hlowir indicators had been
developed. Most of these described the consultai@hcollaboration they
had with other organisations, but little referemes made to the general
public’s patrticipation in the indicator developmeptocess. Very few

LTCCPs included base-line data with the indicat@sly three councils

had set targets.

From the scan of the LTCCPs and other council nooinigg and reporting
documents, it appears that with notable exceptioregnly amongst larger
cities, councils are not involving the general pribd any significant extent
in deciding how to monitor and report progress tasacommunity
outcomes. Deciding on monitoring frameworks anddatibrs has generally
been carried out by the council in consultation/andollaboration only
with other organisations, such as government deesuts.

Council Case Studies

Because of the limited amount of information abootmmunity indicator
programmes contained in the 2006 LTCCPs, it wasdddcto undertake
scoping case studies of the programmes of a sdlesteall group of
councils.

Five councils were chosen to explore how they hatkgabout establishing
a monitoring and reporting framework and selectanindicators. They
were: Waitaki District Council (population 20,228nvironment Waikato
(a regional council with a population of 382,71B)anukau City Council

(population 328,968), Environment Southland (a oegi council with a

population of 90,876), and Christchurch City Coligopulation 348,435).
The councils were chosen in consultation with LGBEZ examples of
relatively successful cases of developing communitijcator programmes.
The five case study councils offered an array ¢& a@dth which to paint an
initial, reasonably informative picture of a comniynndicator framework.
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With the exception of Environment Southland, ousecatudy councils all
have in place robust monitoring and reporting iathes for their
community outcomes. The councils have had exterg@récipation from
other agencies in their indicator development, ey all expect that the
data will be utilised to inform and in some casesgiorities for the next
community outcomes process and the 2009 LTCCPs Itlear from
examining their documentation that the councils ehan common
considerable project planning expertise and sklsocesses have been
thoughtfully set out, agreed upon and then impleswim order to meet the
legislative requirements in a robust way.

The councils have used slightly different approache their indicator
development, monitoring and reporting regimes. Vdeehidentified four
key characteristics from these case studies that hasisted them to meet
their obligations. These are outlined below.

Strong Partnerships. The five case study councils have developed strong
partnerships for developing their community indicatframeworks.
Manukau City Council has a history of partnerstepelopment dating back
to the 1990s which has continued to the present &igkeholders,
organisations and the wider public were involvedi@veloping the process,
identifying indicators, collecting data and oveisge implementation.
Similarly, Waitaki District Council had a processieh was very strong on
working with stakeholder partnet3he partners not only supplied data, but
were also involved in the development of the predesidentify indicators.
Environment Southland also enjoys strong partnpssht is behind in the
area of identifying indicators and establishing itamng and data
collection systems, but because of its close regioetwork and shared
services forutf the council should have a good cooperative basstich

to build.

History of Monitoring: Environment Waikato, Manukau City, and
Christchurch City Council had the advantage ofaalyehaving significant
monitoring and reporting frameworks in place priorthe LGA, and had
been collecting data for monitoring for a long pdrbf time. Consequently,
they have built up considerable expertise and kadgé in monitoring and
reporting. Environment Waikato has acknowledgecegige in monitoring:
it has produced manuals and guidance material ontanimg and reporting.
Under the LGA the council formed MARCO, which ig@up of strategic
planners who have formulated their core set ofcaigirs for the region. It

® The ‘Waitaki Tomorrow' partners consist of: Aliee Group Pukeuri, Canterbury
Regional Council, Department of Conservation, Depent of Internal Affairs, Housing NZ
Corporation, Land Transport NZ, Ministry of Educetj Ministry of Social
Development/WINZ, Otago Regional Council, NZ Poli@amaru, Public Health South,
Sport Waitaki, Te Runanga o Moeraki, Waitaki Depetent Board, and the Waitaki
District Council.

9 The Southland Shared Services Forum is made abief executives and councillors. It
provides leadership, direction, and oversight efuthrious joint arrangements, and creates
and supports a culture of working together at colan@and chief executive level.
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has also explicitly recognised the need to integthé monitoring required
under both the Resource Management Act and the LGA.

Manukau and Christchurch were part of the origgialcities in the Quality
of Life reporting project mentioned earlier. Like\Eronment Waikato, they
not only have the expertise to develop indicators systematically collect
data, but also the technical capability to analyseinformation that they
collect.

Regional Co-operation: Environment Waikato, Christchurch City Council
and Environment Southland have all worked collatvegly with partners at
a local and regional government level. These redignoupings have been
able to learn together about the new monitoringiiregqnents, to provide a
forum in which central government departments hpeeticipated and
shared information, and to formulate a core setegional indicators. A
regional grouping thus makes sense in terms dfieffcy, sharing expertise
and recognising common regional interests.

Community Driven Indicator Development: Manukau City Council has
placed a strong emphasis on community involvemeitsiplans and policy
development. This is exemplified by its process ittantifying indicators
and community outcomes, the way in which differgnbups are now
working on detailed action plans, and how targeteehbeen set by the
community and key stakeholders. Manukau City wae on the first
councils in New Zealand to develop an indicatorgpaonme,The Changing
Face of ManukaManukau City Council 2004). This process begathi
mid 1990s with community input. Preparation of saded strategy to guide
long-term city developmentTomorrow's Manukau — Manukadpopo
(Manukau City Council 2006), involved 70 organigas and stakeholder
groups.

5. Discussion

The analysis of emergent council community indicafoameworks
presented in this study is exploratory in view lud telative newness of the
LGA. The findings nevertheless pose a humber @r@sting questions and
suggest recommendations for good practice from astititional
perspective.

5.1 Re-kindling of a Community Indicator Movement in New
Zealand?

With notable exceptions, local authority and comityuenthusiasm and
latitude to develop innovative locally-based comityuimdictor initiatives,

evident in other OECD countries, was suppressetlaw Zealand until
recently by the political dominance of a New Rigkb-conservative policy
discourse between 1984 and 1999. To a much grdatgee than in other
OECD states, management of the public sector dutisgperiod became
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radically politicised and contestable with a shift a minimalist state

ideology based on the New Public Management pgbasadigm. Public

sector key performance indicators and performanogets in central and
local government agencies focussed on measuringutsutrather than

outcomes. In hindsight, corporatist public sect@nagement reforms have
failed to deliver value to the public. It is nowcognised that central and
local government politicians and bureaucrats needat things differently

and look outwards by engaging in dialogue withzeiis (Thomas and
Memon 2007)

The re-kindling of a community indicator movememnt New Zealand,
following the election of ‘Third Way’' centre-left dbour coalition
governments since 2000, has been shaped by a ohiitg dynamic. First,
greater support is now evident on the part of e¢rsind local governments
for citizen engagement and community strengthenfigs in turn reflects
recognition by central government of the role ofalogovernment as a
means of implementing national strategies to prenuitizen engagement
and community strengthening (Thomas and Memon 2@3&9ond, there is
enhanced interest on the part of central and lgoa¢rnments in the role of
community indicators in the context of the susthiealevelopment policy
discourse. This interest is shaped by the recagmitf complex inter-
relationships between social, environmental, ecdoorand cultural
conditions, and the wellbeing of individuals andmeounities; a stance
advocated for for many years by a number of ciotisty andiwi (Maori
tribal group) organisations without significant pichl buy-in by central
and local governments and corporate leaders.

However, as discussed below, institutional constsaihave made it
problematic for the nascent community indicator smoent to make
significant progress.

5.2 How Appropriate is a Decentralised Model?

From an institutional perspective, a key reseaimtirig of our study is that
New Zealand has leant heavily towards a decergglisocally-based
approach to developing community indicator framewor with
responsibility largely left to individual local adrities. There has been
limited specific guidance from central governmerd &ssist local
government with implementation of the monitoring dameporting
obligations placed on local government under theALGThis is
notwithstanding the fact that a few key central yoment departments
have made an effort to develop sectoral indicataievant to their
individual policy mandates.

One may argue that a devolved indicator developrarategy within the
LGA institutional planning framework based on thipiple of subsidiarity
is logical and appropriate in a number of respe&tsisk of a ‘top-down’
centrally driven indicator development strategythat it runs the risk of
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homogenising the community and does not reflectvireed experiences of
different communities and localities within societjowever, a manifest
drawback of the current New Zealand approach i$ there is clearly
considerable variation across New Zealand in thpaltiity of local
governments to develop community indicator framéwoand the results
hitherto are therefore patchy. The central govemiragnce is that the LGA
is designed so as to provide local authorities lith autonomy to make
their own decisions on how they will address theouss requirements of
the Act. Central government expects councils toertakse decisions based
on considerations such as local circumstances andgnition of their
capacity.

The Linked Indicators Project (Statistics New Zadl2006) was set up as a
joint central and local government initiative tad #e implementation of the
Act by developing a core set of indicators usefulbbth. But some key
central government agencies have been reluctanettdtatistics New
Zealand take the lead to identify core indicatorghiw a whole-of-
government framework, preferring instead to enhativeir in-house
departmental capacity. The delay of the Linked datirs Project also
reflects lack of sufficient support on the partioé local government sector.
This lack of enthusiasm at both the central andllgovernment level
demonstrates institutional barriers to collaboratidor comparable
indicators, both across functional and geographibalndaries, and
vertically from central to local government, andgates the whole-of-
government stance which underpins the LGA.

5.3 The Processes for Developing Community Indicator Suites

A related key research finding is that relativedwflocal authorities in New
Zealand have had significant levels of communitywolmement in
developing their community indicators and monitgrimnd reporting
regimes. There have been cognitive institutionafribes to using the
community outcomes processes as a forum for deivgopommunity
indicators. In New Zealand, there has been an esiploa involving key
stakeholders such as government departments aner dtblders of
information, rather than community organisationd emdividuals within the
wider civil society. With a few exceptions, commiyninvolvement has
been mainly confined to the process of identifyowmmunity outcomes
and not in the development of indicators to meaqnegress towards
achieving those outcomes (Leonard and Memon 2008).

While community outcomes visioning exercises raeliin incorporate
extensive consultation, the process to identifevaht indicators should
also involve public consultation on a comparablalescThe participation
model for developing a suite of community indicatpresented earlier is a
useful tool for New Zealand councils to considerewhdesigning their
community indicator frameworks. The model suggestisig to the wider
community on more than one occasion with key stakkdn forums to
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review proposed indicators in-between. In New Zedahere is a general
tendency to put a proposal out for consultatiory amce, and not to go
back to the community to reconsider and deliberate.

5.4 Technical Attributes of Indicator Monitoring and Reporting
Regimes

We found in our study that assessing technicalbatis of indicators
developed in LTCCPs at this stage is premature lm®sa half of the
councils in our scan of 26 LTCCPs have not findligbeir suite of
indicators. Also, councils have not provided mudhtlee background
contextual information about their proposed indicsitin their LTCCPs,
even though some appear to have this information.

Examining the actual indicators that were repoitedhe LTCCPs shows
that the majority of indicators being used are Basa either council-
generated or easily accessible public informatMost indicators are of a
quantitative and technical nature rather than bemglitative and
community oriented (for example, monitoring comntyrperceptions of
health to complement statistical measures).

A small group of local authorities are relativelyvanced technically with
their indicators. Amongst the five case study cdand was evident that
those that had completed their indicator suites dawe so using robust
methodologies that involved a number of criteribe Tive councils were all
similar in that they had established strong workielgtionships with other
organisations. The smallest council, Waitaki D&trCouncil, had made
very strong key stakeholder links through its comityuoutcomes process,
including indicator development and monitoring, ahis seems to have
been helpful.

Some of the technical weaknesses of indicators wuuhitoring and
reporting regimes identified in the internationgrature apply to the New
Zealand situation, beginning with a lack of plalesiand measurable goals
and objectives. In New Zealand, many desired conijmwoutcomes are
intangible and, although well-meaning, remain difft to measure. A lack
of targets and norms is also a weakness in the Z&aland context. (In our
scan of 26 LTCCPs, 23 did not have any targets.)

As reported above, central and local governmemsaw coming together
at a technical level to create a menu of indicatioas local government can
use, for example through the Linked Indicators &rpjQuality of Life in
Twelve of New Zealand's Cities 20(Vetropolitan Sector Group 2007),
and MARCO group. Guides and manuals have been prodbgedor
example, Choosing Futures Waikato (MARCO 2005), acehtral
government departments are working with these grotipis work is not
yet complete and was not therefore readily applectt the 2006 LTCCPs.
As indicated earlier, there is still no nationadlgreed set of indicators for
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sustainability and no national sustainable develamnstrategy. This makes
it difficult for territorial local authorities (diés and districts) and regional
councils to link community indicators into a widerstainability framework.

New Zealand’'s fragmented and strongly decentralisggproach to
community indicator development stands in markedtrest to the
collaborative integrated approach that is currebéiyng adopted in the State
of Victoria in Australia (VCIP, 2005 and 2006). Théctorian initiative
provides useful pointers for New Zealand to consideadopting a similar
strategic approach to indicator development.

6. Conclusion

New Zealand local authorities and central goverringiesia providers face
significant resourcing issues in meeting the rexquents of the LGA. Many
local authorities have neither the financial researnor the skills and
expertise needed to develop and maintain an outomenitoring
programme. Further, some of the central governmagencies that are likely
to be called upon to provide data for communitycoates monitoring will
not be able to handle multiple requests for dathetocal level. A more co-
orientated and integrated approach to monitoringhégded under the
collaborative leadership of Statistics New Zealand the Department of
Internal Affairs (DIA).

It seems evident that in order to overcome the idrarrto indicator
development, Statistics New Zealand should maintaincore set of
indicators on behalf of local authorities, with algblaced on a central
website for ease of access by local authoritiedicitor trend data can be
made available through a searchable data-basegcasnmended by the
Canterbury Region Community Plans Group (2005).wirg on the
experience of monitoring specialists, and on waykelin the area to date, a
core outcome indicator set should have relevancalfdNew Zealand local
authorities, given the high degree of commonalitycdmmunity outcomes
themes that has become apparent across many ldgbakities (DIA 2007).
Individual councils could complement this sharedaday identifying
additional local measures specific to their comrtiesi and desired
community outcomes. This approach would: ensureoeordinated
approach by data providers; generate cost savings:up local authority
resources to allow councils to concentrate on pgiomi of data for
supplementary local indicators; create the potefarebetter standardisation
of measures to ensure consistent outcomes morgt@aegross the country;
and, facilitate sharing of existing monitoring expace and expertise.
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Abstract

The concentration of disadvantage in specific neighbourhoods is a
widespread characteristic of many Australian cities. A broad range of
policies and programs which utilize integrated forms of governance have
been designed and implemented to redress this. Within the state of New
South Wales, Australia, local governments have been identified as being
amongst the most effective drivers for these integrated governance
approaches. Utilizing a case study of the Penrith Neighbourhood Renewal
Program, this paper explores recent attempts by Penrith City Council to
develop a framework to redress neighbourhood disadvantage, firstly by
establishing an integrated governance framework for the program, and
secondly by transforming the council’s operational structure.

Introduction

Disadvantage concentrated in specific localities has become a widespread
characteristic of many modern western cities, including those in Australia.
Academics and policy makers alike have sought to understand the multi-
dimensional nature of the problems facing the inhabitants of these
disadvantaged urban localities. Concurrently, there has been a growing
interest in understanding the factors that give rise to these disadvantaged
areas, and the extent to which policies and initiatives can help combat the
problem (Randolph 2004). This paper begins by outlining the emerging
policy and practice context, providing insight into the developing
understanding of the multiple underlying physical, economic, cultural and
social processes that have triggered the problems facing these urban
neighbourhoods (O’Conner & Stimson 1995; Baum 1997; Fagan & Weber
1999; Gleeson 2006). This outline also highlights the emergent
understanding that more ‘joined-up’ approaches are required by all levels
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of government, the private sector and communities to address the problems
of disadvantaged localities.

Within the Australian context, particularly New South Wales (NSW), local
governments have been amongst the most effective drivers for joined-up
approaches aimed at remedying multi-deprivation faced by some residents.
In driving these programs local governments in Australian cities are faced
with the task of balancing their traditional roles in service delivery with the
provision of a framework for more integrated forms of governance.
Drawing on research from a recent evaluation process, the paper provides
an insight into the way in which one local council, the City of Penrith, took
up this challenge of creating a program — the Penrith Neighbourhood
Renewal Program and action planning process — to address neighbourhood
disadvantage within its local government area (LGA). The paper uses the
Penrith program as a case study. It explores the emergence of the program
within the context of Penrith City Council’s strategic planning framework,
the development of the program’s integrated governance framework, and
the way in which council’s operational structure was transformed to create
a supportive environment for the program.

Redressing localized disadvantage: The emerging policy and
practice context

Australian cities have undergone significant social, economic and
demographic change over the past few decades. In terms of socio-economic
advantage and disadvantage these changes, often associated with
globalisation and economic and technological restructuring, are not evenly
distributed across cities. Recent studies have illustrated the social and
spatial polarization in Australian cities and the growth of areas of
significant disadvantage (Murphy & Watson 1994; Babcock 1997; Baum et
al 1999; Gleeson & Randolph 2001; Gleeson 2006). It is now widely
accepted that Australian cities have become more socially and
economically polarized at the neighbourhood level as a result of these
restructuring processes (Randolph 2003). Whilst the emergence of localized
disadvantage in Australian cities is often described as being less intense
than in Europe or North America, Gleeson (2006, p. 46) notes that it is
moving rapidly towards the situation of “cities in the US, where socio-
economic differences are often highly localized, even street by street.”

One group of policy responses developed to address localized disadvantage
has been neighbourhood renewal programs (NSW Department of Housing
1999; Dodson & Berry 2002; Wood et al 2002; Wood 2002; Randolph
2004; Victoria Department of Human Services 2002). Renewal as a loosely
defined concept has taken on currency not only in Australia but
internationally (UK Government 2000; Randolph 2004; Katz 2004). In the
early 21* century in Australia renewal tends to be described in terms of
both ‘urban’ and ‘community’ renewal, the former referring to activities
such as the physical upgrading of properties and neighbourhoods, the latter
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denoting social and economic community development activities (Dodson
& Berry 2002; Wood 2002; Wood et al 2002; Randolph 2004).

A traditional assumption of physical planners has been that physical
upgrading will eventually promote a ‘nice’ living environment that fosters
‘nice’ people, a belief based upon environmental determinism. Physical
renewal emerged in planning activity in the decades following the mid
1950s through the mass redevelopment of public housing estates based
around modernist inspired, formalist physical solutions to urban decay.
More recent physical renewal has embraced ‘New Urbanism’, an
orientation resembling earlier planning approaches that used spatial
relations to create a close-knit social community that allows diverse
elements to interact, for instance, through a variety of building types, mixed
uses, intermingling of housing for different income groups and a strong
privileging of the public realm.

Critics have questioned the appropriateness of outcome-oriented physical
planning, arguing that whilst physical renewal programs address some of
the symptoms of disadvantage, they do not address the underlying causes,
such as the social and economic marginalisation of residents in
disadvantaged areas. Physical renewal schemes can improve the place, but
often at a cost to the community. Consequently, initiatives aimed at
improving social and employment aspects of disadvantaged localities have
become prominent within renewal programs.

The development of these social and economic initiatives has been
supported through an understanding of emerging concepts such as capital
and social exclusion and inclusion. The concept of ‘capital’ in relation to
disadvantaged communities has attracted much interest in Australia in
recent years (Bourdieu 1985, 1986; Webb et al. 2002). It involves
economic, cultural and social components. An individual needs access to
economic capital to provide sustenance and self-esteem. S/he also needs
cultural (or informational) capital: “instruments of appropriation of valued
cultural products, which exist in the embodied, objectified and
institutionalised form” (Waquant 1998, p. 26; see also Gibson, 2006;
Throsby, 2006). Cultural capital is connected to having ‘roots’ and the
feeling of belonging to a place that is ‘home’. Social capital consists of the
totality of resources an individual or group has by virtue of being
“enmeshed in networks of more or less institutionalised relationships of
mutual acquaintance and recognition, or through membership in a group”
(Waquant 1998). All these forms of capital intertwine with one another.

However, the concept of capital is only half the story and this is where
forms of social, cultural, economic and political exclusion become
important. Policy makers have adopted the term ‘exclusion’ to encapsulate
the multi-dimensional nature of the problems facing inhabitants of
disadvantaged urban areas. Power and Wilson (2000, p. 1) summarise
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social exclusion as “the inability of our society to keep all groups and
individuals within reach of what we expect as a society”.

The concept of social exclusion is often used uncritically to encompass
economic and cultural exclusion. Social exclusion is related to poverty, but
makes sense only in the broader perspective of citizenship and integration
into the social context. Economic exclusion is traditionally related to
concepts such as poverty, underclass and a lack of the economic resources
normally secured through decent employment. Cultural exclusion can be
defined as a marginalisation from shared symbols, meaning, ritual and
discourse. The final aspect of exclusion is political exclusion, which relates
to the lack of a stake in power or decision- making. It exists when people
are unable to participate in decision-making affecting their lives and
community (for instance in the local neighbourhood), beyond simply voting
and electing politicians to represent their interests.

The advantage of exclusion as a framework for policy action is that it
focuses on the interconnectedness of issues to promote joined-up policies
that address the concentration of disadvantage within specific localities,
where people can become trapped in a cycle of related problems such as
unemployment, poor skills, low incomes, poverty, poor housing, cultural
fragmentation, limited access to participatory mechanisms, bad health and
family breakdown. The role localities play in forging patterns of
disadvantage is implicitly recognised in the notion of exclusion. The greater
the problems of disadvantage within specific localities, the stronger the
cumulative impact, leading to the flight of those more able to go, and
gradual loss of control resulting from chronic instability and
disempowerment. Policy responses framed in terms of exclusion therefore
tend to stress the problems of places, rather than just those of individuals
and families.

A key consequence of this emerging research and policy development, and
the focus of the following case study, is a growing awareness of a need to
shift away from sectoral planning and service delivery towards more
integrated governance of problems within disadvantaged areas in order to
deal more effectively with the diverse aspects of exclusion they display.
More integrated approaches are required to go beyond the sectoral solutions
imposed by physical renewal and public intervention in the traditional
sense (child support, social workers and so forth). In isolation, the ‘top-
down’, expert-driven approach, which forms the foundation of the
traditional sectoral solution of welfare governance, reduces residents within
disadvantaged areas to client-like and passive receivers of services. To
foster self-esteem, an important prerequisite for social inclusion, residents
must accept an obligation to take more responsibility and be given
opportunities to be involved and empowered.

Reflecting on this new approach a series of policy and program
interventions have emerged within Australian cities to develop joined-up or
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‘whole-of-government’ approaches to addressing issues in disadvantaged
areas (see for example Wood et al 2002). The case study below provides a
detailed insight into one of these emerging programs. In NSW the
Department of Housing and local councils have implemented and attempted
to drive these more integrated approaches in many locations, moving
beyond a whole-of-government to a ‘whole-of-community’ approach, built
upon partnerships between government, the local business sector, and the
community in all its forms (Wood et al 2002). However, many of these
initiatives face the problem of short-term funding — a barrier to the effective
longer-term solutions that are required to address the complex and
multifaceted problems faced by residents in disadvantaged localities. While
this issue is widely recognised by most project stakeholders, no realistic
solution has been developed to move beyond the funding-round approach
to more sustainable models. Long-term integrated governance approaches
to localized disadvantage also need to be driven by strong and committed
organisations. As noted above, in NSW this role has been played by both
local and state government agencies, such as the Department of Housing.
The success of these organisations is based on their control over physical
and social planning within local areas, their awareness of local community
needs and strengths, and their ability to integrate these to create responses
to local issues.

Several studies have shown how the rigid organisational structures of
modern government may impede the innovative program delivery needed
in disadvantaged localities. The development of more integrated
approaches by local government has led to a cultural change in the way
local governments organise the provision of services (Mant 2002). This
includes more collaborative approaches to planning which integrate
economic, land use and social planning, and embrace a ‘bottom-up’
approach in which the starting point is to understand the local community
rather than imposing the ideals of experts from the top down. The failure of
planning during the heyday of massive physical urban renewal programs
(carried out without community involvement) substantiates many of the
objections made by opponents of the top-down, expert-driven form of
planning oriented towards physical outcomes, and supports a move to
integrated, inclusive and consultative planning practices.

The Penrith Neighbourhood Renewal Program

The remainder of this paper focuses on a case study of the Penrith
Neighbourhood Renewal Program action planning process that the City
Council has been using to address growing disadvantage within a handful
of neighbourhoods since April 2001 (Penrith City Council 2001). Penrith
City is one of 152 local government areas (LGAs) within the state of NSW,
and one of 43 LGAs that make up the Sydney metropolitan area. It is
located on the western fringes of the metropolitan area, and has been
shaped by rapid urban expansion over the last 40 years. Penrith has been
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identified as the most important city in the outer western sub-region (NSW
Department of Planning 2005).

The case study provides an overview of some key findings from an
evaluation of the Neighbourhood Renewal Program during 2004-2006.
Following the first four years of operations, the evaluation was used by
council to determine the future direction of the program, develop a more
effective program framework in consultation with stakeholders, and
identify the most appropriate framework for council’s own future
involvement. The methodology utilised for the evaluation was rigorous and
independent. The evaluation focused on collaboration, organisational
development and learning, creating opportunities to build organisational
capacity, and recommending guidelines for the strategic direction of the
program’s future. Research involved quantitative data collection and
analysis; stakeholder interviews,' literature reviews; analysis of the
program’s objectives; reviews of program documentation; analysis of
corporate history and profile; assessment of program management and
support; and a series of stakeholder workshops.”

The case study discusses first, the development of the program in the early
21st century as part of the council’s emerging whole-of-community
strategic planning process. Secondly, it explores the emergence of a formal
integrated governance framework for the program in 2004, developed
through a series of collaborative workshops with program stakeholders and
built on the evaluation of the informal arrangements that emerged during
the early years of the program’s operation. The final section explores the
changes instigated by the council to its operational structure (management,
departmental and staffing) in order to accommodate the integrated
governance framework for the program. A broader cultural shift within the
council supported this departure from the traditional rigid organisational
structures of local government that were seen to be impeding innovative
program delivery, towards cluster formations which allowed the dissolving
of boundaries between traditional functional service areas (physical,
economic and social planning), and the reconfiguration of the professional-
client role. It should be stressed that the case study presented here is
unlikely to be comprehensive in its description of the program as it is
focused on particular aspects of the program’s transformation and
development. Neither does the case study explore the program’s local level
area-based initiatives and, given that the evaluation itself was
programmatic rather than project specific, reference to area-based
initiatives will only be made where they enhance the understanding of the
case study.

! Quotes from in-depth interviews are coded with the number of the interview completed
and one of three generic descriptors — Council (i.e. Council officer, Councillor etc),
Community Member (i.e. business representative, resident etc), Strategic Partner
(government agency representative etc).

% Interviews and workshops involved residents, community members, council officers,
councillors, council managers, and strategic partners such as the NSW Department of
Housing,
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Emergence of a program based on Social Justice: 2001-2004

The origin of the program lay in the last few strategic plans developed by
the council. Strategic planning within Penrith only has a short history. Its
commencement in the early 1990s was driven by two factors. The first was
the redrafting in 1993 of the NSW Local Government Act. The new
legislation introduced greater autonomy for councils with a flexible range
of functions and broader responsibilities outlined in a ‘charter’. This charter
called upon councils “to exercise community leadership”, a provision
which was clearly seen by Penrith City Council as providing a mandate for
whole-of-community strategic planning. The second factor was a NSW
local government department audit of the council’s performance which was
critical of the council’s lack of strategic planning (Interview 12: Council).

Over the next decade the council developed a whole-of-community
strategic planning process based on successive strategic plans formulated
every four years by newly elected councillors.’ In creating the strategic
plans the councillors drew on the research, experience and professional
insights of council officers, together with the insights of the local
communities that they represented. Whilst elements of NSW government
legislation and policies throughout the past few decades have encouraged
local government to engage in strategic planning, there are currently no
formal statutory requirements for councils to prepare this type of broad
strategic plan, either for themselves as an organisation, or for their
communities.* Consequently, strategic planning processes developed by
local councils in NSW are discretionary and use widely varying models and
processes.’

As part of the development of Penrith’s 2000-2004 Strategic Plan, the
councillors identified the increasing disparity between infrastructure and
services available to local communities in the older established suburbs of
the LGA compared to those available in the areas developed since the

3 In NSW local councillors are elected for a four year term, consequently Penrith
councillors during their first year of office prepared a strategic plan for the second, third
and fourth year of their term and the first year of the following term, recognising that the
next newly elected council would need time to create its own strategic plan.

* At the time that this paper was being prepared the NSW government was investigating the
possibility of legislating a new strategic planning and reporting regime for councils that has
clear outcomes and accountabilities. The new system proposes a 10 year strategic plan (to be
known as a Community Strategic Plan) to be created by each council that includes social,
environmental, economic and governance outcomes. It will be revised and rolled forward
every 4 years, within 6-18 months after each council election.

> For example the Penrith City Council strategic planning process is different from that
used by the Blue Mountains City Council (BMCC) that adjoins it. Whilst Penrith’s process
is focused on 4-yearly strategic plans that are formulated by new councillors as
representatives of the community (supported by a strong research/information base),
BMCC’s approach is based on 25 year strategic plans, with the most recent plan being
created through an extensive community participatory process. BMCC first adopted a 25
year strategic plan in the 1970s. In 2000/2001 BMCC committed “to develop[ing] a [further]
long-term strategy in consultation with the community and other levels of government ... [to
set the] directions for the City over the next 25 years” (BMCC Management Plan
2000/2001).
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1980s. Older areas were facing ageing infrastructure, redevelopment
pressures, increased strain on existing services and facilities, and changing
demographics. Unlike newer development that had benefited from ‘Section
94’ funding,® these areas were dependent on council intervention and
resources, and possibly NSW government agencies, for their regeneration.
In response, Penrith City Council (2000) identified within its 2000-2004
Strategic Plan the longer-term objective of achieving “equitable provision
of services and facilities across the City, with special consideration to
disadvantaged areas [within established areas built prior to the 1980s].”

Whilst councillors thus identified the need for long-term objectives within
the strategic plan to address emerging disadvantage within established
neighbourhoods, it was left to the council officers to devise the program to
fulfil that objective. Drawing on discussions with human service agencies
that already operated in some of Penrith’s most disadvantaged areas, and
based on emerging neighbourhood renewal literature, council officers
developed an initial framework for the Neighbourhood Renewal Program.
This framework centred around the development of location action plans
that set out an integrated approach to provision of infrastructure and
services by the council, community groups, non-government organisations
and NSW government agencies. The action plans were based on the
principle that community members themselves, as well as council and other
service delivery partners, are essential participants in the process of
determining priorities and approaches to the delivery of services, projects
and maintenance of infrastructure within disadvantaged established
neighbourhoods. This is in line with the council’s broader strategic goal of
providing more equitable access to economic, cultural and social
opportunities for all within the Penrith LGA. The strategic plan set out the
longer-term direction of council and the parameters within which council
operated. The local action plans that emerged from the program act as
localised versions of the strategic plan, functioning as a set of
considerations to guide how council works with the community at the local
level to develop policy and to deliver vital services that are genuinely
responsive to community needs and meet the objectives of more equitable
access to opportunities.

During its early years neighbourhoods were selected for the program for a
variety of reasons, ranging from political through to identification of
disadvantage from a series of wellbeing indicators, such as the Australian
Bureau of Statistics’ Socio-Economic Index for Areas (ABS 2001). In 2001
initiatives were commenced with the development of neighbourhood action
plans for Cranebrook and Werrington/Cambridge Park. A further initiative
in North St Marys was added in 2002. In 2002/2003 the council identified

5 Within NSW public infrastructure has traditionally been provided through a mix of
funding sources including Commonwealth, State and local government budget
allocations, plus developer charges and user pays fees. Section 94 of the NSW
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 enables local councils and some other
government authorities to levy contributions for public amenities and services required as
a consequence of new development.
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the need to accelerate the program’s funding by increasing property tax
(‘rates’) by 4.8% per annum for 10 years. During the early years of the
program there was a shift from an initial focus on the repair and
maintenance of physical infrastructure to working with communities to
resolve issues of social, economic, political and cultural exclusion. This
shift was viewed by many of the program’s stakeholders during the later
evaluation process as a positive move towards a more holistic approach to
the strengthening of disadvantaged communities through addressing both
physical and social aspects.

In 2005 the council renewed its commitment through the inclusion of a
long-term objective within the 2005-2009 Strategic Plan that identified the
need to continue the implementation of a program of “renewal for selected
[established] neighbourhoods that contributes to a sense of community
identity and cohesiveness” (Penrith City Council 2005, p. 7). This is one of
a group of objectives aimed at achieving the council’s vision of social
justice through seeking “to secure social wellbeing by being alert when
designing its programs to issues of social justice and by championing the
city’s case to others” (Penrith City Council 2005, p. 6, emphasis added).

Underlying this vision for the city is the concept of a ‘just city’ (Harvey
1973; Harvey 1992). The actors for ‘just city’ endeavours have sometimes
been radical urban social movements for whom a ‘just city’ results from
mobilizing the public rather than prescribing a methodology to those in
office. During the heyday of mass urban renewal and the cruelties of mass
clearance carried out as part of those renewal programs, the mobilisation of
social movements in opposition to top-down, expert-driven planning, and
the business and political interests which constituted its power base,
engendered a review of the approaches being taken. The lessons learned
have influenced a generation of planners and councillors who support
programs that aim to empower those who have previously been excluded
from power, through promoting an active citizenry, strengthening
community wellbeing and reducing the causes of disadvantage and
exclusion. This approach takes an explicitly normative position concerning
the distribution of social benefits, where social justice is about access to the
same rights and services for all citizens. Reflecting this philosophy, the
Neighbourhood Renewal Program can be seen as a policy framework and
action planning process through which Penrith City Council strives to build
a just and inclusive city.

Identification of a program framework: 2004-2005

As part of the evaluation of the program in 2004 the council brought
together a wide range of stakeholders, including various government
agencies, non-government organisations, community representatives and
organisations from the program’s existing place-based initiatives, and local
business enterprises, through workshops and working groups to develop a
future program framework.
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During its first few years the program had developed an important,
although informal, framework for addressing the needs of residents in the
selected established neighbourhoods. However, by 2004 there was growing
apprehension about the program's apparent lack of an overall ‘documented’
framework and understanding of its sustainability, and about how council
understood its position within the overall planning processes for the LGA.
The lack of a strong program identity among stakeholders propagated a
perception of the program as disconnected activities/area based initiatives
occurring across different parts of the Penrith LGA. This perception led to
differing expectations and understandings of priorities, financial and
resourcing constraints. To identify a formal framework for the program, the
evaluation sought to build on two distinct sources: leading practice
principles for addressing multi-deprivation within disadvantaged
neighbourhoods, and stakeholders’ perceptions of the existing program and
its future. The intent behind determining those perceptions was to unpack
the assumed, although undocumented, knowledge held by the project’s
stakeholders about the program’s framework.

As the program existed in 2004, stakeholders noted that it already reflected
some of what recent research exploring place-based initiatives
recommended might be implemented within the NSW context if place-
based disadvantage was to be effectively tackled (Randolph 2004, p. 8).
This included: the need for greater local coordination and integration of
place-focused initiatives; a move towards a more coherent spatial targeting
framework for the diverse patchwork of agencies and programs addressing
localised disadvantage within the Penrith LGA; the identification of a local
council role to coordinate delivery of local renewal programs; and, the
integration of land use and social planning (Randolph 2004, pp. 8-11).

The program was particularly valued by stakeholders for its ability to
provide an environment which enhanced communication/information
sharing and partnership formation between communities, agencies and the
council, leading to more effective responses to community needs and
continuity and coordination of delivery at the local level. Council was seen
as providing a supportive context for the development of synergies and
integration of the diverse patchwork of programs and agencies within
particular place-based projects such as Cranebrook, Werrington/Cambridge
Park and North St Marys. The program was also valued for its ability to
develop integrated land use and social planning responses to issues and
concerns ‘on the ground’ (for example mentoring programs, public domain
maintenance teams, establishment and support for Neighbourhood
Advisory Boards). The following brief examples of the neighbourhood
renewal action planning processes at North St Marys and Cranebrook
provide a clear insight into the way in which the program, as reported by its
stakeholders during the evaluation, provided a crucial mechanism for
dealing with the multifaceted issues of neighbourhood disadvantage on the
ground.
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North St Marys

The North St Marys neighbourhood renewal action planning process
commenced with two workshops in 2002 that were attended by over 30
participating agencies, including government agencies, community
organisations and local services, the two local schools, and North St Marys
Neighbourhood Centre Incorporated. The second workshop ‘signed off” to
a North St Marys neighbourhood renewal action plan with priority actions
identified across a range of themes — community development and social
services; access to education, training and employment; community safety;
service coordination and physical infrastructure. As the project stakeholders
explained during the evaluation, the collaborative forum created by the
North St Marys workshops provided an environment that allowed a broad
range of previously disparate service providers and local community
groups, many of whom were already working within the North St Marys
area, to come together and explore the way in which synergies could be
created between the services and support being provided to the community,
and how more effective and holistic outcomes could be developed for the
communities through these synergies.

One of the key outcomes of this synergistic process which stakeholders
identified, and which would not have occurred otherwise, was the joint
realisation that a new neighbourhood centre for North St Marys would be a
fundamental step in enabling enhanced local service provision in the area,
including outreach services from St Marys Community Health Centre, the
NSW Department of Housing and other key support service agencies. The
centre was identified as a key initiative within the Neighbourhood Renewal
Action Plan. Funding for the centre was provided by several of the
organisations that had committed to the plan, with the council providing
over $800,000, the NSW Department of Housing and NSW Premier’s
Department committing $350,000, and St Marys Leagues Club and other
registered clubs contributing over $100,000. The creation of the centre
enabled much needed programs and services to be delivered to the North St
Marys community including youth activities, a women’s multicultural
group, antenatal clinic, family counselling, and other recreation activities
for local residents. The development of the centre, which opened in August
2005, also enabled the neighbourhood renewal initiative at St Marys to
secure Strengthening Communities funding from the NSW Government for
family fun days, kids craft activities, parenting information sessions, young
parents support network, and dads and kids activities in the local park.

Cranebrook

Whilst the council had taken a leading role in creating the workshop forums
to facilitate the neighbourhood renewal action planning process at North St
Marys, the implementation of an action planning process at Cranebrook
built on a Neighbourhood Advisory Board (NAB) which had already been
established by the NSW Department of Housing to coordinate delivery of
services and programs within that locality. The action plan developed for
Cranebrook through the NAB included a wide variety of activities that were
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aimed at providing a more cohesive approach to a range of social,
economic and infrastructure issues that were seen to be contributing to
deprivation within the suburb. Examples of the programs initiated through
the plan include: the establishment of a Metropolitan Technology Centre to
provide residents with e-commerce training and development; achieving
the reinstatement of evening public bus services through the Cranebrook
Housing Estate, as well as working with the bus service (Westbus), the
Transport Workers Union and the NSW Department of Housing on a
memorandum of understanding to establish an agreed process for managing
bus safety incidents in the suburb; establishing a local youth service
network to support coordination and partnerships on service delivery to
young people aged 9-11 years of age; and the formation of a working group
within the Cranebrook NAB that coordinated the development of the
Cranebrook Town Centre Strategic Plan as well as a landscape masterplan,
to address issues of ageing infrastructure in the town centre precinct and
enhance community safety.

Whilst key building blocks put in place over the first four years of the
Neighbourhood Renewal Program were believed by many stakeholders to
be alleviating disadvantage within particular neighbourhoods, the
evaluation also identified a series of key concerns that impacted on the
program’s effectiveness. These included the need for a ‘life cycle’ approach
for the long-term interventions required to address multiple deprivation
within disadvantaged localities. Current research suggests that addressing
multiple deprivation requires interventions of 15-20 years. Such a life cycle
approach has an internal logic incorporating clearly identified aims,
objectives, priority needs and issues which are then translated into
activities, outputs, impacts and outcomes. It also allows incremental change
over time and has well articulated and agreed exit strategies triggered by an
evaluation framework that can be used to measure progress against original
aims, and to adjust those aims in line with changes in resources as well as
the community’s changing needs.

Given previous political intervention into management of the
Neighbourhood Renewal Program, stakeholders also identified the need for
clear selection criteria to identify place-based initiatives for inclusion in the
program based on social, economic and cultural indicators (the ABS Social
and Economic Index for Areas and other wellbeing indices), as well as
other local sources of information (crime and personal safety reporting,
council and non-government organisations data etc). Stakeholders also
identified the need for the indicator data to be tested for validity through
consultation with the residents of identified localities.

Based on a review of leading practice principles and stakeholders’
perceptions of the existing program, the evaluation then identified a series
of ‘building blocks’ to guide the development of the program’s future
framework. In brief they include the need for (Prior 2006):
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= A conceptual framework and program logic

= (Clear selection criteria for disadvantaged neighbourhoods

= The program to be expressed in an evaluation framework

= A shift from a needs-based (deficit) approach to a strengths-based
approach to community development (see below)

= Appropriate community involvement and ownership

= Appropriate partnerships to be established

= Council to be the program’s driver

= The support of long-term intervention

= Acknowledgement of finite resources

=  An operational structure to support the program with integrated
land use and social planning mechanisms.

In developing the program’s framework, stakeholders stressed the
importance of utilising a ‘bottom up’ approach to attain a truly integrated
governance framework for each place-based intervention. This was to
enable collaboration with, and empowerment of, the local community, and
to be grounded and informed by community involvement during all phases
of planning, design, implementation and review. It was agreed that
disadvantage within specific geographical locations was most effectively
addressed by involving the local community from the outset and building
on their existing strengths. Thus one of the main aims in developing this
underpinning for the program was a shift away from a needs-based (deficit)
approach to a strengths-based approach, building on existing social, cultural
and economic capital within a neighbourhood.

Using the above building blocks stakeholders identified a framework for
the program structured around a hierarchy of outcomes approach and
involving three steps in a causal chain leading from immediate to
intermediate and ultimate outcomes (see Figure 1 below). Key outputs and
resources required to achieve the identified program outcomes were also
identified. The hierarchy starts with ‘needs’ at the base, continues up to
‘outputs/resources’ (developed in response to ‘needs’), building up to
‘immediate outcomes’ and ‘intermediate outcomes’, and finally to ‘ultimate
outcomes.” (see Figure 1) The priority need identified was the
strengthening of “established neighbourhoods within the Penrith LGA that
face significant disadvantage/inequity compared to other parts of the
Penrith LGA” (Prior 2006, p. 2). The key outputs and resources identified
included:

Delivery plans being established for each ... place-based initiative
which indicated methods of implementation, review, evaluation, and
planned exit strategy and the establishment of a partnership structure
including community, agencies etc to adequately resource each
initiative. (Prior 2006, p. 35)

Building on the priority needs and resources, the hierarchy of program

outcomes identified by stakeholders started with the establishment of
positive partnership structures for each place-based initiative to support a
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bottom-up approach; through to strengthened communities within the target
locality; and with the ultimate goal of developing structurally enduring
community processes and mechanisms within the locality that can be
supplemented by the council’s broader suite of planning programs, and do
not require ongoing high-level resourcing through the program.

The following goal for the program emerged from an understanding of the
identified framework:

A program of renewal that targets particular established
neighbourhoods, develops positive partnerships, and builds on existing
community strengths to redress disadvantage leading to a more
sustainable [Penrith] LGA. (Prior 2006, p. 19)

A further step in the development of a formal program logic and framework
involved incorporation of the hierarchy of outcomes approach into an
evaluation framework (Prior 2006). The stakeholders had identified the
lack of an official evaluation program or data collection measures for the
existing program, the only existing review process being qualitative
reporting prepared by steering groups set up for each of the place-based
initiatives. Stakeholders saw formal evaluation as essential given the need
to establish mechanisms that could measure the program’s progress, to
adjust the program’s focus as communities changed, and to secure ongoing
funding.

It was agreed that evaluation should commence from the outset of program
activities and should be locally relevant, objective and independent, be
adequately resourced, have clearly articulated and measurable objectives
and recognisable spatial scales, have good baseline data, measure both
short and long-term outcomes, and be able to take into account external
influences as well as the impact of particular local initiatives. Given the
complex nature of the program and its diverse objectives, both qualitative
and quantitative approaches to evaluation were seen to be necessary. Whilst
it was agreed that the evaluation model would rely in part on quantitative
performance indicators measured against benchmarks established by
baseline surveys and administrative data provided by both the council and
other agency partners, this approach needed to be augmented by qualitative
techniques to obtain more fine-grained data on the program’s progress and
processes, and to identify winners and losers.

This need for a mix of quantitative and qualitative approaches reflects the
complexity of the task of assessing renewal outcomes at a hierarchy of
levels to capture evidence of shifts not reducible to simple performance
measures. Stakeholders also identified a need for the evaluation framework
to focus on how and why programs worked in addition to measuring
outcomes. It was the view that a focus solely on outcomes may reveal little
about how the policy or program actually delivered the outcome, how well
it delivered, or who actually benefited. Based on this mixed evaluation
methodology the stakeholders formulated a draft program evaluation
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framework. It was agreed that this draft framework would be further
developed through its application to individual renewal projects within the
Penrith LGA, but also to provide a basis for comparative evaluation across
several place-based projects.

A supportive operational structure: 2006 - present

In establishing a supportive environment for the program, the development
of the formal program framework identified in the previous section of this
paper only represented half the equation for council. The second half was to
ensure that the program framework could be supported within the council’s
operational structure, given that the council was to function as the
program’s driver or steward.

Lack of a supportive operational environment was identified as a key
stumbling block within the early years of the program. The rigid
organisational structures of council were seen to be impeding the
innovative program delivery required to address disadvantaged
neighbourhoods. The program had been the responsibility of one of
council’s functional areas: City Operations. The fulfilment of program
goals was the responsibility of the director of City Operations in the first
instance, and the day-to-day operation of the program was the
responsibility of a series of council officers who were responsible for a
variety of other tasks. Two key factors impeded the program’s success:
there was no direct allocation of officers who could pay adequate attention
to the program, and it was placed within one functional area of council
while related functions such as social planning were in another, thus
limiting its ability to provide joined-up solutions.

Beyond the need for better resourcing for the program (made possible
through the provision of a dedicated coordinator, consultation expert and
enterprise worker) it was clear that the creation of a supportive operational
environment required the dissolving of boundaries between functional
service areas within the council’s existing operational structure. The
division of services into separate departments reinforced professional
boundaries and impeded the implementation of joined-up solutions to
delivering services to specific localities, which was the core task of the
program.

At the time council turned its attention to creating a more supportive
operational environment for the program, it was undergoing an internal
reorganisation of its entire operational structure that was being driven by a
range of issues. Firstly, by the emerging need within a variety of council’s
programs, not just the neighbourhood renewal program, for localised
responses that required more joined-up solutions from within the council
(e.g. integration of land use, economic and social planning). Secondly, by
legislative changes, policies and directives of the NSW state government
that enabled and called for local governments to transform their operational
structures from traditional sectoral models to more integrated frameworks
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(see for example Mant 2002; NSW Department of Local Government
2005). Council’s solution for the transformation of its internal operational
structure was through the formation of clusters’, made up of place
management teams composed of a range of council officers and managers
from diverse areas of council in order to provide joined-up solutions to
particular areas within the city (see Figure 1). The Neighbourhood Renewal
Program was to be linked to the Established Areas cluster team focused on
solutions to the management of older developed areas of the city (see
Figure 1 below).

In determining the placement of the program within the council’s proposed
new operational framework, extensive discussions were generated within
council regarding linkages between the particular focus of the program on
disadvantage and broader issues affecting the established areas within the
LGA. Whilst it was generally accepted that the intense level of
coordination and focus that the program brought to severely disadvantaged
neighbourhoods was not required in all of the established areas in the LGA,
it was also agreed that there was a need to develop a related action planning
process with a less intense focus than that of the program for other
established neighbourhoods that did not need the same high level of
intensive intervention. It was considered that many of the public domain,
infrastructure maintenance and community development issues identified in
established areas could be addressed through the development of this new
Established Neighbourhoods Program action planning process. The
Neighbourhood Renewal Program process would complement this broader
program by bringing an additional level of more intensive coordination,
including social and economic/employment development programs, to
selected established areas which were identified as having the greatest need
for such services (for details on this relationship see Figure 1 next page).
Many of the principles adopted within the policy framework for the
Neighbourhood Renewal Program action planning process, such as
community engagement, were seen as transferable to the new

Established Areas Program.

7 The cluster concept explicitly focuses on combining a diverse set of skills to address
specific needs and therefore takes into account all those actors that have a role in
addressing complex goals (e.g. maintaining and developing established areas). As the
cluster concept captures all forms of knowledge sharing, it goes beyond and provides an
alternative to a traditional sectoral approach. Cluster governance formations are noted
for their ability to bring together groups with both complementary and dissimilar skills;
to use those diverse skills to address shared needs and constraints; and to allow problems
to be resolved through synergies and new combinations of resources.
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Managing and Maintaining the Penrith LGA
(City wide plan, Social Plan, Residential Strategy etc)

v

v v

Established Area Cluster

N

Managing

Redevelopment Cluster New Places Cluster

\.

Other Areas Cluster

Areas of city allocated to specific place-
management clusters based on stage of
development

Includes all established areas of the Penrith LGA with a focus on ongoing infrastructure maintenance, physical
improvement and community development.

Established areas action planning process

v

Penrith Neighbourhood Renewal Program action planning process

Includes selected established areas of the Penrith LGA facing significant disadvantage. The program
has a focus on improvement of physical amenity, social well-being, and economic and employment
development programs.

qjltimate Outcome A

e  Long term vision of the strategic plans is attained — social justice

e  Disadvantaged neighbourhoods are supported by structurally enduring community
processes and mechanisms that can be supplemented by the Council’'s broader
suite of planning programs, but no longer require the higher level resourcing of the
Program.

\* Sustainable communities. )

A
(Intermediate Outcome )

e Strengthen the existing neighbourhoods in which the Program is operating by
addressing identified needs through the use of activities that make optimal use of
community resources and community structures, and also enhance those resources

\_ and structures. )
A
(Immediate Outcome )
e Aculture of positive partnership between all Program stakeholders — strategic
partners (agencies, NGOs etc), the Council’s and the affected local community
(businesses, residents, voluntary organisations etc.)
. J
A
(Outputs [Activities h
e Delivery plans established for each of the Programs area based initiative
(Implementation, review , evaluation, and planned completion strategy ).
. Establishment of a partnership structure including community, agencies etc and an
adequately resourced operational framework for the program. )
A
(Issues/ needs )

e The priority need of the Program is to strengthen established neighbourhoods within
the Penrith LGA that face disadvantage/inequity compared to other parts of the
Penrith LGA.

. Selection of neighbourhoods needs to respond to priority needs identified through a

S tested evidence base. )

Planned
completion

Figure 1
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The Established Areas cluster team was established in late 2006. It comprised a
core group of council representatives: the Community Development Manager,
the proposed Neighbourhood Renewal Coordinator, the city’s Asset Manager,
the Local Economic Development Program Manager, the Local Planning
Manager, the Corporate Development Manager and the Director of City
Planning. It was agreed that other managers with important service and local
infrastructure maintenance and development responsibilities pertaining to the
city’s established areas could be called on as required to participate in the
team’s planning activities. The structure of the cluster team was seen as
providing a flexible yet formal operational platform that had several key
advantages over the council’s previous sectoral service structure, such as:
= a “greater opportunity for innovation” (Interview 12: Council) through
knowledge sharing and interactive learning processes that were able to
draw on a diverse set of skills;
= the opportunity to create joined-up solutions by overcoming the
“hesitancy to cooperate that was entrenched in the council’s previous
operational structures” (Interview 10: Council); and,
= the opportunity to develop “efficiency and productivity” (Interview 8:
Council) through the sharing of common technology, skills, and
information.

Conclusion

This paper has investigated the emergence of policies and programs that have
been developed to redress concentration of disadvantage in specific
neighbourhoods of Australian cities. In particular it has explored the role that
local government has played in the development of these initiatives. The paper
began by providing an overview of the emerging policy and practice context
that has been marked by a growing realisation of the complexity and diversity
of factors that need to be addressed simultancously to break the cycle of
deprivation within disadvantaged neighbourhoods, the diversity of players that
need to work together with these affected communities to address those factors,
and recognition of the time that it takes to redress the disadvantage within such
localities.

Within this rapidly developing policy and practice context local governments
have been identified as potential drivers for renewal initiatives because of their
control over physical and social planning at the local level, their awareness of
local community needs and strengths, and their ability to integrate these to
create responses to local issues. Through a case study the paper has showed
how one local council, the City of Penrith, has taken up this challenge of
creating, driving and developing an ambitious and innovative program — the
Penrith Neighbourhood Renewal Program — to redress the multiple deprivation
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faced by communities in certain disadvantaged neighbourhoods within its
LGA. Drawing on the findings of an evaluation of the program that took place
during 2004-2006, the case study provided insight into three key aspects of the
program’s history which have resulted in the program as it operates today: the
emergence of the program as a key strategic focus for the council; the
development of the program’s integrated governance framework; and the
creation of a supportive operational environment for the program within the
council’s organisation structure. In conclusion we reflect on these three key
shifts and the challenges and barriers that were overcome.

The first part of the case study explored the way in which the program emerged
as a result of a new local government Act and charter that challenged the
council to think in new ways. This legislation along with other forces provided
an impetus for the emergence of whole-of-community strategic planning
processes within the council in the early 1990s, which in turn created a
foundation for the development of longer-term strategies that were needed to
redress multiple deprivation faced by populations within disadvantaged
established neighbourhoods. Also, the council was able to commit to long-term
funding for the Neighbourhood Renewal Program through a special 10-year
rates levy.

The second part of the case study showed how stakeholders developed a clear
program framework to overcome a range of internal barriers and constraints
within the program that hampered its success. Concerns revolved around
differing expectations and understandings of priorities, and the ability to carry
through on commitments in the longer-term due to resourcing, funding and
time limitations. A key factor in the development of a clearer framework for
the program involved systematic identification of the program’s logic. Whilst
each area-based initiative was unique, stakeholders identified an overall logic
that could be applied across the board. This was structured around a hierarchy
of outcomes which began with the development of positive partnerships and
community based planning, then built on community strengths through
community development activities supported by physical improvements, with
the ultimate aim of breaking the cycle of deprivation faced by communities
within disadvantaged established neighbourhoods and creating what can
notionally be called sustainable communities. This logic provided the
foundation on which to build other elements of the new program framework
such as clear selection criteria for target neighbourhoods, community based
action planning and engagement, and an evaluation framework. The
development of this structure has:

... enabled better communication/information sharing and partnership
formations between communities, agencies and Penrith City Council
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leading to more effective responsiveness, continuity and coordination at the
level of local delivery. (Interview 5: Strategic Partner).

Whilst the first two parts of the case study examined how the program
overcame structural and internal barriers, the final part explored the way in
which it overcame bureaucratic barriers. It showed how the council’s
operational structure was transformed to create a supportive environment for
the program by dismantling the silos and territoriality resulting from a long
cultural history of sectoral service provision, and by introducing an operational
framework based on clusters that accommodate the more flexible and
integrated approaches to service delivery required within disadvantaged
localities.

Although one size certainly does not fit all, the program developed by Penrith
City Council in collaboration with its strategic partners and local communities
offers a successful model that other councils might draw on as they develop
their own approaches to addressing disadvantage. As one strategic partner
noted:

Council deserves recognition for this program. Council has created a
program that has enabled not only council but its strategic partners to
provide services in a more effective, productive, and innovative way to
communities that really need help. The new program is clearly a success in
my eyes (Interview 6: Strategic Partner).

However, in seeking to adapt and apply the Penrith model others should note
carefully the following comment made by one council officer associated with
the Neighbourhood Renewal Program throughout the last decade:

The development of integrated programs like the Penrith Neighbourhood
Renewal Program require a collaborative process and a willingness to
change. The program that we have today was only made possible through
dialogue, which takes time, and our willingness to accept and adjust to the
domino effect of change that impacted right the way down into the way in
which council operates (Interview 5: Strategic partner).
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Introduction

This commentary reviews contemporary changes imaidalities and their
impact on processes of decentralization. The rohamge in aid delivery
and disbursement considered is towards a greatphasis on general
budget support (GBS) and sector wide approache®f3)V This includes
considering the broad questions of firstly, the aetpof emphasising GBS
on local government and governance systems, aruhdlgc the extent to
which processes of decentralization can fit in witls new approach.

The paper is not the result of a formal researdjept, but reflects the
findings of a wide range of consultancy activities;particular, work for
OECD in 2002 on aid effectiveness in Uganda; woodk the UK

Department for International Development (DFID) aid instruments in
India and Asia; evaluation of budget support in kitgaand Malawi; and
work for UNDP in Rwanda on donor coordination aadrhonisation.

The paper is structured as follows. The firstisecprovides the general
background and a discussion of new aid modalifidse following sections

are concerned with the relationship between new rambalities and

decentralisation in general; a review of the expeé of Uganda; and
finally a discussion of the question of whethersthaew aid modalities are
strengthening or weakening processes of decergtializ and local

government and governance.

New Aid Modalities

Since the late 1990s there has been a move amamgsy donors to
provide budget support as a mechanism to improvettectiveness of aid.
General budget support involves the transfer otammarked donor funds
directly to the recipient government’s budget. sTh often discussed in
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contradistinction to traditional project funding danto sector wide
approaches.

The broad philosophy behind the move to GBS istiemgt to make the
donor-recipient relationship a more mature one thewer previous
approaches — especially project funding. Thus wibath sides agree on
broad objectives — a poverty focus within a mafkatnework — the donor
need not worry about the detail and can provideréogient government
with a stable source of funding and some flexipilit expendituré. This
approach is based upon ideas of partnership rdthera relationship based
on patronage and/or charity. A key aspect is tckwdth and use existing
government systems. This approach also requiregplementary inputs:
dialogue and conditionality, harmonization and rafigent, and technical
assistance and capacity building.

A final and sometimes unspoken aspect of GBS isitl&a relatively easy
way of disbursing aid. It is likely to take a maignificant role if the G8
pledges to substantially increase aid to Sub-Sahafdrica are
implemented. It also seems inevitable that theseaid modalities will be
critical in meeting the Millennium Development GegdMDGS) to which
the international donor community agreed in the [E890s. We note that a
leadership role for local government in meeting MieGs was one of the
themes of the 2007 Commonwealth Local Governmemiféence held in
Auckland, New Zealand.

To a substantial extent the move to sector and diudgpport was a
reaction to the problems of the project-based agres that had been well
documented. These includeter alia: their time bound nature; their
tendency to pay high salaries and to attract ttst personnel; and most
importantly their tendency to ‘honeycomb’ estaldidh institutional

structures and in many cases to bypass and undeanthweaken existing

government systenfs. The result was that international assistance was

systematically weakening the government systemsgag supposed to be
supporting. This process has been well establisheddocumented across
much of Sub-Saharan Africa.

It is worth noting that there are significant difaces within the donor
community in the extent to which they support GBBudget support is
widely supported by the UK (DFID), the Netherlan8sandinavian donors
(SIDA, Norway and Danida), and by multilateral agjes, notably the
European Commission and the World Bank. The Untades (USAID),

France and Japan are the main donors opposed scapiproach, for a
variety of reasons including accountability for dimg to Congress (US),

! The philosophy behind GBS is very clearly outtirie the UK ‘New Labour’
government’s first White Paper (1997) on developnassistanceEliminating World
Poverty — A challenge for the 2Century,HMSO, London.

2 See Amis (2002) for a discussion of this evolufimm projects through a sector wide
approach to budget support in the Uganda context.
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other political factors, and simple inertia. Genmmonors (GTZ and KfW)
are also currently in the ‘outgroup’ but may be rajiag their approach.
More broadly, there may have been a slight changattitudes with the
2005 Paris Declaration on Aid Effectivenesswhich included a
commitment to “increased use of programme-based.ai@@ECD 2005,

p6). Precisely how this is implemented dependsupaw it is interpreted
in detail, but the impression conveyed is that tak major donors
effectively signed up to a non-project way of distig aid®

The International Development Department (IDD) bé tUniversity of

Birmingham led an international consortium to caty a Joint Evaluation
of Budget Support between 2004 and 2006. This avasajor, and the
largest to date, evaluation of the impact of GBfSidied by 20 donors. It
involved a rigorous methodology; the developmena ¢fausality map’ of

the relationship between inputs and outputs, ouésorand possible
impacts; plus individual country studies in Burkirfeaso, Malawi,

Mozambique, Nicaragua, Rwanda, Uganda and Vietn@hese results are
published and available on the Internet elsewhenag in this section we
shall highlight some of the major findings.

The literature suggests that the main advantaggermdral budget support
are the following: improved harmonization amongstats; alignment with
partner countries; a reduction in transaction ¢astproved efficiency in
public expenditure; more predictable funding; meféective state and
public funding; and finally improved domestic acotability through
increased focus on the government’s own accouitiabilannels.

The Joint Evaluation was to give a positive asseasrim five out of the
seven countries (the exceptions were Malawi wheeeetwas a breakdown
in the partnership, and Nicaragua where the probesshardly begun).
This way of disbursing aid was found to have imaottpositive and
systematic effects, particularly in the field ofptia financial management
in terms of bringing about an increase in discrediy budget funds,
improved financial management, and in using govemnsystems and
budgets rather than setting up separate systentgere Twere also some
gains in the efficiency and effectiveness of exjiteine. These gains were
all basically the result of working with and strémening existing
government systems. Capacity building and teclhaigsistance (TA) were
important complimentary inputs but were often nallvcoordinated. It
was not really possible to judge the impacts of @ypproach on poverty
reduction given the length of time needed to measmy impact, the
problem of attribution, and data constraints. Hesve it was broadly
possible to trace through increases in expenditoreservice delivery

% However, differences remained apparent in thet Joraluation of Budget Support
carried out in 2004-06 (IDD and Associates 2006).

“ All the GBS studies can be obtained from the Df#Ebsite
http://www.gov.uk/aboutdfid/performance/evaluatiogws.asp or from the OECD/DAC
website www.oecd.org/dac/evaluation
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ministries, in particular in health and educatioffhe results tended to
confirm an increase in terms of quantitative cogeraf services rather than
improvements in quality in service delivery.

In relation to aid delivery GBS was very successfukupporting donor
harmonization and alignment, but it should be natest this was also
being promoted by other initiatives aimed at domammonization. Finally,
the evaluation also suggested the value of a congsieary approach in
using the different aid modalities, rather thangasging that one modality
wasper sesuperior.

On the negative side the principal observed draivhess for GBS to be
unpredictable. This mainly results from the fdwttGBS is a very high
profile way of disbursing aid with an implicit ‘deaf approval’ of the
partner country on the recipient by the donor. fesalt is that as a way of
disbursing aid it is much more vulnerable to domsegpolitical
considerations affecting the donor country. Foanegle, in the last few
years some donors have removed support from Uglrdaovernance
reasons’, while others (DFID) have limited supportEthiopia on human
rights grounds (repressive response to student iEmadions). The
starkest example is the removal of budget supporthe Palestinian
Authority following the recent Hamas electoral wigt. This is a major
concern as it undermines one of the key theoretidahntages of GBS,
namely the stability of funding arrangements.

The second major area of concern was in relatiothéoclaim that GBS
increases domestic accountability: the evaluationnd only limited
examples of this effect taking place. Thus theaidbat GBS would
increase the processes through which citizens, gowernment
organisations and others would hold their respectjpovernments to
account were (as yet) not materialising. This hé&® be confirmed
elsewhere (see Renzio, 2006).

There is also some evidence that there is a degriemsion between GBS
as an aid modality and the operation of a competitmulti-party
democratic system. Thus there are suggestionsrthatth Indian States
and Sri Lanka opposition parties would not hono®SGagreements and
that these would have to be renegotiated with a p@htical regime. The
practicality of operating GBS in genuinely demoicrgiolitical systems is
therefore somewhat problematic and has not recesufitient attention.
That GBS seems to work best in one-party and/onagitrian regimes
may have some validity; however the driver for teems to depend more
upon a desire for donors to talk/negotiate witthtexrats than on other
more sinister political motives.

® See UNRISD Research and Policy Brief 3 (20Ddghnocratic Policy Making and
Democratic Accountability.
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Finally, the Joint Evaluation examined three pa&énhegative effects.
Firstly, the suggestion that GBS would lead toramaase in fiduciary risk;
secondly, that GBS would result in a substitutifieat for local revenue
collection; and finally, that it had an inherenflyo public sector bias and
might inhibit the private sector and/or growth. @lh three counts the
study did not find adverse effects occurring. bmsary, the Joint
Evaluation was ‘cautiously optimistic’ about the patt of GBS as a
mechanism for disbursing aid.

So it looks very much as if there has been a n@jange in the mechanism
of aid disbursement and that the new approach iassdavith GBS is here
to stay. Furthermore, the processes of scalingf @pd and of some donors
(eg DFID) putting limits on administrative costedikely to significantly
increase the importance of GBS as a way of dehigedssistance. The
remainder of this paper addresses the significasfc¢his change for
processes of decentralization and local governraedtgovernance. Or to
put it in a more vulgar form: how can local goveemh‘get in’ on this new
aid act?

GBS and Decentralization: Supporting or Weakening?

In relation to decentralization the first pointrtiake is that amongst many
national government officials and donor economistal government is
often treated as if it were invisible. This partBflects a pre-occupation
with national policy and financial systems, butocaén implicitly aspatial
approach by economists. This blind spot is allrttege remarkable given
that in most contemporary approaches to povertyuatemh primary
education and health are given a starring rolemdst political systems —
including across the Commonwealth — local goverrtsplay an important
role in delivering these services (Shah and Shaog 2

The process of GBS with its emphasis on the cliticde of central
ministries of finance and the importance of pulfiiancial management
(PFM) is likely to increase this centralizing tendg. That GBS supports
the role of ministries of financeéiz-a-vizother ministries was a common
finding in the Joint Evaluation. Indeed the emjha$ putting everything
‘on budget’ is a deliberate attempt to try to stttien the ministries of
finance as the sole provider of financial resoufces

It is important to understand that this is partlyagtempt to undermine both
a project and a sector wide (or SWAP) approache Iatter often sets up a

® This may seem a crude way of raising the isstié lhas often been aired to the author
by various interested government and donor official

" There are some indications that the primary eitucand health plus market-led
economic growth approach to poverty reduction mapéginning to be challenged. It is
likely that the future may see a stronger emphasithe provision of infrastructure for
economic growth. ThReport of the Commission for Afrie@05 can be read as
suggesting this shift.

8 Providing aid on budget was one of the indicatordicator 5) highlighted in the 2005
Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveneg©ECD, 2005, p5 and p9).
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situation where interest groups (or policy networs communities)
including both ministry and donor officials are established torpote aid
and expenditure in specific sectors. To caricatheesituation, it is quite
common for a donor official with a particular sectbjective (say health or
education advisors) to form an alliance with thespenel in the relevant
ministry. Their objectives are to get more funds their specific sector,
often in the form of sector wide budget support/andh SWAP. These
interests are often not congruent with macro-ecanoconsiderations,
general budget support and the thinking of thevegleministry of finance.

While working in Uganda in 2002 | was able to obses dispute between
the Ministry of Finance and the Ministry of Headlhound such an issue.
The latter was in the process of receiving sectmpert for health and
HIV/AIDs that it had negotiated separately with cfie donors.
Meanwhile the Ministry of Finance was sought tovere the transfer of
funds arguing that it would jeopardize Uganda’sralfemacro-economic
stability, exchange rate and inflation target$his was a clear illustration
of the conflict around the mechanisms through wioiebrseas aid could be
disbursed in the Ugandan context. The mandateim&mes of finance in
most countries, together with the logic of GBS, mus the former taking
the lead in managing external assistance. Théniigely consistent with
the notion that all external assistance should axgsting governmental
systems.

The majority of SWAPs and/or sector plans are acketor a multiple

donor approach, whereby a range of donors seekrbioe their efforts

within a given sector. This usually involves desigy a sector plan to
which a multiplicity of donors are able to contribweither through ‘basket
funding’ or with each donor agreeing to fund sefmgections of the plan.
The development of such a sector approach is thwera important

component of a general donor attempt at harmonizaind alignment.

In most cases the sector approaches, dependinglagaincircumstances,
are first developed in the health and educationistrias. This seems to
reflect both the importance of the two sectorsamesty reduction and also
the relative ease of coordinatith. At its simplest the negotiation is
between the relevant donors in a sector plan amdihistry, which is seen
as the major institution for service delivery irtbector! The impression

® There was a heated debate between the two nigsisaven using international experts
to support their respective positions. Unfortunatetias not there to see the result but
am inclined to agree with the IMF country repreaémé who noted that they were both
‘overstating’ their respective cases.

10 Broadly speaking the donors who are interestetim aid modalities are also those
with a keener focus explicitly on poverty reductidihis is perhaps not accidental as it is
the impact on poverty that is often used to justifigh an approach to the taxpayers of
the North.

™ This comfortable assumption may not be as cledrseems. In many countries, for
example Malawi, the public sector is not the maivjger of health and education
services. These are primarily provided by non-saters, in particular faith-based
NGOs who account for more than 50 % of the deliwérigoth education and health
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gained is that these are the two easiest sectoshich to achieve a joint
sector plan and a multiple donor funded SWAP. NKbetess the amount
of time and effort required on all sides to makehsarrangements work
should not be underestimated — in particular amotgsor officials. This
is particularly the case with personnel from thadledonor who must
usually not only organise the relevant groups andémmittees, but also
persuade new donors to join the partnership andjiseethe process. All
the anecdotal evidence suggests that these areasytarrangements to
establish: they require substantial personnel asdurce inputs.

For many donors a commitment to donor harmonisadinth such sector
approaches is effectively a central directive frimair headquarters, as is
the case with most north European and Scandinaliaor agencies. Thus
there are pressures to extend such arrangemeatlidosectors. The next
sectors are often agriculture, water and sanitatiod law and justice, with
local government and decentralization being somewha laggard. The
complexity of arrangements seems to depend in ygaoh the extent to
which the core ministry is really the main actorthie sector, as is the case
in education and health.

Local government would seem an obvious candidate feector approach,
not least given its importance in poverty reductiddowever for reasons
we shall discuss it is somewhat problematic for thesign of such
programs. In Kenya, Malawi, Ghana, Mozambique Bmgnda, to name
those known to the author, there are ongoing atientp develop sector
programs for local government. As we shall discukganda is an
exception in having completed the development fogram.

The following reasons seem to explain why it ididifit to design sector
programs for local government and decentralization:

= The number and diversity of stakeholders

= Potential confusion as to who are the key stakedisideg the
Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Local Governnteor the local
government bodies themselves

= Donors unable to agree about the most approprigpeoach to
decentralisatioft

services. Nevertheless it can still be arguedtti@public sector is the main organizing
agency for the two sectors.

2 There is an issue in many donor agencies abautd@account for time spent in this
way.

13 It is tempting to suggest that each donor hasidency to seek to replicate its own
country’s system of local government, more so tinesther sectors. Thus there are more
competing ‘models’ and examples of ‘best practindbcal government. Perhaps the
differences are at a more fundamental level argititus harder to get agreement than in,
say, education and health. This observation idyphaised on discussions with Danida,
DFID, GTZ and USAID representatives whilst undeigkconsultancy missions.
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= Tension with the Ministry of Finance controlling eagla: who
ultimately should control the funds and how theg allocated out
to lower tiers of government?

=  Weak financial and management capacity both atMthmstry of
Local Government and in local government bodiesngeves: in
most countries local government is one of the wedkee
ministries

= Confusion with other line ministries such as healtid education
that may have already devolved programs to a leval

= A tendency for public sector reform programs nointdude local
government as a national priority.

There is also a debate about the most effectiveersy®f central-local
transfers to be used, depending upon specific govent objectives (see
Shah and Shah, 2006). However, it is clear that itnportant to have a
system of central-local transfers that is regulabust and formula driven
through which funds can flow easily and effectively

In summary there is a somewhat worrying possibiligt decentralization
processes do not easily fit into the new aid aechitre. The issues set out
above will need to be addressed if GBS and locaégonents are both to
play their respective roles in reducing poverty aotiieving the MDGs.
This is a complex, awkward, daunting but potentiatthievable task.

As part of the Joint Evaluation a special study s@smissioned into the
relationship between GBS and decentralization iandg (see Annex 6 by
Jesper Steffensen in Lister et al, 2006). The ntainclusions were as
follows.

= GBS strongly facilitated an increase in fundingadcal government
and related service delivery functions that wouldt rhave
happened with other aid modalities. The combimatibGBS with
a Poverty Action Fund (PAF), ring fencing of fundeme SWAPs
and inter-governmental fiscal transfers gave betttss ministries
and donors sufficient confidence to channel funds lacal
government and service delivery.

= This was supported by capacity building and harseiion and
alignment with Ugandan government procedures andesses.

= However, there have been problems with local gawemt
autonomy and flexibility in financial managementthwconcerns
being raised about sustainability and local revesuliection**

= There was also a tendency to increase upward atadulity, often
associated with conditions attached to SWAP and f#Bs. Itis
pertinent to note that these conditionalities ardaict to a large
extent a function of those funds being debt reli€onditions are

1 The Ugandan government has ceased to requiregoearnments from collecting
their own revenues. Central local transfers hafecgtely substituted for this politically
unpopular revenue source.
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applied to reassure Northern taxpayers that debteveffs’ are
being used for poverty alleviation.

The central question that needs to be posed ihete new mechanisms of
aid disbursement strengthen or weaken local systémsvernment? Or to
put it another way: is decentralization compatilbkgh the new aid
modalities, increased funding flows and related maments to meeting
the MDGs? This is both a very important and disting question.

One interpretation suggests that increasing fundirmn the centre
strengthens upward accountability to line ministrizith a resultant
‘hollowing out’ of local government systems and dtions. This was
apparent in Uganda in the early 2000s; it made nsamse for local
government officials to spend time seeking to edemds from their

respective line ministries than either collectingdl taxation or working to
coordinate activities within the local governmegstem. This tendency
seems particularly likely in new aid disbursemepstams that have a
strong sector approach. That the SWAP approach beaparmful to

processes of decentralization is a relatively feenrgument and concern
amongst reflective practitioners in the field.

An alternative view — at least in theory - is tl@@BS should strengthen
local systems of accountability as the funds arspefised through
government systems. That GBS by strengtheninggamdrnment systems
would support local accountability was not confidméy the Joint

Evaluation. However, two caveats on those findimgs/ be appropriate.
Firstly, the new funding arrangements may not Hsae sufficient time to

‘bed-down’ with politicians, citizens and othersafieing new roles and
responsibilities. Secondly, it is worth noting ttiigher ways of disbursing
aid — especially projects — have lines of accodlitglithat are internal to

the project rather than to local democratic systeimgeality most forms of
dispensing aid are not democratically accountable.

The Ugandan experience and overall success seenmmd® a more
complicated and fundamental question: Is it faid/ar realistic to expect
local government to be sustainable and self-firajcin a national

economy which is itself highly aid dependent? Tljgestion was
stimulated by discussions with Danida officials wiwere concerned that
local and district governments were too dependgonuexternal funding
and therefore not sustainable. The discussion dvth#n note that this
reliance on external funds could be and was reglicat the national level.
In a situation of commitment to MDGs and povertguetion in an aid-

dependent country, increased transfers to locatigowent from the centre
can easily undermine decentralization processes.
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Conclusion

Is the apparent tension between new aid modalii€3BS — and local
government/decentralisation largely one betweerrtshum and long run
objectives, or does it reflect a more fundamentatiadiction? There is no
simple answer. It is interesting to compare thighteouring countries of
Kenya and Uganda: in the former the central govemiris now effectively
independent of external assistance, while therlethighly aid-dependent.
The impact of changes in aid disbursement arrangesnvéll clearly have a
greater impact in Uganda than Kenya.

A tentative conclusion is that is in aid-dependsmintries the new ways of
disbursing aid are likely to weaken and/or undeemiocal government,
whilst the same instruments in non aid-dependeunnttes are likely to

strengthen local governments. In making such gearents work the key
variable remains local government capacity, anccisyp building remains

the principal intervention required in the sector.

One of the advantages of providing GBS to localegoment is that it not
as politically visible as such assistance is t@wereign government. It is
thus somewhat less likely to suffer from the praideof uncertainty and
unpredictability associated with the transfer ofds directly to national
governments as discussed earlier. Furthermorel Igogernments in
general do not have the potentially repressive tians that central
governments control. Human rights issues are radélgctly associated
with local governments.

It is possible to make the case that such new aidafities could also be
used todirectly fund larger municipal governments. Within Sub-&ah
Africa there is no question that the larger urbaeas (for example
Johannesburg and perhaps Nairobi) have higher @iPsmany countries
that have received GBS (for example Malawi). Theare of course
questions about whether national governments woaltbw such
transfers® Nevertheless it is worth noting that DFID’'s réalaty
successful slum improvement projects in India weffectively using a
very similar method by providing funding directly tocal governments,
albeit with conditions over expenditure and a pssogf monitoring (Amis,
2001).

Finally, despite the evidence not being clear veeleft with two worrying
guestions. Firstly, can decentralized governanué accountability be
integrated into new ways of disbursing aid? Ancoselly, is the new aid
architecture itself in danger of undermining thecaigralization process
and emerging systems of local government?”

5 This mirrors the debate in India about whetheiSGBuld be provided directly to
State Governments. Both the UK (DFID) and the Nedimels have provided such
assistance to the States of Andra Pradesh andaKespectively.
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Introduction

Local government in Malaysia occupies the third dmdest level after

federal and state governments. Under the Malayfigdaral constitution

(paragraphs 4 and 5 of the Ninth Schedule), loealegiment is the

responsibility of the states, but the federal gowesnt also exercises
considerable power and influence over local govemtmespecially in

peninsular Malaysia. The dynamic of the Malaysian federal system @hsu
that it has shifted the balance of power to thereen

Local government accounts for only 1% of GDP. TEhare 144 local

authorities divided into cities (major administvati and commercial
centres), municipalities (other urban areas), argfricts (chiefly rural

areas). Executive powers rest with the Mayor €s)tior President,
supported and/or overseen by a system of committéasrrently, local

councils in Malaysia are not elected: councillams a@ppointed by the state
government for 3-year terms (with the option ofapgointment) and in
most cases come from the ruling coalitfon.

Dynamics of Inter-government Relations

The Malaysian federal constitution, which came ift@we when the nation
obtained its independence in 1957, outlines themdxmork of the
relationship between the three levels of governmdhivas conceived to
strike a balance between the need for a strongategvernment at the
federal level, the rights and powers of the stades, the expectations and

! sarawak and Sabah have special constitutionailsséad exercise more independent
control over local government than the peninsuiates.

2 Recent elections have significantly weakened t@ition’s position nationally and in
several states.
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needs of the local level (Sheridan and Groves, 198However, the

division of powers between levels of governmenigeats a central bias.
While each state is recognized as an independentofi government
exercising legislative and executive powers witkonstitutional limits,

federal laws take precedence over those of thessifafor any reason there
happens to be conflict or inconsistency. It hasnbebserved that “in
practice the states have little real autonomy. hdugh some federal
functions have been decentralized, most decisickifrgaremains at
national level” (Morrison, 1994).

The table below shows the constitutional divisioh ppwers between

federal and state governments:

Federal List

State List

Concurrent List

External Affairs

Muslim Religious Law

Social Welfare

Defense and Security

Land Ownership and Use

Public Health

Trade, Commerce and
Industry

Agriculture and Forestry

Town and Country
Planning

Shipping,
Communication and

Transport

State Works and Water
Supply, when not
federalized

Drainage and Irrigation

Water Supply, Rivers and
Canals

Loans for State
Development and Public
Debt

Rehabilitation of Mining
Land and Soil Erosion

Finance and Taxation

Malay Reservation and
Custom

National Parks and
Wildlife

Education and Health

Local Government

Labor and Social
Security
Public Works and Utilities

Source: Andrew Harding,aw, Government and the Constitution of Malay4@96

Historically, state-local relations in Malaysia weiproblematic, with

intermittent federal interventions whenever the asten demanded,
especially in financial and political matters (Neyr1980; Phang, 1997;
Garzia-Jansen, 2002). State governments wererseida position to offer

financial assistance to their local authoritiesjoitherefore came to rely
extensively on federal funding. This further emabtentral government to
reinforce its control.

Extensive reforms took place in the 1970s. Underltocal Government
Act 1976 the federal Minister for Housing and Lodabvernment is
responsible for implementing laws relating to logavernment policy in
peninsular Malaysia. Federal influence is alsor@sed through the
National Council for Local Government (NCLG), whialas established in
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1960 to ensure uniformity of local government laassd policies in
peninsular Malaysia. Section 95A of the federaistibution provides that
after consultation with state governments the NCt&h “formulate
policies for the promotion, development, control lotal government
throughout the federation and for the administratid any laws relating
thereto.”

Current Position of Local Government

State and local governments in Malaysia now opesgtgin a framework
of being politically, financially and economicakybordinate to the federal
government. Whilst previous moves for reform, sashthe 1976 Royal
Commission of Enquiry to Investigate into the Wads of Local
Authorities in West Malaysia, have proposed reitigting responsibilities
between tiers of government and greater commuratyigipation, local
government remains tightly controlled from the cenwith limited
revenues and only a minor role.

As a result, the local government system has serififficulties meeting

the challenges of a changing global environment anal community that
has become more aware of local government’s irtghii deliver what it

wants. As a consequence, local government’s pgocepf what is being

‘delivered’ may often not match that of the commyni There is a gap
between ‘demand’ and ‘supply’ both in service detivand in judgements
of local government’s performance. Increasinglgnowunities are focusing
on the need for more efficient and effective primrisof services by local
government, and for more public participation.

Rhetorical support for decentralization has nonbeanslated into practice
and local government continues to function fromaoaifion of weakness.
Indeed, recent research suggests an emerging nealisn: there is a
growing tendency for central government, under ghetext of providing
better services to the public, to remove traditiohactions of local
government and privatise them (Phang and Beh, 200ppusamy, 2001).
This approach means cutting back on local autonand strengthens an
apparent trend towards re-centralization in theefadlocal government
relationship.

At the same time, local government autonomy andadfp has been
further constrained by the delegation of burdenseergices from central
government. Two current examples are highlightedeh The first
involves the central government’s objective of @dg urban poverty, in
pursuit of which local government has been givenagor role. Secondly,
the need to address a rise in the nation’s urbemecrate has also been
linked to the role of local government, which hasrefore had to engage in
crime prevention activities. These additional oespbilities have severely
taxed local government’s financial and human resesir As a
consequence, its performance is generally congldgreor and its
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relationship with the public is fragile. Yet logdvernment has never been
mandated to carry out these services in the fiestep and its pleas for more
and better infrastructure, personnel and finanee&entimes ignored.

Consequences for Participation and Service Delivery

Local government in Malaysia thus operates withiceatralized political
system that does little to encourage autonomy btipparticipation at the
local level. While the federal government exhoaplication of the
principles of good governance such as transparemogountability and
participation, local government's subordinate posit within the
government hierarchy stymies or curtails its apitin engage freely with
the community. Local government faces constaricigins over delays,
poor attitude, weak enforcement and displayinggamnce.

Such problems are not confined to local governm&ihen the Malaysian
Administrative Modernisation and Management Plagrimit (MAMPU)
conducted a week’s survey on how to improve thdipdervice delivery
system, it received nearly 700 emails of criticisamsl suggestions from the
public (The Sun, 2007). As far back as 2000, then@laints Bureau of the
Prime Minister's Department had received complaintsgarding
weaknesses in government administration includiog nd ill-mannered
public counter services (New Straits Times, Augunst September, 2000).

In response to such problems, the Ninth Malaysian P2006-2010
highlighted the urgency of improving the local goweent delivery
system:

The Government commits to improve the quality dluservices as it is a
fundamental prerequisite toward achieving the Natid/ission. Towards
this end, the Government will continue to reduceshucratic red tape,
especially at the local authority and district lsv@lalaysia, 2006).

This is indicative that for a nation to deliver \gees efficiently and
effectively, effective leadership at the local levs essential. The
government appears anxious to bridge the percepam between the
demands coming from the community and what locahauties are
currently delivering.

Addressing the Weakness

While much depends upon local government, it carmmtdenied that
central agencies too are responsible for effecégerin service delivery.
The civil service has to re-examine its work masuahd try to reduce
burdensome procedures. “Public organizations dsmntified as rigid
bureaucratic cultures which are shaped by their mtgrnal interests, and
are therefore not responsive to the needs or prefes of those who
receive public services: ordinary citizengMinogue, 1998) Clearly,
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cutting back complex bureaucratic procedures is oin¢he proclaimed
objectives of the New Public Management philosofshywhich Malaysia is
committed. This is evident in various governmegparts espousing the
need for excellence in service delivery and pertoroe (see unpublished
reports of Ministry of Finance, 2006; Ministry ofodsing and Local
Government and Economic Planning Unit, 2006; NiMblaysia Plan,
2006).

A number of research projects have been carriedsounte in collaboration
with the relevant ministries, to address the issipublic dissatisfaction
with local government service delivery and seek suess to improve its
performance. For instance, a recent report of Nf@stry of Finance
discussed work culture and monitoring mechanismsyell as questioning
the calibre of local leadership that has been mesipte for a decline in the
quality of service delivery (Ministry of FinanceQ@6). Prior to this, the
National Institute of Public Administration had cefed to federal cabinet
on how local authorities can improve their functoand services by
following a prescribed format (National InstituteRublic Administration,
2004). This was followed closely by a report o tMinistry of Housing
and Local Government and the Economic Planning bimibecessary local
government reforms (Ministry of Housing and Locav@rnment, 2006).

Various studies have revealed that current advpeseeptions of local
government are not solely the result of a weakisemelivery system, but
can also be attributed to the absence of a tramspanethod for public
participation and consultation. The community vgatiot be involved in the
decision making process of its local authority, dmekitates to accept
decisions which appear autocratic and are vieweétbpsdown’ directives

(Ministry of Housing and Local Government and EamimPlanning Unit,

2006; Phang, 2006; Kaur, 2005). In response, i#81he Ministry of

Housing and Local Government supported a nationagram for

implementation of Local Agenda 21 (LA 21), highliglg the need to
expand community participation and involvement fre twork of local

government. However, the initial enthusiasm fas throgram was not
sustained and not all local authorities embrace@1 &r actively promoted
public participation (Ministry of Housing and Loc&overnment, 2002).
Nevertheless, LA21 did generate a number of preomishitiatives and

associated research (Kuppusamy, 2006; Kaur, 2006r Nazilah, 2003),

whilst various non-governmental organizations antlintary groups have
renewed calls for better community participationd &ansparency.

Conclusion

The current situation in Malaysia highlights theditional top-down
approach to local administration (Phang and Ahn2@01). However,
global influences and growing community awarenessnaw challenging
the practice of centralized administration, andalgovernment leadership
is being forced to reappraise its role and contidlouin local affairs. The
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community seeks empowerment and to reinforcegtst tio be consulted in
the decision making process of its local coundNonetheless, it seems
unlikely that federal and state governments willeaite to calls for greater
devolution of powers, or to change the currentesysbf appointment of
councillors. This lack of political decentralizati strains the relationship
between citizens and their local councils: impletimgn administrative
decentralization without adequapmlitical reforms will result in formal
harmony but informal discord. In the absence ¢égitimate transfer of
powers and increased accountability to the commuthie local leadership
may instead become primarily accountable to itselfl to local elites
(Phang, 2006). The system lacks the necessary [lekween
decentralization and patrticipation through demacratepresentation
(Gaventa, 2004).

Under such circumstances, questions arise as tovitislity of local

government within the federal system and its cdpdoisustain challenges
from an increasingly aware community. Its weaknesources of finance,
service delivery and community participation haweeg local government
a negative reputation. Without elected councilldusther attempts at local
government restructuring to make local governmemremtransparent,

accountable and efficient may well fail. It seentigely that
decentralization will remain elusive with powersnaning consolidated at
the centre.

References

Garzia-Jansen, B (200Zpwn Planning Legislation and Land Use in Malaysia:
A Case Study of Petaling JgyRhD Dissertation (unpublished) University
of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur.

Gaventa, J (2004) ‘Towards participatory governaassessing the transformative
possibilities’, in Hickey, Samuel; Giles, Mohar¢e) Participation: From
Tyranny to Transformatiqrzed Books, London/New York, pp. 25-41.

Kaur, Hardev (2005¢ommunity Participation in Local Government Deaisio
Making — What Does It MearPaper presented at Faculty Seminar
(unpublished), University of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur.

Kuppusamy Singaravelloo (2006) ‘The Composite Rerémce Index for Local
Authorities in Peninsular Malaysia: A Measuremeimt’Proceedings of the
National Conference on Public Management 2006, bbee, Universiti
Utara Malaysia.

Kuppusamy Singaravelloo (2001) ‘Fostering PublioA®e Partnership in a Win-
Win Situation: The Experience of a Malaysian LoGalvernment’, in
Moutanheiro, L., Spiering, M. (edsBublic and Private Sector Partnerships:
The Enterprise Governanc8heffield Hallam University Press.

Malaysia,Federal Constitution of Malaysia

Malaysia (2006 Ninth Malaysia Plan 2006-201@overnment Printers, Kuala
Lumpur.

Ministry of Finance (2006 Study on Improving Local Government Delivery
System in Malaysiéconfidential and unpublished).

Ministry of Housing and Local Government and EcoimRlanning Unit (2006)

CILG May 2008 131



PHANG: Trends in Local Government in Malaysia

Efficiency, Role and Functions of Local Authostia National Development
Draft Final Report(confidential and unpublished).

Ministry of Housing and Local Government (200®cal Agenda 21

Minogue, M (1998) ‘Changing the State: Concepts Rrattice in the Reform of the
Public Sector’, in Minogue, M, Polidana, C, Hulnie(eds.)Beyond the
New Public ManagemenEdward Elgar Publications, United Kingdom.

Morrison W (1994) Spatial Planning Procedures iddysia, Final Draft prepared for
the Meeting of the Steering Committee for the NaidSpatial Planning
Project, Kuala Lumpur.

National Institute of Public Administration (200 TAN Repor{confidential and
unpublished).

Noor Hazilah bt. Abd. Manaf (2008)uality Management in the Public Sector:
An Empirical Survey of the Ministry of Health Hitals in Peninsular
Malaysig PhD Dissertation (unpublished), University of kg, Kuala
Lumpur.

Norris, M.W. (1980)ocal Government in Peninsular Malaysiaower, London.

Phang Siew Nooi (200&)ocal Government in a Transforming Society: Formal
Harmony, Informal DiscordMonograph, University of Malaya, Kuala Lumpur.

Phang, Siew Nooi and Beh, Loo See (2006) ‘PursBimgic-Private Partnerships and
Moving Beyond: Malaysia’s Experience with Malaysiinline System
(MAS)’ in TINJAUN Policy and Management Revig{2004-05), No. 6. pp.
44-61.

Phang, Siew Nooi and Ahmad Abdullah Sanusi (20Bb)ée of Universities in
Meeting the Challenges of a Changing Urban Enwirent’, in Malaysian
Journal of Economic Studiggol. XXXVIII, No. 1 and 2, pp. 65-71.

Phang, Siew Nooi (199Binancing Local Government in Malaysidniversity of
Malaya Press, Kuala Lumpur.

Sheridan L. A. & Groves H. E. (198The Constitution of Malaysj@™" ed.,
Malaysian Law Journal, Singapore.

TheNew Straits Time&000) August 15, September 6, Kuala Lumpur.
The Sun(2007) March 5, Kuala Lumpur.

CILG May 2008 132



PRACTICE

The Commonwealth Local Government
Forum: An Overview

Commonwealth Journal of Local Governance
Issue 1: May 2008

http://epress.lib.uts.edu.au/ojs/index.php/cjlg

Lucy Slack
Commonwealth Local Government Forum

Introduction

The Commonwealth Local Government Forum (CLGF) established in
1994, coinciding with rapid moves towards decergadion at that time,
especially in Commonwealth Africa. It uniquely oy together national
associations of local government and individual ngils, ministries
responsible for local government, and training eeskarch institutes with
an interest in local government, on a common piatfo This reflects an
understanding that local government needs effeaterral government
and vice versa if decentralisation is to be trulgcessful, and that research,
training and practice need to be brought togethea iconstructive and
creative way.

CLGF's developmental work can be divided into thmesgn categories:

= Promotion and advocacy of local democracy and gimy@rnance
= Exchange of experience
= Capacity building

This article provides a brief overview of the aities and projects which
CLGF has underway in respect of these objectivest will be
complemented by more detailed papers on specifaigrammes and
projects in this and future issues of Bemmonwealth Journal of Local
Governance.

Promotion and advocacy of local democracy and good
governance

CLGF actively promotes and advocates for democratlected local
government around the Commonwealth. The organisaticommitment
to democratic values is set out in tAberdeen Agenda: Commonwealth
principles on good practice for local democracy and good governance,
which was developed and adopted at its 2005 Camferan Aberdeen, and
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subsequently endorsed by Commonwealth Heads of rGment in the

same year. CLGF aims to ensure that local goventimeole as a sphere
of government is recognised and reflected natigraild internationally. It

also works directly with its members to strengthenal governance
structures and to develop more democratic loca¢goment.

For example CLGF regularly collaborates with the mwonwealth
Secretariat to monitor local elections, at the esguof the countries
concerned.  This support usually focuses on caoemtrivhich are
establishing elected local government for the firsie or re-establishing it
after a long gap eg Sierra Leone in 2004 and Lesiotf2005. Typically, a
small expert team observes the whole electoralgsand then produces a
report which focuses on identifying capacity builglineeds to ensure
ongoing improvement in the electoral system.

CLGF has also piloted a process for turning thagples in the Aberdeen
Agenda into a practical tool for its members to tsassess the health of
local democracy in their countries. Developed togewith its partners in
Uganda (Ministry of Local Government, Uganda Locabvernments
Association, Ugandan Management Institute and Makeniversity), the
approach involves a research study into each optimiples undertaken
by a local research organisation/university, fokkowby a national
verification workshop bringing together all of tHeey stakeholders —
councillors, local government officials, ministryepresentatives, MPs,
NGOs, community leaders etc to discuss the repod & make
recommendations for strengthening local democpaticesses.

In Uganda discussion highlighted the enabling lagitn which makes
provision for all of the principles. Detailed dissions focused around the
local accountability of centrally appointed distrexdministrators and the
reduction in locally raised revenue. Another kegnaknt of the review was
to identify good practices through specific caseligs. The final report
reflecting workshop discussions and containing ariese of
recommendations for change and development wasrmiessto President
Museveni and widely published. This approach hesnbendorsed by
Commonwealth Heads of Government and further ssuatie planned.

Exchange of Experience

The Commonwealth offers a vast array of experieegpertise and good
practice in decentralisation and local governmeit GF seeks to draw out
case studies of good practice and identify expedisd knowledge which
can be shared to support learning and strengtrstarsg and practice more
effectively. Alongside theCommonwealth Journal of Local Governance,
CLGF publishes an annu@lommonwealth Local Government Handbook.
This sets out within a comparative framework a samymof local
government systems and structures in all Commoniwealuntries. The
entries are also available on the CLGF websitevat.clgf.org.uk
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CLGF convenes a biennial Commonwealth Local GoveminConference
and also convenes regional and country-specifidreesand symposiums
on policy issues such as gender, local governmentice partnerships,
strengthening national associations of local gavemnt and localising the
Millennium Development Goals (MDGS).

A recent workshop in Nigeria, organised with theioral association of
local government, ALGON focused specifically onraiig Commonwealth

experience to assist ALGON to improve their loblgystrategy and also to
address the relationship between local governmedtséate government.
Similarly a workshop in Kuala Lumpur, 2005 brougbgether practitioners
from across Asia to address ways in which partmessincluding with the

private sector, can help local governments to iateand deliver better
services to their communities.

CLGF'’s Research Advisory Group provides anothdrale for exchange

of information and experience through meetings gmdparation of
research papers. Recent papers inciDdévering Development through
Local Leadership by Mike Geddes and Helen Sullivan (the background
paper for the 2007 Auckland Conference); diotaining a Municipal
Credit Rating by Barry Jackson, prepared in partnership with the
Development Bank of Southern Africa (see
http://www.clgf.org.uk/index.cfm/pageid/78/Publiats).

Capacity building

CLGF manages a number of major capacity buildindgneaships across
the Commonwealth. Initiatives are designed tangfiteen local democratic
structures, improve governance and facilitate begevice delivery, within
the overall context of contributing towards the iagement of global
poverty reduction targets including the MDGs.

The Commonwealth Local Government Good Practicee®ehsupports
capacity building partnerships between local autiesrin the UK, Africa
and India; and Australia and Papua New Guineds nbw being extended
to New Zealand and Pacific Island states. To detend 30 projects have
been funded. For example eThekwini (Durban) Metr8outh Africa and
Leeds City Council in the UK have worked togethar mnproving
procurement in eThekwini and identifying strategies open up local
authority procurement to small, black and ethniqaority businesses.
Rajkot in India has partnered with Leicester in tH& to strengthen
community consultation as a way of improving watepply in two wards
in the city.

Current target countries are South Africa, Indemndica, Ghana, Pakistan,

Sierra Leone and Papua New Guinea. With the extens the Pacific, it
is expected that over the next five years the Sehwith support more than
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45 individual partnerships. CLGF is also workingthwa range of
stakeholders to launch a regional capacity buildimgject in the
Caribbean, similar to its programme in the Pa¢giee below). This would
also include expansion of the Good Practice Schiertiee Caribbean.

CLGF recently completed a successful Democracy Bocegraent
Programme in Zimbabwe, which focused on identifyingaknesses in
governance and service delivery and facilitatedd#neelopment of change
plans to address them. It brings local practitienand stakeholders
together to agree on their indicators for local deracy, and uses two tools
— a system of international peer review develope€bGF and the Urban
Councils Association of Zimbabwe (UCAZ) as parttloé project, and the
UN-Habitat Urban Governance Index. The latter imgs a group of local
stakeholders reviewing the quality of governanceirsi certain agreed
criteria such as access to information and servicEhese reviews are
combined to provide a basis for change plans.

The Zimbabwe project has been operating in chalgngircumstances,
however the feedback on its impact has been sugmifi Not only have the
councils involved and their local communities béweelf directly, but also
UCAZ has been able to secure further funding td itolbut to other

councils in Zimbabwe. CLGF for its part, followirsgsuccessful regional
dissemination workshop, is committed to rolling tmedel out to other
member countries, including Zambia and Mauritius.toolkit setting out

the methodology which the project has used wilphblished shortly and
will be available on the CLGF website.

Working with a team of training institutes in Soutksia, CLGF is

developing training modules based on the Aberdegenda principles.
The training modules are being designed for colarsiland mayors in the
region and will use case practical studies andgdpatory training tools as
part of the methodology. The training tools widl available via the CLGF
website and it is hoped that the partner trainimgifutes involved in the
project will mainstream them into their regulaiiniag.

CLGF'’s other main capacity building projects arelia Pacific: the Pacific
Regional Project and the Honiara City Council céydguilding project.
These are described in detail in the accompanyaggipin this issue by
Terry Parker and Megan Praeger.
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Introduction

The Commonwealth Local Government Forum (CLGF) fRadProject
works with local government and other stakeholdiensine Pacific Island
countries — Cook Islands, Fiji Islands, KiribatgrBoa, Papua New Guinea,
Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu and Vanuatu. lksée strengthen local
democracy and good governance, and to help locargments deal with
the increasing challenges of service delivery archun management in the
unigue Pacific environment.

Human settlement patterns in the region are chgngipidly. The Pacific

has traditionally been a rural agricultural/sulesise society, but this is no
longer the case. The accelerated pace of urbamisdéias impacted

significantly on Pacific nations and in the vernanéuture the majority of

Pacific Islanders will be found in urban areas.reaAtly over 50% of Fiji's

population are urban dwellers. Rapid urbanisabdngs with it unique

challenges and opportunities. Local governmergsaithe forefront of this
phenomenon, with the responsibility to manage udrelopment and the
transition from rural areas to cities and towndeif success or failure to
manage urbanisation and provide the required lexfebhysical and social
infrastructure will affect many lives in a new unbRacific.

The project now has three components — the maiifi®Regional Project
and two country-specific programmes: the Honiaraty CCouncil
Institutional Capacity Building Project and the Quonwealth Local
Government Good Practice Scheme in Papua New Guinea
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Background

The project was initiated at a roundtable meetietd in 1997 in Port

Moresby, convened by CLGF and hosted by the Papea Suinea

Minister for Inter-Government Relations. Initiah&ncial support was
received from the European Union and the New ZealAgency for

International Development (NZAID), and an officedaresource centre was
established in Suva, Fiji Islands in 2000. Buitdion this early work, in

late 2004 CLGF and the Commonwealth Secretarigiether with the

Government of Fiji, co-sponsored a Regional Sympusion Local

Governance in the Pacific, held in Suva. This gvitre first of its type to

focus solely on local government, was attended®yepresentatives of 14
Pacific countries and development partners.

Emerging from the symposium was a proposal foreatty expanded five-
year regional local government capacity buildingjgct with the goato
improve quality of life for communities in the Haciregion through
strengthened local democracy and good governance.

In 2005 NZAID agreed to support this scaled-up grbj The Australian
Agency for International Development (AusAID) albecame a project
partner, and in addition funded a series of CLGRPd@®eractice Scheme
council partnerships between Australia and PNGis Téd in 2007 to the
establishment of a sub-office in Port Moresby. Thgional office has
steadily expanded and now works closely with a gngwetwork of local
government and development partners across theorre@p share
information, ideas and good practice. A TechnidVisory Panel (TAP)
comprising representatives of participating cowstrand partner agencies
provides policy guidance and direction to the prbje

In parallel with the establishment of the regiopiadject, and at the request
of the government of the Solomon Islands, in 2004GE began working
with Honiara City Council on a post-conflict instional rebuilding and
service delivery improvement project. The goal tes bring about
sustainable improvements in quality of life for eilizens of the City of
Honiara through sound city management, improvedllservices, planned
urban development and good governance.

CLGF Pacific Regional Project

The overall regional project has activities in ea€tkhe nine participating
countries. Key components are:

= Strengthening regional networks and cooperationwden local
government practitioners

= Enhancing training and capacity building opportiesit for local
government
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Institutional strengthening programmes and acésitihat demonstrate
fundamental values such as a human rights-basedoagp and

mainstreaming of the tenets of good urban govemanc

Regional exchange of policy and good practice, dadhnical

cooperation.

The project is based on six key objectives:

1

Encourage appropriate, participatory, represeitatand responsive
local government in the Pacific RegioMaking sure that stakeholders
and communities are empowered to engage in theepses of local
governance. Effective engagement requires a catibm of
awareness, education, information disseminationyoeaty and
consultation at all levels. Creation of sound s$&jive frameworks to
ensure an enabling environment is also essential.

Ensure effective intergovernmental relations aedtral government
support to local government To create stronger partnerships and
collaboration between the different levels of goweent — an
important ingredient for better local governancd anuncils’ service
delivery in the Pacific. The project facilitatesoser working
relationships between national, local and traddldeaders, and civil
society, through creating safe spaces for dialogue.

Enhance international and regional cooperationpitomote effective
local governance.Improving collaboration between international and
regional agencies to address local governancesgsyénitiating and
sustaining partnerships to promote good and effectlocal
governance. The important role of local governmas¥ociations in
advocacy, coordination and capacity building i asfocus area of
the project.

Build capacity of local government institutionsdastructures to
respond to rapid urbanisation, deliver better seed and hence
provide an enabling environment for economic andciago
development.Building the capacity of those who are respomsibr
local government as well as their community aneogitakeholders.

Promote effective management of urbanisation gubd local

governance Regional and national initiatives designed tdreds the
impacts of rapid urbanisation in the region, arsbdb promote good
local governance in Fiji through awareness progragimmonitoring,
workshops, information sharing and public relatipregrammes.

Ensure recommendations and outcomes of the Reg&mposium
are implemented and monitored, and adequate capapiists with
CLGF to manage the project implementatioManaging in the best
interests of the project through effective projegbvernance,
management, administration and monitoring and et@o, and
ensuring that activities fit within the frameworlstablished by the
2004 Regional Symposium.
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Over 100 separate regional and country-specifitviies are included in
the workplan to meet these objectives. Exampldsidiec

= Research on the state of local governance in tedi¢and the
interface between traditional structures and lgoakernment

= Regional training of trainer programmes for Localedied
Leadership development and financial managemedtnational
adaptation/roll out in all nine countries

= Training on leadership and management for city aogn
managers

=  The Fiji Good Local Governance Campaign

= Voter education and awareness of local government

= Support for local government associations

=  Promoting the role of women in local government

= Corporate planning, organisational reform and perémce
measurement

= Dialogues on appropriate local government systems,
intergovernmental relations and relations with ittedal leaders
and civil society

= Regional activities under the Pacific Plan, patidy the Pacific
Urban Agenda

= Establishment of a Capital Cities network

= Exchange programmes for local government practti®nand
with Australia and New Zealand.

In addition to funding from NZAID and AusAID, thergject is also
supported by the Commonwealth Secretariat (which fiaanced the
position of Regional Adviser), United Nations agescthe University of
the South Pacific (Pacific Institute of Advancedidés in Development
and Governance), the Pacific Islands Forum Seaaéthocal Government
New Zealand, Local Government Managers Australid athers. It is
firmly based on this network of relationships, ilwiog a variety of
regional partners with shared values and beliefdhéninstitution of local
government and the desire to see it improved irPtmfic Region.
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Box 1

Fiji Good Local Governance Campaign

The Fiji Good Local Governance Campaign is a key activity supported by
the CLGF Pacific Project designed to promote effective management of
urbanization and good local governance in the Fiji context. Its goal is ‘to
improve local level governance as a means for more sustainable and
inclusive urban development and management that leads to efficient and
effective service delivery’. Key objectives are:

1. Raised awareness and advocacy for good local governance
concepts, initiatives and activities

2. Strengthened partnerships at all levels for increased integration
and coordination of good local governance initiatives and activities

3. Enhanced capacity of central government to promote good local

governance and facilitate effective decentralisation for sustainable
urban development

4. Enhanced capacity of municipal councils to practice good local
governance and effectively manage decentralisation for sustainable
urban development

The Campaign responds to needs identified in Fiji's Urban Policy Action
Plan (UPAP) for local government capacity building to ensure sustainable
urban development and address urban poverty. In doing so, it also meets
the objectives of the Pacific Urban Agenda (an outcome of the Pacific Plan)
to implement initiatives and build capacity to address priority urban
planning and management challenges in Pacific Island Countries.

The strategic approach for the Campaign is broadly derived from UN-
HABITAT'’s Global Campaign on Urban Governance, adapted to respond to
local needs, priorities, realites and activities. It has its own core
programme of activities and also plays a coordinating role in the
implementation of activities more broadly identified for Fiji under the CLGF
Pacific Project workplan.

Core activities primarily focus on advocacy and knowledge management
such as the development of awareness materials on the role of local
government; public relations programmes including the 2007 Pacific Urban
Art Competition; the development of an urban governance index;
documentation of best practice cases through a film documentary (to be
completed in September 2008); and support for increased participation of
women in local government. Other activities coordinated by the Campaign
include training on Local Elected Leadership (LEL), financial management
and strategic planning.

The Campaign places a high priority on monitoring and evaluation of its
activities and is piloting the ‘Most Significant Change’ (MSC) story
collection technique to measure outcomes and in particular the impact of its
training programmes. MSC documentation has shown that there is already
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a positive shift in thinking occurring and this is gradually translating into
practical projects (see Box 2).

The Campaign is implemented by the Fiji Department of Local Government
within the Ministry of Local Government, Urban Development and Housing.
In the initial pilot phase (Aprii 2005 -November 2007), a full-time
coordinator was appointed to establish the Campaign and manage the day-
to-day coordination of activities. From 2008 the focus will be on integrating
this role into the core responsibilities of departmental staff and
strengthening the partnership with the Fiji Local Government Association
within the broader framework of the CLGF Pacific Project. Other key
partners include UN agencies, the University of the South Pacific and civil
society organizations. A National Steering Group of partners meets
periodically to exchange information and provide guidance

Box 2

Excerpts from Most Significant Stories about
Local Elected Leadership Training

‘[Before] Councillors did not understand the meaning of ‘good governance’
and how it applied to the decision-making process of the Council...[After]
now Councillors understand the importance of ensuring the active and
constructive participation of community stakeholders in the decision making
process and this has greatly influenced the process undertaken to draw up
a master plan for the town (Sigatoka)...’

‘[Before] The Council did not involve stakeholders in solving community
problems...[After] now the Council seeks stakeholders involvement in
problem solving such as crime prevention, anti-littering and
control/supervision of illegal activities creating more community
accountability for the outcomes.’

‘[Before] Our views were very limited and focused on local domestic
issues...[After] now our views are broader in focus in terms of identifying
international and regional impacts on local decision-making...’

Source: Excerpts from story collection on the LEL Decision-Making Competency

‘[Before] Council would inform citizens about increases in service fees but
would always come up against resistance...[After] now the Council
consults (rather than just informs) citizens before fees are increased and
provides proper justification on a cost versus efficiency platform leading to
more acceptance and ownership...’

‘[Before] The Council did not realise the roles NGOs can play in raising
awareness about council decisions and activities...[After] since the
workshop the Council has engaged with FemLINKPACIFIC to raise
awareness through community radio about rate collections, clean-up
programmes and other activities in the town. The Council has seen the
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positive response from community members and will continue to pursue
other partnerships with local NGOs...’

Source: Excerpts from story collection on the LEL Enabling Competency

Honiara City Council Institutional Capacity Building Project

This project represents a significant regional médd partnership to

support Honiara City Council and its stakeholdetsuild the institutional

and service delivery capacity of the council follow several years of
national instability. The council operates witldnchanging and complex
environment, characterised by amongst other thiag&l urbanisation and
high expectations but inadequate resources.

There are five key objectives:

1. Strengthened management capacity and processesduding a
restructured organisation, a new management teahcaumnterparts,
introduction of new rating systems and improveméntthe council’s
revenue base, plus training and skills improvement.

2. Improved quality and delivery of essential servicéstivities
comprise upgrading office and depot facilities, imyements in refuse
collection and disposal, upgrading central marke@adworks and law
enforcement.

3. Coordinated and well-planned urban developmdiitis includes an
enhanced zoning, development and building contraiméwork,
including a new local planning scheme and urbaneldgment
strategy.

4. Promotion of good governance and local democrdaybe achieved
through legislative review, orientation and leatigrslevelopment for
councillors, improved community consultation andyagement, and
corporate planning.

5. Management of the Project effectively and inGlitg’s best interests.
Effective management by CLGF and support by pastner

The project is being implemented jointly by Honiggay Council and

CLGF. The national Ministry of Home Affairs alsapports project
management and provides appropriate oversight.erQkby partners are
Local Government New Zealand (until recently pniradly through Kapiti

Coast District Council) and Maryborough City Counici Queensland,
Australia. The project is largely funded by NZAID.
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Commonwealth Local Government Good Practice Scheme in
Papua New Guinea

The Commonwealth Local Government Good Practicee®eh(CLGGPS)

was launched in 1998 and is designed to suppoiegsobased on the
exchange of good practice and skills between logavernment

practitioners. The aim is to use council partnig@siio promote effective,
responsive and accountable delivery of local authorservices,

particularly to poor and disadvantaged communitiegntifying examples
of good practice for application elsewhere

The CLGGPS in Papua New Guinea began in 2000 wipipat from
AusAID and addresses the challenges and realiggsgbfaced by urban
local level governments in a rapidly changing eowiment. It seeks to
build capacity within and amongst councils to impdhe management
and delivery of services to communities. The sahemas three key
elements:

1. Council to Council partnerships, which curremtigiude:

= Mt Hagen City/Orange City- development of a city plan, refuse
collection and disposal plan, and women’s empowatime
economic development project.

= National Capital District Commission (Port Moresbyywnsville
City — improvement of regulatory services, property ratamgl
information technology.

= lLae City/Cairns City —development of an integrated waste
management strategy for the City of Lae.

= Alotau/Sunshine Coast enhanced management of solid waste
collection and disposal, improved billing systemdanew
information technology.

2. Capacity building for the Papua New Guinea Urhamal Level
Government Association (PNGULLGA). This follows setance
from the New South Wales Local Government and Shigsociation
for the development of a corporate plan for theo&ision.

3. Disseminating the outcomes and learning fronptménership projects
to other local government stakeholders in PNG agybbd through
information sharing and training seminars.

A further stage of the scheme is now being initlatecluding at least three

new partnerships for Goroka, Madang and Kokopo wituncils in
Australia.
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Conclusion

All three elements of the Pacific Project are novesng a consolidation
phase. Although certainly not without its challeagnotably coordination
within countries, responding to changing local pties and unexpected
circumstances, and ensuring adequate reporting arfdrmation
dissemination, the project continues to registenyreuccesses. These are
derived to a large extent from its partnership ggophy and approach:
assembling a network of local governments, mirgstrand development
partners across the region who are willing to forgese working
relationships, share information and ideas, anddnthe time, energy and
resources necessary for a concerted capacity bgikffort.

The value of this approach is demonstrated vergrigleby the project’s
‘flagship’ component, the Local Elected LeadershipEL) training
programme carried out in conjunction with UN-HABITA So far, around
500 local leaders in the region have experiencedpttogramme. In many
cases, this is the first time they have been exptssuch training and it is
undoubtedly contributing to an increase in leadprg&howledge and skills
across the region, enabling local governments tiztbeespond to the many
challenges they face. Positive changes in attihade been observed as a
result of LEL training (see Box 2), and the inndwatactivities now
emerging indicate that this is being translated iptactical development
outcomes.
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"Vice-chancellors have a responsibility to get doanmd say that
we're prepared to reform the sector in the follogvsensible and
constructive ways ... rather than going back in alitianal way
and saying, 'Give us more money and leave us algvewill get
nothing simply by asking for more moneéy.”

The Australian Labor Party went to the 2007 elecpoomising a new era
of cooperative federalism that would end the ‘blagame’ between federal
and state governments and re-energise reform amligtivity agendas. On
the evidence of the Council of Australian GoverntagfCOAG) meeting

on 26 March 2008, these agendas are advancindyapite communiqué
foreshadowed a raft of new commonwealth-state aggats, streamlined
arrangements for special purpose grants and, penmast significantly,

performance criteria for payment of at least sofrtbase grants.

Local government, in the person of the presidenthef Australian Local
Government Association (ALGA), has been a membeCOAG since its
inception® At the first meeting of COAG after last year'salen, ALGA
joined three new working groups — on infrastructireusing and climate
change. Another key area of COAG activity — refaftusiness regulation
— addresses two core concerns for local governnmamely development
assessment and building control. These receivedlleétattention at the
March meeting. In particular, COAG:

¥ Prof lan Chubb of the Australian National Universquoted inThe Sydney Morning
Herald, 14 March 2008.

2 Communique of Council of Australian Governmemgeting, Adelaide, 26 March 2008,
viewed athttp://www.coag.gov.au/meetings/260308/docs/comoue20080326.rtf

% COAG consists of the prime minister, state presierritory chief ministers
and the ALGA president.
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= noted the federal commitment of up to $30 millian assist local
councils across Australia to introduce electronievedlopment
assessment (eDA) systems

= requested the Local Government and Planning Mirss@ouncil to
report back in July 2008 on the scope and timelifwestaking the
streamlining of processes further, options for -ftestking the
introduction of common performance measurementereat and
progress with rapid adoption of eDA across localnmils to help speed
up land release and reduce development costs

= agreed that councils’ systems must be implememteah integrated and
co-ordinated manner using national frameworks aaddards, and that
the national eDA data protocol that underpins thestems must be
properly established and maintained

= sought a review of processes that apply to thedBgl Code of
Australia (BCA) and removal of unnecessary statetiaand local
government variations to the BCA.

The revitalised COAG agenda thus poses major cigake for local
councils to perform effectively, both in areas afree business and in
addressing broader national priorities. Local gowmegnt aspires to a
stronger position in the federation through constinhal recognition and,
according to the ALGA President “represents all tRalgans and delivers
an increasingly broad range of services that ma#i#ference to the lives
of communities across our natichSo can local government demonstrate
that it has a real contribution to make to natiormbductivity,
infrastructure improvement, housing affordabilitpdigenous wellbeing,
climate change, water reforms and other issueB®COAG agenda?

ALGA'’s position paper for the 2007 federal electidid indeed address
several of these critical national issues, notasgects of infrastructure,
climate change, water resources, urban sustaityabiid broadband access.
In some cases it was able to highlight the posiieps already being taken
by local councils. However, th&0-Point Plan to Reinvigorate Local
Communitieswas dominated by calls for additional federal fimgdto
enable local government to address its own findngiablems. These
included bids for an increase in untied financesistance grants (FAGS) to
1% of Commonwealth taxation revenue (net of thedgoand services tax
which is transferred to the states), and for $liobilover 4 years to fund a
community infrastructure renewal program.

The Labor Party’'s local government policy did nespond directly to
either of these bids, although local councils Wwélable to apply for a share

4 Australian Local Government Associatidn10-Point Plan to Reinvigorate Local
CommunitiesDeakin ACT, September 2007.
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of a proposed Housing Affordability Fund to meettpaf the cost of

housing-related infrastructure. Responding recenotlyuestions about local
government funding, the new federal minister, AnthdAlbanese, has
pointed to the scale of existing federal suppovie(db2.1bn per annum),
and to the forthcoming Productivity Commissiomeport on local

government’s own revenue raising capatity. may well prove highly

significant that the Commission’s draft report fduthat over the last
decade local government property taxes (‘ratesyehdeclined as a
percentage of GDP, depriving councils of a poténfih7bn in extra

revenue, and that most councils across Australiee lsgope to increase
rates within reasonable affordability limits.

Local government tends to overlook the fact th&rehare two ways to
address the ‘vertical fiscal imbalance’ in Aust&i federal system (by
which the federal government collects far more ttzan it needs for its
expenditure, whilst the states and to a much lesdent local government
need to spend more than they collect). The solw@rstantly promoted by
local councils and their associations involves ewereasing federal grants,
but the other way is to change the balance of i@xatin part by
substantially increasing property rates. The Prodtyg Commission’s
report may suggest the latter path, and this cptdde highly attractive to
a federal government committed to lowering incorag tates whilst
simultaneously cutting expenditure in order to daftationary pressures.

It remains true that many small (in terms of popalg rural and remote

councils have little or no scope to increase ratéswever, rather than

increased federal funding for all councils, thislgem could be addressed
by changing the way FAGs are distributed, as sugdeda the 2003 House
of Representatives report on cost shiffingdgain, the new government
may find such an option worth exploring.

Labor's election policies relating to local govemmh involved the
establishment of three new organizations: Infrastme Australia, Regional
Development Australia, and the Council of Austmaliaocal Governments.
Infrastructure Australia will be a broadly represgive body that will
formulate and review proposals for nationally siigaint projects: local
government has been promised representation. Thatien is less clear
with Regional Development Australia: this agencyl wiave a national
board drawn from a national network of regional odttees, based on the
existing Area Consultative Committees that advieefederal government

® The Productivity Commission is an independenisaty body which undertakes inquiries
requested by the federal government.

® Seelocal Government Focu¥ol 24, No.2, February 2008 p.1; ahdcal Agendalssue
15, March 2008 p.25 (NSW Local Government and Shitgsociations).

7 Productivity Commissiomssessing Local Government Revenue Raising CapBeijt
Research Report, Commonwealth of Australia, 2007.

8 House of Representatives Standing Committee omdtuics, Finance and Public
Administration,Rates and Taxes: A Fair Share for Responsible LGoalernment
Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, Candne2003.
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on regional issues and formulate projects for fagdunder various
programs. However, whilst local government can be a sigaificplayer in
these committees, it does not necessarily havadinig or major role.

The proposed Council of Australian Local Governmee(CALG) will
perhaps offer the greatest challenge to local gowent's national
leadership. This is to be a consultative and adyisorum comprising
senior federal ministers and a broad cross-seabiotocal government
representatives drawn from ALGA and the statettanyiassociations, the
Council of Capital City Lord Mayors (CCCLM), regiahbodies and other
stakeholder organizatiod$.lt is intended to enable local government to
discuss national issues directly with the federavegnment, including
infrastructure and transport, regional developméotising affordability
and, as a top priority, a process thaylead ultimately to constitutional
recognition’*

Establishing CALG will create both opportunitiesdamisks for local
government. Until now, local government’s interestshe national level
have been pursued primarily through ALGA, which haen recognised by
successive federal governments as its principalesgmtative. This was
demonstrated most clearly in the negotiation by #wating Labor
government of th&Commonwealth-Local Government Accosigned by
the then Prime Minister and ALGA President in Nobem 2005. The
Accord achieved precisely what CALG is now charged to-dget out an
agreed policy framework. However, it is debatablether that could have
been done with a somewhat disparate group of Igm@mlernment
representatives around the table. State and tefritmcal government
associations have different priorities, as do gsogpch as CCCLM, the
Seachange councils (who have already met separafiéty the federal
treasurer), Local Government Managers Australia (the peaklybéor
senior management) and others. Will local goverrirherable to present a
coherent and united view on key issues, and raiafds credentials as a
valuable partner, or will CALG become a Tower obBE

Responding to the opportunity once again to pursoestitutional

recognition will be another difficult test. ALGA kaenthusiastically
embraced this element of Labor policy and is plagnia National

Constitutional Summit in Melbourne in December 2008e hard question
is what form of recognition to seek: the wordingfed@ed at the last
referendum on this issue in 1988 would simply heaguired all states to
legislate for a system of elected local governm@ihis would not have
lessened state control over councils, nor woultedessarily have brought
about any change in underlying federal relatiorend local government

% SeelG News 27 March 2008, Hallmark Editions, viewedhdtp://www.lgcentre.com.au/
10" senator Kate Lundy, speech to the Local Goventiiesociation of Queensland, 29
August 2007, viewed dittp://www.katelundy.com.au/localgovernment.htm

1 gsed ocal Agendalssue 15, March 2008 p.25.

2 5ed G News 28 February 2008, viewed lattp://www.lgcentre.com.au/
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has already gained federal funding as well as meshie of COAG and
other federal forums even without recognition. Sowd it now press for
more far-reaching constitutional change in ordebésome a “truly equal
partner"?® The chances of gaining necessary bi-partisancstipederally
and in a majority of states for such a bold mowvaklslim, given that it
would challenge state authority. But is it wortkitg the risk of another
failed referendum aimed at merely ‘symbolic’ recitigm?

If local government is to prosper under the newdraipovernment it will
have to demonstrate its relevance, capacity andibsligy in terms of the
emerging federal agenda. Simply asserting that @tsuhave an important
role to play, and then asking for more money t@tbem perform, is an
unlikely recipe for success. As the Productivityn@oission’s draft report
suggests, there is a growing divide in Australiaeal government. On the
one hand there is a group of perhaps 150 largendially robust urban and
regional councils that can do much to advance te#ibeing of local
communities with little or no external support, andn also become
significant partners in the federal system. Ondtieer hand are the many
(too many) small councils that in their currentromwill increasingly
struggle to remain financially sustainable and weke only a very limited
contribution to national objectives. The recent egidread amalgamations
of councils in Queensland were explicitly desigrtedstrengthen local
government’s capacity to deal with ‘big picturesugs," and most of
Australia’s largest, most robust and (potentially laast) politically
influential councils are now to be found in thaitet

Local government thus faces a clear choice. It @amtinue to pursue an
agenda of constitutional recognition and bids fddional financial support
that tends to focus attention on its weaknesseseanhs unlikely to achieve
very much in the short-medium term. Or it can ategsypalatable structural
and financial reforms to address the problems oéllsirouncils, whilst
asserting and capitalising on its strengths, eafigdhe real capacity of big
councils to add value to federal initiatives.

3 ALGA President Clir Paul Bell quoted ALGA News14 March 2008, viewed at
http://www.alga.asn.au

1 Report of the Local Government Reform Commissidfolume 1, State of Queensland,
July 2007.
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Local Government Funding and Rating

August 2007 saw the release of 'Funding Local Guwent', the report of
the Local Government Rates Inquiry (availablenatv.ratesinquiry.govt.nz

New Zealand local government has one of the wonldist flexible rating
(property tax) systems. Councils may choose betveagital value, land
value or annual (rental) value. Rates may be deyiemarily as an ad
valorem charge but councils may also use a vaoétiixed charges. In
addition they may levy a targeted rate or ratesclvimay be either a fixed
amount or ad valorem, charged on a single propertycategory of
properties to recover the cost of a specific serdc services. Councils
also have the power, in consultation with their ommities, to adopt
highly flexible postponement policies allowing péopto defer,
indefinitely, payment of rates. (Normally when tiésdone, councils take a
first charge on the property and recover interégheir marginal cost of
borrowing.)

Despite this high degree of flexibility, there isense that the rating system
as such is reaching the limits of its potentiaptovide adequate funding
for local government activities. The Rating Inquiitself noted that
approximately 56% of local government operatingerele came from rates
but recommended that, long-term, this proportioousth not exceed 50%.
More generally, in respect of local government lifsehe Inquiry
concluded:

Local government works well in meeting the divemseds of New
Zealanders. It provides, at reasonable cost, damniir range of basic
services, which can broadly be categorised asreittgvork
infrastructure (roads and public transport, thegghwaters" - water
supply, waste water and stormwater - plus solidsvesposal), or
community and social infrastructure (cultural aadreational
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facilities), as well as a range of regulatory dtiég. Overall it
accounts for somewhat less than 5% of nationalrekpee.

Ironically, some of New Zealand's difficulties rdsfrom attempts to
ensure greater fairness, transparency and accdlitytabCouncils are
required to revalue properties for rating purpaseleast once every three
years (some do so annually). New Zealand, likehmafcthe world, has
recently come through a major property boom. Trhjsacted differentially
with residential property in premium locations (stzd, lakeside for
example) rising in value much more rapidly thanidestial property
generally. When rates are levied on an ad valdrasis, the result can be
major shifts in rating burden between different leomners even though
total rate revenues for the council may not incegeatly.

This coincided with new accountability requirememntdth New Zealand

local authorities required to produce 10-year faség which are reviewed
by the office of the Auditor-General to ensure thebustness. The
purpose was to make sure local authorities wer@gshp providing for

maintenance, upgrading and investment in needemsinficture. The
result was a one-off step jump in projected futexpenditure, and thus
rating requirements, as local authorities ‘camearcleabout the extent of
required investment.

A further factor is that New Zealand local authiestare required to report
in accordance with international financial repagtirequirements. Among
other things this means making full provision f@pdeciation. For some
councils this is now the single largest item initheperating expenses.
Councils have a statutory obligation to operatalariced budget but with
an exception that, if they deem it prudent to dptBey may operate at a
deficit. This was intended to provide some flekiypiaround full recovery
of depreciation, especially for councils which wareesting very heavily
in new long-life infrastructure.

There is thus a theoretical opportunity for countd relax the pressure of
depreciation on current rating but this comes @aitige — publicly revealing
that they are operating at a deficit with the copeat risk of ill-informed
criticism. Few councils have been prepared to tae risk, preferring
instead to try and hold their total expenditure dow

The Rating Inquiry undertook a commendably thoroughiew of local

government funding and has produced a very usefubrt. Some of it
focuses on improving local government practice, ésample, making
greater use of borrowing for long-life assets.aldo made some helpful
recommendations on tidying up anomalies in stayutexemptions or
partial exemptions from rating (a number of cenggalernment funded
activities are partly or wholly exempt, effectivedynounting to a subsidy
from the local ratepayer to the national taxpayer).
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Overall, however, the report has not produced amggic bullet’. It
recognizes the practical reality that higher tiefsgovernment are not
falling over themselves to provide additional fumgifor local government.
It did include a relatively modest proposal destyteeprovide smaller local
authorities with some assistance towards the cosecessary water and
waste water infrastructure, but disappointed theskvocating major
increases in funding support.

Whether and to what extent any of its recommendatiill be taken up is
still a matter of conjecture. At least the goveemiis giving it serious
consideration, seemingly in contrast to the immiediasponse to the report
of the UK Lyons Inquiry, and of the Scottish Ratinguiry.

In contrast with the relative lack of progress witle Rating Inquiry, some
New Zealand local authorities are demonstrating loow flexible rating
powers can be used creatively to help individugpayers or groups of
ratepayers in quite innovative ways. As examples:

» A large industrial estate was having very realidlfties with
security. Break-ins and vandalism were at a nedhtihigh level.
A contributing factor was the disparate range oftuséy
arrangements in place for individual firms. Thesdb council
worked with a group of businesses in the estafentba solution.
The estate formed a business association to adhessingle
purchaser of security arrangements for the ensitate The local
authority agreed to facilitate funding by using ageted rate
provided it received a two-thirds majority in a @obf estate
ratepayers (this was essential to overcome the-rilee and
transaction costs problems which make it extrentfficult to
introduce these kinds of arrangements on a pureluntary
contractual basis). The majority was forthcomind@he new
security arrangements have seen a dramatic drbpeak-ins and a
very real improvement in response time on call .outs

» Central government's Energy Efficiency and Cond@ma
Authority is introducing a subsidised loan schenme home
retrofit, including upgrading home heating. It ognized that
many homeowners in its priority group would notdixe to afford
loan repayments (older people on limited incomearasxample).
It has reached agreement with a group of counudsthey will use
a combination of a targeted rate and rates postpentto allow a
very cost-effective means of home equity releasevérse
mortgage’) which is also extremely safe (unlikeraie provider,
local government has no incentive to encourage Ipeopborrow
more than they absolutely need — and by statutetipermitted to
make a profit but only to break even on the cost).
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» Consideration is being given to other uses forefed rates and
rates postponement to support ageing-in-place:possibility is a
home maintenance service.

Royal Commission on Auckland Governance

In December 2007 the New Zealand
government announced the establishment c%

interests within Auckland, especially from th
business community, who believed thi
existing governance arrangements we
hampering the region’s growth. Amongs
their concerns were fragmentation of a regiu.
of around 1.2 million people into seven city ortdet councils plus a
regional council; the multiplicity of providers bulk and retail water; and
that some 15 agencies from central and local govent were involved in
decision-making on planning and provision of regioroading, together
with what they saw as a general lack of progressdifressing Auckland's
infrastructure challenges.

The terms of reference appear comprehensive. Theger from the
ownership, governance and institutional arrangesnefidr public
infrastructure, services and facilities, to the ggmance and representation
arrangements which will best:

- Enable effective responses to the different comtrembdf interest
and reflect and nurture the cultural diversity wittthe Auckland
region; and

« provide leadership for the Auckland region andcissnmunities,
while facilitating appropriate participation by izeéns and other
groups and stakeholders in decision-making prosesse

However there are also significant exclusions. yTinelude the purposes
and principles of local government; local governtreamangements in New
Zealand generally; the extent to which recommendatirelating to the
Auckland region may also be appropriately impleradn¢lsewhere; and
central government agency and institutional arreveggs dealing with
expenditure of appropriated funds, provision of vees and the
stewardship of assets within ministerial portfolios
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The Commissioners (from left to right)
David Shand, Hon Peter Salmon,
Dame Margaret Bazley

The Commission has set a tight timetable. Suboissivere required by
the 22nd of April. Hearings will take place in tlast three weeks of May
and throughout June and early July. The final mepwst be delivered by
December 2008. There is a very real sense thatgpertunity for existing

local authorities, key stakeholders, and the génpublic to engage

effectively and on an informed basis will be préged by the tightness of
the timetable.

Despite this, and the extensive exclusions fromt¢h@s of reference, it is
clear that the Royal Commission process is regulima very intense

debate on possible options. One council has ajreaggested the creation
of a single local authority for the whole of the ekland region, to be

responsible for all local government functions,giag from metropolitan

governance and regional spatial planning to ecoaatevelopment, and
including infrastructure currently handled by arieisgth organisations.
Others have reacted criticising this as a poweb ginat would effectively

eliminate local democracy.

Alternative approaches are reflecting on how tabeé factors such as:

» The need for effective, efficient and timely deaisimaking on
major infrastructure, as compared with the demamdiémocratic
local decision-making, which at an extreme can N#4BYism
bring decision-making almost to a halt.

» The demand for greater efficiency in service delivavhich many
New Zealanders believe means larger local autksritiut also the
importance of preserving local democracy. A greataphasis on
shared services, and recognition of internatioeakarch on the
limitations of amalgamation, and on the cost oféarauthorities,
are influencing this part of the debate.

» The proper role and function of local governmehbwd modern
local authorities be treated as though they arngractice publicly
owned infrastructure companies, or is their ovémgdrole the
promotion and enhancement of local democracy?
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Other challenges include the difference between imdtrative and
functional boundaries. The economic impact of #heckland region
extends well beyond its formal boundaries, raising question of how
functions such as transport and economic developnresiuding the role
of export ports, can properly be managed.

Whilst it is always dangerous to make predictiofith \&n undertaking such
as this, there does seem to be a growing intenetta Greater London
Authority model as an acceptable means both foragiag region-wide

functions, and for enabling the ‘single voice fargkland’ which is seen as
an essential requirement. Certainly, there isgoinbe a very major focus
on the design of the structural arrangements, dictu the question of
whether major regional functions can properly bacetl within a single
entity, or whether they require their own sepasfitectures complete with
fit for purpose’ governance.
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Introduction

Local councils in the state of New South Wales (NSkVAustralia are
starting to give serious consideration to how thegn include
‘sustainability’ in their planning for the future.There is no statutory
requirement to create a sustainability plan — dmetefore no standard
definition of what constitutes such a plan for logavernment in NSW.
The same is true of the term ‘sustainability’, ¥anich there is no standard
or legislative definition. However, the NSW statésision of Local
Government Managers Australia (LGMA - a professiarganization for
council managers) has recently released a ‘SusiéitpyaHealth Check’ as
a resource to assist councils in assessing thereruperformance and
devising appropriate strategies and action planmsstestainability. In
addition, several individual councils have useddpportunity provided by
the state government’s Urban Sustainability Progtammake a first
attempt at developing a sustainability plan.

This practice note reports on work undertaken bg 8ydney-based
Institute for Sustainable Futures (ISF) with thoeeincils: Hunters Hill, a
small council in the middle-ring suburbs of Sydnelgwkesbury City, the
largest council (by area) in metropolitan Sydnejtuased on the
Hawkesbury River approximately 50 kilometres nostsst of the CBD;
and Gosford City, on the NSW Central Coast midwayween Sydney,
where many of its residents travel to work, and theustrial city of
Newcastle to the north. In this work the approtatten has been either to

I Jade Herriman, Emma Partridge and Mick Paddoiased in the Institute for
Sustainable Futures (ISF) at the University of Tedbgy, Sydney. The Institute is a
research and consulting organization that workk widustry, government and the
community to help create sustainable futures thnaegearch, consultancy and training.
For further information about ISF’s work in thisear contact the authors +61 2 9514
4950 or view the website: www.isf.uts.edu.au or iEneanma.partridge@uts.edu.au or
jade.herriman@uts.edu.au
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adopt the definition of sustainability used by @uncil already, or to
work with the council to establish a definition appriate to its concerns
and circumstances, rather than impose a notion efinidon of
sustainability from outside.

Hunters Hill and Hawkesbury

Both councils initiated their sustainability progra after receiving grant
funding from the state government. The grant dimad and guidelines
did not define what constitutes a sustainabilitgnplbut left this up to
individual councils to determine. This providetligh degree of flexibility
for councils to approach the task of sustainabifitgnning in different
ways depending on local context and need. Howévalso left room for a
degree of confusion about what a sustainabilityr ptaght consist of and
how councils should go about preparing one.

Broadly, sustainability planning could relate tdher the council’s own
operations (governance and/or organisational fans}i or its programs for
the community (in any of its roles, including ségit land use planning,
development control, provision of public works, uwkgion and
enforcement of activities, provision of communigngces and provision of
information). It might encompass both internal axternal elements. The
potential for confusion is exacerbated by the thet a recent review of
planning and reporting in local government, carwed by the NSW state
department of local government in 2006/07, doesmake reference to
‘sustainability’ plans in its description of eitheurrent or possible future
planning and reporting models, although it doeerréd a ‘quadruple
bottom line’ and notes that some innovative cownbihve attempted to
adopt sustainability frameworks as an overarchiagming mechanism.

At both Hunters Hill and Hawkesbury there was aeriest in discussing all
these various ways in which sustainability mightélevant. Consequently
the approach taken was a broad one, which aimedogpecify what
particular approach to sustainability planning aiet but to assist each
council to develop a strategy that was appropfiatdts situation. There
was also a desire in both councils for staff tragnand capacity building on
core concepts of sustainability. At Hawkesbury fiteus was on building
the capacity of the strategic planning team toidtét a broader process
within council, while at Hunters Hill, there was amerest in involving all
staff early in the process, via a discussion almwe sustainability might
relate in practical terms to a diverse array ofkameas.

Hawkesbury City Council had an existing commitmintsustainable and
liveable communities’ and ‘sustainable developmeémtits draft strategic
plan. Also, the council was already undertakingiynactivities that relate

2 Where this has been informed by a range of cormynamtepted sustainability principles
and existing definitions.
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to the various dimensions of sustainability. Hoem\strategic planning
staff identified a need to achieve a better intiégmeof sustainability issues
across council. In response, ISF worked with thetesgic planning team to
explore the concept of sustainability and how aasoability framework
might be applied at a strategic level within colinci

Training and interactive workshops were used t@ fsttategic planning

staff understand some core sustainability concepid,to develop a set of
sustainability principles, objectives and approactiat suited the specific
needs of the organisation. The workshops drew speas of the 2007

LGMA Sustainability Health Check, mentioned earli@s a framework for

reviewing strategic planning and corporate systgmacesses and culture
in relation to sustainability.

The report produced at the conclusion of this warvides a framework
for sustainability planning at Hawkesbury City Collnit contains:

1. A series okustainability principles. These are based on leading-
edge thinking about sustainability, and can be tsegliide a high-
level strategic approach to sustainability at thencil. They can
also function as a ‘check’ on planning and decisi@aking: in
other words, various options for action can be sk according
to whether they will effectively implement theséngiples.

2. A number ofsustainability objectives for the council to work
towards.

3. Suggestedtrategic directionsfor council. Tailored to the specific
context of Hawkesbury City, these demonstrate aetyarof
approaches that the council might take in workiogdrds the
sustainability objectives.

4. A range ofimplementation examples These are specific actions
that could be taken under each of the strategiections. The
implementation options included are practical, vetrlke examples,
many of which are based on work undertaken elsesytmgth in
the local government sector and beyond.

The report creates a strategic sustainability fraomke for Hawkesbury
City Council and provides a set of appropriate cibjes and suggested
directions and implementation examples that wouliddbon what already
exists within the council. The strategic plannitggm will now seek
endorsement of this framework by the elected cdlonsi Once endorsed,
actions can be taken within the broad frameworkyewer the precise
details of implementation can be discussed intrrtal ensure that the
implementation process is appropriate and realistic
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Hunters Hill Council took a slightly different apach. Council staff
decided that as the smallest (by area) council$WWh\hey would design a
very inclusive, ‘bottom-up’ process that involvedeey single staff member
in the first phase. They also chose to use theleviob the LGMA
Sustainability Health Check as a means of assessirmgnt practice and
future opportunities, and to inform the later depehent of a sustainability
plan.

ISF designed and developed a staff training an@ggmgent workshop for
all council staff. The workshop had multiple olijees. Firstly, it aimed
to help all staff understand the concept of suatality, and its relevance to
their own jobs. Secondly, it provided an opportyrfior staff to be
involved in and consulted about the sustainabjitynning process from
the outset. Thirdly, it allowed council sustairgpiofficers who would be
leading the planning process to better understamd dtaff currently relate
to issues of sustainability — this was useful irlpimg to inform the
subsequent steps in the sustainability planninggeses. In practice, the
workshops were also a valuable opportunity to pr@moross-team
discussion on sustainability, allowing staff to gaiee for the subsequent
Health Check waorkshop.

Various interactive techniques and strategies weegl in the workshops to
help staff members think about the kind of futureyt would like to see in
the Hunters Hill area. These visions were therkelth to aspects of
sustainability, and the various roles and functiofisthe council. Staff
members were given an opportunity to brainstorm wags in which
sustainability might relate to their individual g@band to their day-to-day
work, and to discuss what the challenges and oppitiks might be in
relation to implementing sustainability in theirrpeular section of the
council. Material was also presented that assiséeghle to understand the
‘bigger picture’ — explaining sustainability as encept, and as a planning
framework for local government.

Engaging all staff in issues of sustainability cée challenging.
Sustainability can be conceptually difficult forgpée to grasp, and its
relevance to roles across council — from plannergarks and maintenance
staff — is not always understood. Further, nostff are equally equipped
to participate in strategic discussions of thisdkirSome are not interested,
or do not see what it could achieve, and othermdbfeel it is their
responsibility to be involved in this way. The-siaff workshops ISF
developed in collaboration with Hunters Hill Coungerhaps highlighted
these barriers as much as overcame them. Manlydstabppreciate the
inclusive approach, and the workshops did genazatenge of ideas for
strategic planning staff to consider as they plae next steps of the
process. However, it remains a significant chaerigr the council to
develop a sustainability plan that reflects thigut) provides opportunities
for innovation and implementation in all areas loé touncil’s operations,
and enables all staff to engage with it.
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Gosford

Gosford is a large city of over 150,000 people2®7 the council worked
with ISF to develop a suite of sustainability iratiars to enable it to better
track progress towards meeting the community’sovisdf what the area
should be like in 2025.

Gosford is one of an increasing number of coungilustralia which have
been adopting a ‘triple bottom line’ approach t@ithplanning. This
approach recognises the interconnectedness of mwoncocial and
environmental objectives, and that achievements ame of these
dimensions can impact on the others, either petivor negatively.
Councils have also been acknowledging the diffexrdoetween planning
for the development of the local community and aea planning and
managing the operations of the council itself.the wider community, the
council is just one of a number of stakeholdersyise providers and
agencies. When councils begin to adopt sustaibabil triple bottom line
planning, they also need to adjust their approaateporting. In particular
they need to consider how best to communicate haV the area is
performing to their local communities.

The objective of this project was to prepare higivel, strategic,

community indicators for the whole of the GosfordtyCarea, which

collectively would measure the progress of the &o@aards its vision for

sustainability. The project drew on examples frilva available literature
of best practice approaches to indicator developnaenl use in other
organisations. Existing council indicators wergoaleviewed, in order that
the information already held by the council andeotlocal agencies, as
well as the knowledge of council staff, could bé foubest use.

The approach to sustainability taken in this projas framed by two
overarching considerations. First, the definitidrsustainability developed
by Gosford City Council itself, which is that itiolves “‘meeting the needs
of current and future generations through simul@ne environmental,
social and economic improvemen(iGosford City Council Sustainability

Report 2005). Second, th&osford Vision 2025 a documentleveloped

by the council through extensive community consigtethat expresses
the Gosford community’s aspirations for the future. eTéight key focus
areas (KFAs) in the vision provided a framework tbe sustainability
indicators. These are:

=  Creating economic opportunity and employment
= |mproving transportation and infrastructure

=  Protecting the environment

=  Strengthening local and regional identity

= Enhancing arts and culture

=  Promoting health and safety

= Supporting families, youth and the elderly
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= Expanding education and skills development.

In moving from these general statements of theepred vision for the city
to a suite of specific indicators that might trggkogress towards that
vision, the project used a three-stage procesgcéited in the diagram that
follows).

“What do we want for the future?”

Chararchimg Wision for Gosfong 2025,
fmzluding Key Focus Areas
[Fosiord 2025 docwimant)

“What would a sustainable outcome for each
Key Focus Area look like?"

A spaciie Waion for each KEA, descrbing e desined aufeames for thai KFEA
{Can be arawn from the descripiive texl under each Key Focus Area in the Wislon document)

“How will we know if we are heading towards that outcome?”
Sustainabifly indicators thal refate (o each of the desired outcones
{To ba chasen... )

Vision 2025asks the very broad question ‘what do we wantHerfuture?’

and provides an answer by grouping a wide rangéssfes under the
KFAs. The first step was to adopt these KFAs a&s dtructure for the
indicator suite. The second step, before consigasihat indicators might
align with each KFA, was to define the specidittcomesiesired for each.
This was done by collating the range of outcomdesiants found
throughoutVision 2025and validating them with key council staff. Ifeth
vision statement provides a high level picture what would we like to

see?’ the outcome statements provide the detaihat this will involve —

which pathways will lead towards the vision. Faample, the broad key
focus area of ‘protecting the environment’ was sfated into nine desired
outcomes. These included ‘agricultural land is teeted from

development’; ‘Aboriginal cultural heritage sitegeaprotected and
managed’; and ‘air and water resources are pratectence these specific
outcomes were established, it was possible to ntovthe third step —
developing indicators that would track progressais the outcomes.
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A list of potential indicators was compiled fronmeapping of the council’s
existing indicators across the range of its plam$ eeports, and this was
augmented with other possible indicators eitheptethfrom the relevant
literature, inspired by examples of current pratic other organisations,
or devised specifically by ISF.

The indicators were reviewed against a set of raaitdeveloped for the
project, and known by the first letters of eachavas ‘RMSIC’. Indicators
were thus intended to be:

= Relevant — they tell a clear ‘sustainability storghd address issues
that are important to decision making

= Measurable- they use data that is readily available, accueatd
enables comparisons over time

= Significant — they contain information that penetsato the ‘heart
of the matter’

= Intelligible — they can be easily comprehended by ¢ieneral
community,and preferably

= Cross-cutting- one indicator can provide information on multiple
related concerns.

Using these criteria, the list of potential indmat was refined and the
selected indicators were then validated and dateces checked at a series
of workshops with the relevant council staff. Thmal report of the project
describes a suite of sustainability indicators dbgl For each
recommended indicator a suitable measure or measae suggested, as
well as some alternative indicators that might beduif accessing or using
the required data for the preferred indicator 3 difficult. Many of the
chosen indicators are ‘cross cutting’ which meahsat tthey reveal
information about the movement towards or away freeweral of the
Vision 2025KFAs, rather than just one.
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Key Focus Area Relevant indicators

Creating economic Education enrolment levels

opportunity and employment Volunteering levels

Employment rate

Local employment rate

Growth in number of jobs

Employment by industry

Level of relative socio-economic disadvantage
Method of travel to work

Improving transportation and Method of travel to work

infrastructure Water consumption
Use of recycled water
Protecting the environment Volunteering levels

Employment rate (local)

Method of travel to work

Water consumption

Use of recycled water

Water quality

Amount of bushland (remnant vegetation)
Population and abundance of indicator species
Waste to landfill

Greenhouse gas emissions

Strengthening local and Attendance / participation at arts/cultural events
regional identity Population and abundance of indicator species

Use of land for agricultural and horticultural production
Enhancing arts and culture Attendance / participation at arts/cultural events
strategies Aboriginal cultural heritage protection
Promoting health and safety Volunteering levels
strategies Method of travel to work

Health of community
Use of and satisfaction with human/community

services
Supporting families, youth and | Education enrolment levels
the elderly Volunteering levels
Use of and satisfaction with human/community
services
Level of relative socio-economic disadvantage
Expanding education and Education enrolment levels
skills development Volunteering levels

For organisations of all kinds, sustainability icatiors are both a practical
monitoring tool and a valuable means of commumnigggirogress to others.

For local councils, if sustainability indicatorseeadeveloped to clearly align

with a community’s vision and a set of agreed gadisy can be a highly

effective way of not only informing the communitigaut progress towards
or away from those goals, beihgagingthem in the process of developing
strategies and actions in respanse
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Sustainability planning: Some considerations

Based on our experience working with the counafiscdbed here, as well
as on the wide range of other sustainability plagrand organisational
change work we have conducted, ISF suggests thewioh questions
might be a useful starting point for councils enkivag on sustainability
planning

Things to consider when embarking on sustainability planning
in your organization

¢ Do people understand the key concepts? Will you need to first build staff
capacity — either about sustainability in general, or about the state of issues
in your local government area, or different ways to do sustainability
planning?

« Do you have a shared understanding of what sustainability means for your
organisation? W.ill you need to do some visioning about your preferred
future? Can you agree on a set of sustainability principles? Who will be
involved in developing these?

¢ How will you know which areas are most ‘in need’ of improvement? Will
you base your decisions on an assessment of the social, environmental and
economic status of your community and local government area? On some
kind of industry benchmarking? On staff concerns? On community
concerns? Or all of these? What information will you need?

¢ Are you looking at planning changes to the council’'s operations (how it does
what it does) or also at its programs and deliverables to the community
(what it does)?

e What will you do with the results of the planning that you do? Will there be
a new or updated ‘sustainability plan’ document? Or will this thinking feed
sustainability considerations and actions into other, existing plans (such as
land use plans, strategic or corporate plans, an environmental management
plan, an infrastructure plan)?

 How will the work you do on sustainability feed into the council’s strategic
and/or corporate plans — and is there a way to actually transform these
plans into a sustainability plan (because good management is about
delivering sustainability)?

* How will these strategic and corporate level plans for sustainability feed into
the operational plans that departments, units and teams of council use to
guide their daily and weekly activities?

* How will you assess whether the council is being successful in meeting its
plans for moving towards sustainability? How will you report the council’s
progress to the community? What sorts of reporting will make most sense
to and be of most interest to the community?
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The annualConference of the International Association of Schools and
Institutes of Administration (IASIA) will take place from 14-18 July 2008 in
Kampala, Uganda on the theme of “Enhancing EfficyerEffectiveness and
Equity in Public Service Delivery: challenges, oppaities and good
practices”. More information can be viewed att¢baference website:
www.iiasiisa.be/schools/aeconf/kampala/kampalasitoiep

The Technical Working Group of the Caribbean Forum of Local
Government Ministers has started working on developing a Regional Kolic
for Local Governance in the Caribbean. Cognizhat in the Commonwealth
Caribbean the structures and practices of locagigmnce differ from country
to country, it is hoped that a regional policy wall least formalize a broad
framework within which local governance can be iempénted in the region.

It is anticipated that the draft of this regionallipy will be completed by
November 2008. For more information contact Dr.hBis Ragoonath, Senior
Lecturer in Government, Department of Behavioui@esces, The University
of the West Indies. Weblink:
http://cflgm.org/index.php?option=com_content&taglew&id=65&Itemid=95

UKZN/Democracy Development Programme - National Conference On
Local Government Financing And Development. The School of Public
Administration of the University of Kwazulu — Natal collaboration with the
Democracy Development Programme (DDP) will be mgsthe fourth national
local government conference in Durban on the 11 Ehd\ugust 2008. The
Conference will be held at the Holiday Inn Crown@zR on the Durban
beachfront and the theme this year is “Local Gowemt Financing and
Development in South Africa”. The South Africanv@onment has introduced
a futuristic policy and legislative framework fasclal government financing
and development. The country is currently in theosd decade of local
democracy and it is now opportune to critically mxae the impact of the new
legislative and policy frameworks on local goverminefinancing and
development and more specifically financial vialiind sustainability.
The Conference will focus dnter alia:

= municipal financial viability;
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= intergovernmental fiscal relations;

= indigent management;

= creativity and innovativeness in generating newaasiof revenue;

= public accountability; maladministration/fraud aswtruption;

= |ocal economic development;

= municipal services partnerships;

= accessing donor and grant funding; and

= municipal valuation and property rating and suggigin management.

The presenters/speakers are high ranking offidr@is1 national, provincial,

local government and non governmental organizat&n senior consultants.
The target audience for the Conference are seniorigipal functionaries;

academics; researchers and non - governmentalipagj@ans. It is anticipated
that approximately 200 delegates will attend thenf€ance. Conference
website: www.ddp.org.za/events-1/5th-national-annual-loaatgrnment-conference

The New Zealand Political Studies Association annual conference and post
graduate research meeting will be held at Massaydusity (Auckland) 28-29
August 2008. The conference theme is: MMP: An &aabn. Keynote
Speakers include the Hon. Peter Salmon, ChairmagalRCommission on
Auckland Governance, and Prof. Marilyn Waring, essior of Public Policy,
Auckland University of Technology. A call for papevas extended to 1 May.
Contact Dr. Andy Asquith, Department of Managemant International
Business:a.asquith@massey.ac.nz

The Australian Local Government Association (ALGA) has launched the
Constitutional Recognition Website. They write: €tgnition in the
Australian Constitution is one of the most impottahallenges facing local
government today. It is an issue that we needaonage properly if we are to
maximise our chance of success. Today, ALGA laadch special website
dedicated to constitutional recognition. The wabgrovides a range of
material for councils including fact sheets, tecahiresources, a copy of the
Australian Constitution and a CD with material®lactronic format. Over the
next few months Councils are asked to consider imgortant issue and
provide feedback regarding their ideas, aspiratiand desired outcomes.
ALGA President Cr Paul Bell said that, with the kiag of the Rudd
Government, there has never been a better timechoev'e one of local
government's most important goals: ‘Having locavernment recognised in
the Australian Constitution has been at the forgfraf debate in successive
National General Assemblies of Local Government egrains one of the
main objectives of ALGA. We, as local governmerdyé never been in a
better position to steer this issue forward.”

Weblink: www.alga.asn.au/constitutionalrecognititinicludes links to fact sheets on
the issue.
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The Local Government Association of South Australia has drawn on global
best practice to produce a handbook that is dedigaeimprove the way
councils engage their local communities. The hao#bincorporates a
framework developed by the International Associatid Public Practitioners,
a body founded in 1990 with the aim of promotinguea and best practices to
involve communities in government and industry diecis which affect their
lives. Joy Baluch, President of South Australid’ecal Government
Association, says local government in the staténcseasingly looking to
world’s best practice models in its operations dedlings with people. Mayor
Baluch says councils are finding that public meggiare not always the best
way for them to achieve community input into annprigrams and budgets or
long-term planning. She says other techniques sschndertaking surveys
and establishing panels and focus groups are nppeasing to communities,
particularly those with young people who are acmmstd to responding via
mobile phones or the internet.

For further information:www.lga.sa.gov.au/site/page.cfm?u=1324

The UTS Centre for Local Government, Sydney Australia has been
commissioned by the Commonwealth Secretariat tcerakle research into
local government systems and legislation in a numtfe Pacific island
countries. This will involve a review of existingcal government Acts or
equivalent legislation, convening a regional wodgsho discuss good practice
principles, and action research projects in threfeur countries. The research
will be closely linked to the Commonwealth Local v@émment Forum's
Pacific Project, which the Centre is also assisting. It will b&reed out in
cooperation with Local Government New Zealand atietioregional partners.
A Regional workshop was held in Suva, Fiji Islands,15 November 2007.
Please follow this link www.clg.uts.edu.au/research/paclocgov.htid view a
Background Paper and documents that comprise nidexl of Pacific Country
Local Government Legislation’. Full documentatiofi the project will be
progressively added to this link over the next faanths.

And also from the Centre, each year we run a sefieeminars by visiting
international practitioners and academics relaedotal government and
governance. The most recent presentation was hy Jackson (University of
Dundee, Scotland) who, in “Policies for Economic vBlepment: What
Works?” used recently released data to query curgawernment policy
frameworks regional economic development in the UKIo view his
presentation and other UTS CLG past events, go to:
www.clg.uts.edu.au/event/index.html

TheUnited Nations Development Programme Oslo Gover nance Centre has
launched the ‘Democratic Governance Training RafeBervice’ to assist
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country offices in identifying providers of traimgnservices in democratic
governance. The service combines a helpdesk fadlimg training enquiries
with an online database of training institutiondsldesigned for development
practitioners on the ground, who are interestedi@mtifying institutions that
can provide relevant training in various regionslhe database profiles
institutions from across the world that offer psdmnal training services for
development practitioners and government officiaishing to enhance their
knowledge and develop their skills in various areldemocratic governance.
Institutions are searchable by subject experteggion, language, and keyword.
Information on the background of staff, pedagogeaproach, and available
services is also available. The Training RefeBatvice can be accessed at
http://www.undp.org/oslocentre/resources/trs.htriihe service is meant as a 'live' tool
and will be regularly updated. If you would like tecommend additional
training providers for inclusion in this databagdease send an email to

training@oslogovcentre.org
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