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Glossary

This glossary has been provided to clarify and provide consensus on some of the concepts used in the development of an LTCCP consultation process. While many of the terms defined are specific to this process, others are more general and have been included to align the process and discussion to wider national organisations and strategies. 

Community 

The way we conceptualise the term community has considerable impact on the scope and requirements outlined in the Act. While there are specific uses of the term community in the LG Act (primarily around boundaries for community board representation), the discussion of community for the purposes of consultation requires definitions that are less formal and more flexible. 

There are a number of definitions available for the term community. Primarily these definitions focus on the shared network
 of relationships that form a basis of communal identity. The term community is generally used to convey the idea of individuals sharing a network of relationships and forming a common identity either on the basis of a shared locality, common cultural and historical identity or through shared interests. We have taken this as the primary definition of community, with some outlines from the Local Government Commission providing further detail around the idea of a community of interest. 

Community of interest

The Local Government Commission’s view is that in a general sense a community of interest is the area to which one feels a sense of belonging and to which one looks for social, service and economic support. Geographic features and roading networks can affect the sense of belonging one has to an area. A community of interest can often be identified by access to the goods and services needed for ordinary everyday existence. Another community of interest factor could be the rohe or area of tangata whenua. Communities should be considered in more than a statistical or numerical sense. While demographics can provide us with a useful snapshot of a community they do not always capture the range of Communities of Interest existing within an area. It is important to consider the social, historical, political, environmental and cultural relationships between people that link them together as a community. 
A community of interest usually has a number of defining characteristics, which may include:

a sense of community identity and belonging;

similarities in the demographic, socio-economic and/or ethnic characteristics of the residents of a community;

similarities in economic activities;

dependence on shared facilities in an area, including schools; recreational and cultural facilities and retail outlets;

physical and topographic features;

the history of the area; and

transport and communication links.
Relationships

A number of terms are increasingly being used within the public sector to refer to co-operative relationships that occur or should occur between different groups in the community. However, it is important to recognise that relationships operate along a continuum and that we need to be clear what we each mean when we say collaborate, co-operate or enter into a partnership, and where possible use the more precise terms to clarify the nature of the relationship we intend.  

We have provided terms for some of the more common relationships and placed them within a continuum of active relationships to provide contrast and clarity. While not entirely discrete, each form of relationship requires increased levels of sharing and understanding, as well as trust and commitment to the relationship. 

Networking → Co-ordinating → Co-operating → Collaborating → Partnership

Networking

Networking is perhaps the loosest form of collaboration, and perhaps the most common. Networking typically involves individuals or organizations sharing information, ideas, resources or services to accomplish individual or group goals. While networking is similar to other forms of collaboration in that it involves a sharing of resources, it differs in that it lacks a shared vision or responsibility for outcomes. Networking is a relationship that tends to require little time and trust between partners.

Co-ordination

This is when groups work together, exchange information and alter activities to accomplish a common goal. Arranging dates for consultation hui to avoid clashes would be an example of a co-ordination based relationship. 

Co-operation

Co-operating involves associating to accomplish a common goal, exchanging information, altering activities and sharing resources. It requires a significant amount of time, high level of trust between partners and sharing the turf between agencies

Collaboration

In general, collaboration refers to the process by which individuals, agencies, organisations, and businesses make formal, sustained commitments to work together to accomplish a shared vision. However, more simply, collaboration is when two or more groups share information and resources to achieve common goals. The two key components of these definitions are sharing both information and resources as well as having a shared vision.  

Partnership

The term partnership is used to express a desire of working closely together to achieve mutually beneficial outcomes for all parties associated with the project. Partnership is not necessarily intended to refer to a legal partnership between the groups or individuals proposing potential projects
, but instead refers to key characteristics of the relationship, which include a shared sense of purpose or vision and shared responsibility for the outcome
. 
 
Contribution to Decision Making

The LG Act outlines a clear requirement for local authorities to provide opportunities for Maori to contribute to decision making. What contributing to decision making involves, however, is not entirely clear and is likely to be a contested element of the new Act. 

In the interest of promoting a consistent application in the Waikato we have taken the opportunity within this glossary to begin outlining some possible interpretations of this section and what is intended by the Act in including this statement. 

To date there appears to be a general appreciation that ‘contribution to decision making’ (Referred to after this as ‘contribution’) entails a process more like negotiation than consultation. This conclusion can be drawn from the separation of these sections in the Act itself, if nothing else. Similar to the ‘general appreciation’ there is a ‘general reluctance’, in this case, reluctance to directly associate ‘contribute’ with negotiation. 

It is the perspective of this paper that the requirements to ensure the involvement of Maori in decision making derives from the Crown’s position as a signatory to Te Tiriti o Waitangi and the relationship local authorities have with the Crown. In appreciation of this, it would seem reasonable to accord Maori similar levels of decision making to that which would be accorded to the Crown, as they share a parallel relationship in respect to local authorities. 

In more concrete terms, contribute means a process more substantial than consultation, and perhaps paralleling the relationships that local government have with central government. While there is considerable development of what consultation means, as distinct from negotiation, contribution to decision making, in this instance for contribution from Maori,  is a new concept to be developed and is likely to create a third dimension of decision making.  

Resources

When we discuss the sharing and provision of resources in this document it this refers to the broad appreciation of the needs of organisations in achieving their goals and objectives. Some of the resources this group suggests are useful to consider when determining our own and others capacity are social, knowledge, infrastructural and financial. 

As partnerships between groups and communities are increasingly becoming necessary ways of working, access to effective relationships and networks will become more and more crucial for effective service delivery. Partnerships of the future are likely in the future to see a more explicit contribution of financial and infrastructural resources by some parties, and social resources by others, with a general pooling of knowledge resources in the middle.

Social Resources

Some groups have extensive networks, cultural knowledge, tikanga, individual and group mana, while others have less capacity in this area. 

Knowledge

In some instances there are strong overlaps between social resources and knowledge – knowledge of communities, knowing the history and connections between places and people, local tikanga and the diverse range of cultural knowledge being acknowledged in New Zealand. However, it’s important to recognise that many community groups are stronger in the social resources than in the more academic based knowledge resources e.g. evaluation and research capacity, knowledge to use, create, and interpret statistics and other academic methodologies, planning and proposal writing skills. 

Infrastructural

This term refers to the resources and capacity existing within organisations to deliver their services, specifically we might consider:

· Communications: Telephone, fax, email and other communication mechanisms networks, newspapers, newsletter and flyer distribution networks.

· Production: The mechanisms and equipment to produce, reproduce images, documents, publications and other resources. 

· Transport: The resources and capacity to provide vehicles to staff and to arrange transportation of equipment and materials and people. 

· People and time: It’s important to remember that groups may be operating on a volunteer basis and a partnership can place considerable demands on their staff. 

Financial

Financial resources are most commonly considered when groups arrange to share resources. Ensuring that both Consultation Partners and Key Community Stakeholders have the financial resources necessary to contribute to the consultation process without impacting on their primary core roles is critical to allowing supportive and effective partnerships to develop in the community sector. It is also useful to recognise the support and value Key Community Stakeholders are providing to the core business of the Consultation Partners. A useful way to support and resource communities is through obtaining their participation in processes such as the LTCCP and to provide meaningful recognition of their contributions. 

Consultation

Consultation is a key term in the LG Act and is imbedded within the planning of the LTCCP process. A definition of consultation being used by other local authorities in New Zealand is that consultation is the dialogue that precedes decision-making. Consultation can be described as a genuine exchange of information, points of view and options for decisions between affected and interested people and decision-makers before a decision has been made.
This view of consultation develops the term as a process; that consultation is the process of informed communication between the council and the community on an issue prior to the council making a decision or determining a direction on that issue.

Key elements of consultation

· It is a process, not an outcome.

· It recognises the council has the mandate to be the decision-maker and refers to the process by which the authority gathers information in order to make a decision. Consultation impacts on a decision through influence, rather than power.

· The definitions both stress the point that consultation is about input into decision-making, not joint decision-making or decision-making by referendum.

These elements emphasise the points present in many discussions of consultation currently occurring; that, while consultation must occur with good intent to consider and listen to the feedback provided it is not a process of negotiation
.

Special Consultative Procedure

The Knowhow guide discusses the Special Consultative Procedure (SCP) as a formal consultation process defined in the LG Act that sets out a series of steps that a local authority must follow when consulting on particular types of decisions. The requirement to follow the SCP does not remove the responsibility for determining what additional consultation may be desirable in terms of the principles set out in the Act. 

What is important to recognise about this process is that the SCP is a minimum requirement. As circumstances may require additional consultation in relation to the principles of the Act, the SCP can be seen as a minimum consultation process, rather than a gold standard. Consideration of the appropriateness of the processes detailed in the SCP to individual communities could prompt local authorities to go beyond these requirements to ensure adequate consultation, and in the spirit of developing meaningful engagement with their community. It is anticipated that council’s would use their individual significance policies to guide them for specific situations where it would be appropriate to go beyond the level outlined by the SCP. 

Negotiation

Negotiation is a process whereby interested parties engage upon a dialogue for the purpose of reaching agreement. The New Zealand Court of Appeal makes a clear distinction between Negotiation and Consultation
. No clarity is currently available as to the distinctions between consultation, contribute to decision making and negotiation. It is anticipated by this group that these distinctions will develop over time through New Zealand case law. 

Engagement

Engagement is a term frequently used across a continuum of meaning. At one level engagement is used to refer simply to an individual or agency making contact with the community. At the other end, engagement is used to refer an understanding that the community is and feels part of the overall governance of that community. The community is informed, connected and feels it has a role to play. 

This group would encourage a use of the term engagement to refer to the latter definition as engagement in this context parallels the purpose, spirit and intent of the new Act concerning community involvement in governance. 

Activities that can be part of engagement are:

· Gathering and provision of information

· Consultation

· Participation

When we use engagement in such a manner we can see how councils should be committed to ensuring that all groups have equal opportunities to participate and be involved. Councils should take active steps to ensure that traditionally marginalised groups have the opportunity to participate and be engaged.

Councils that work at engaging their communities through ongoing activities and policies (eg: festivals, "know your parks" etc) create an environment in which more effective consultation can occur.

Engagement, by this definition, is an outcome.

It occurs when there is good ongoing information flow, consultation and participation between a council and its community.

Consultation can therefore be seen as part of the overall concept of engagement.

Community engagement is a characteristic of democratic governance.

Roles

Consultation is increasingly becoming a technically specialised area of competence. As such, the demand for financial, social and economic resources is increasing beyond the capacity of many smaller organisations to sustainably manage. In response to the increasing requirements for comprehensive consultation, and in recognition of the demands engagement places upon communities and agencies, many groups are seeking to develop consultation partnerships. 

Consultation Partners 

This term refers to the people, groups and agencies sharing the costs, risks and direct benefits of the consultation process. (i.e. Regional and Local Councils, DHB, PHO's (Primary Health  Organisations), Central Government. )

 

Key Community Stakeholders

Representatives of the communities of interest present within the wider community and who are being consulted through the consultation process These would be the groups we see as providing feedback and agreement on the consultation process with the consultation partners to establish a process that they are satisfied is appropriate, adequate and satisfactory for their communities. 

It is also anticipated that where appropriate some of these groups may at different times engage in consultation as consultation partners. Numerous benefits are possible from consultation where communities are resourced and encouraged through the Key Community Stakeholders to drive and own the consultation process for themselves. 

 

Some examples of  REF KeyCommunityStakeholders \h 
key community stakeholders are: Iwi Trust Boards, Urban Maori Representatives, Tangata Whenua Environment Groups, Urban and Rural Interest Groups, Representatives for Young People, Representatives for Older People, Advocates for the Disabled, Advocates for the Mental Health Consumers, Spokespeople for the diverse Pacific Island communities, Immigrant Spokespeople, Spokespeople for the diverse Asian communities, Spokespeople for the Refugee community, Religious leaders, Representatives of the Business sector. 

 

Consultation partners should take responsibility to consider the social justice implications behind the inclusion and exclusion of different key community stakeholders. The purpose of key community stakeholders is to ensure a high level of Representation in LTCCP consultation and to guide consultation methodologies to be appropriate and response to the diverse needs of the communities involved. Ideally any project would seek to be as inclusive as practical to maximise the range of Representation occurring, both within and between communities of interest.  

Communities of Interest

This term is considered to represent the wider communities who are being engaged within the consultation process. The people in these communities have been represented in the development of the consultation process by the key community stakeholders. It’s possible many of the people within these communities will not be active in the development of the consultation process. The participating communities of interest, while being the focus of the process are not seen as signatories to a final agreement of the consultation process itself. We also recognise that there may be communities of interest that choose not to participate in the process. 

Representation

Representation is a term used to refer to the inclusion within a process of key spokespeople who are empowered and mandated to speak for their community of interest. The initial breakdown for developing meaningful representation should consider identified communities of interest, relevant legislation and national documents (such as Disabilities Act and Te Tiriti O Waitangi) and an appreciation of the local and national politics and relationships between groups. 

When considering key community stakeholders for the purpose of representation consideration should be given to groups and individuals who: 

· Understand the issues and needs of the community of interest in relation to the development of an LTCCP process. 

· Has authority to speak for the community of interest on the topic in question. 

· Can act as a conduit for information passing between the consultation partners and the communities of interest when required. 

· Can represent the broad diversity of the community of interest in preference to specific perspectives.

· Can encourage and support the development of relationships between communities. 

Sign Off

Signoff is a term that has been used throughout the development of the LTCCP process. The term refers to a written agreement established between groups and agencies, after a process of negotiation, detailing how they will work together in the future and their mutual contributions and responsibilities. When groups signoff a process they are indicating their satisfaction with the process and their commitment to providing any resources indicated. 

It is anticipated in the LTCCP process that there may be a number of signoff points involving different parties at the different stages. 

Three visible points at this stage are:

· The development of an LTCCP process – signoff between consultation partners

· Agreement on community outcomes – signoff between communities of interest and consultation partners 

· Action Partnerships – signoff between involved and interested parties who have negotiated processes to address community outcomes.  

Community Outcomes

Community outcomes are the LG Acts term for the goals, vision and aspirations for present and future social, economic, environmental and cultural well-being of the diverse communities of New Zealand. The process of defining community outcomes has been indicated through the LTCCP process in the LG Act to be a main component of local authority core business. Local authorities need to consider how they can best enable communities to articulate their goals and visions for the community, and having developed such a vision, how they can enable the community to prioritise the different aspects involved.

While it is useful in many respects to consider community outcomes as desired community goals and vision, some of the requirements in the LG Act indicate a need to consider these outcomes in a more concrete fashion. 

The Act provides some clarity around the nature of community outcomes through a number of aspects:

· Priorities:
Community Outcomes are prioritised by the community 

· Detail:
Provide sufficient scope to allow the measurement of  progress towards their achievement

· Mandate:
Inform and guide local authority activities 

To promote the co-ordination of community resources
Where groups have typically sought clarity on community outcomes has been the degree of specificity required. To facilitate this process the LTCCP group has developed some guidelines and examples of what an appropriate and meaningful community outcome might be. This is the primary distinction between considering community outcomes as goals and visions of the community and something more concrete. While it is anticipated that communities will provide consultation partners with highly specific feedback, it is imagined that some of the issues will be presented in broad and general terms, such as ‘safe communities or safe places to live’. If community outcomes are to be meaningful, it is important that sufficient detail must be obtained through the LTCCP process, and communities have strong input in the development of the detail as well as the broader vision. A useful indicator for sufficient detail in a community outcome would be the degree that the outcome is able to be measured. 

Example

An example of a community outcome developed to a meaningful level is provided below. What is visible is the development of depth to the original broad vision statement.

General theme developed through consultation: 

A Safe Place to Live
Detail developed through continuing the process for further depth:

· Our streets are well lit and feel safe to walk at night

· Our homes and properties are safe from  burglary and vandalism

· Our roads are safe to walk, cycle and drive on – crazy driving and speeding is stopped

· People are safe from attack and violence

· Our children are safe in and out of their homes, to play in the parks, walk the streets and enjoy the community.

Indicators – CO Indicators

The indicators for community outcomes (CO Indicators) will be developed in the partnerships that arise as response to the outcomes provided. The development of indicators for measuring impact on community outcomes is likely to be a useful indicator of local authorities performance in the LTCCP process. If community outcomes were developed to a sufficient degree then the identification of robust indicators that meaningfully represent the Community Outcomes in question should be possible. 

Example

Continuing the community outcome theme of ‘A Safe Place to Live’, some example indicators would be based on measures that match the community’s perceptions of the issue. 

e.g. 

Outcome 
Our streets are well lit and feel safe to walk at night

Indicator
Increased light levels in identified ‘troubled spots’, Perception survey

of community sense of safety showing increased feelings of security.

Outcome 
Our homes and properties are safe from burglary and vandalism

Indicator
Reduced rates of home invasion and vandalism reported to the police



(A caution to note here is that some indicators, such as that above, will

be subject to confounds i.e. people may have reduced informing the police because they feel there is no point).

Outcome 
Our roads are safe to walk, cycle and drive on – crazy driving and

speeding is stopped.

Indicator
The average speed of vehicles driving in central business district, near

schools, and in residential areas will have reduced. 

Reporting - CO Reporting

Reporting on community outcomes (CO Reporting) is anticipated as being a combined process occurring with wider Consultation and Action Partners. Local authorities are required to not less than every three years report on the community’s progress towards outcomes, which coincides with requirements to engage with communities periodically to update the LTCCP. It would seem reasonable to provide feedback and details to the community about the progress made on the previous periods community outcomes in the process of discussing and prioritising those for the next period. 

As effective approaches to addressing community outcomes will require strong relationships and partnerships between many different groups, it is imagined that these groups would engage in a process of reporting to the community on their progress. 

Example

Reporting for the community outcome example above would involve collaborative intersectorial reports demonstrating the overall impact on the details of the community outcome.

Outcome 
Our streets are well lit and feel safe to walk at night

Report

Combined report from Police and Council.

Outcome 
Our roads are safe to walk, cycle and drive on – crazy driving and

speeding is stopped.

Report
Combined report from LTSA, Police, and Local and Regional Councils. 

Council Activities

The LG Act indicates that community outcomes will ‘inform and guide’ council activities. This makes a distinction between the outcomes of the council and those of the community. While council activities are to be focussed around community outcomes it is likely that these will only be achievable through the development of effective relationships within the community, across sectors and between agencies. 

Example

Example activities for some of the community outcomes discussed above might be:

Outcome 
Our streets are well lit and feel safe to walk at night

Activity
The council will identify key spots and improve lighting in these areas in the next year.

Activity
The Council will work with Police and local media to improve community perceptions of safety in the community.

Indicators – CA Indicators

The indicators associated with council activities (CA Indicators) differ from the CO indicators in that they are more focused towards measuring the efficacy of local authorities in contributing towards meeting community outcomes. However, CA Indicators measure council activities, rather than community outcomes.

Example

Activity
The council will identify key spots and improve lighting in these areas in the next year.

Indicator
The number of important community gathering and throughway sites with low levels of street lighting identified

Indicator
The measured levels of lighting.  

Activity
The Council will work with Police and local media to improve community perceptions of safety in the community.

Indicator
The number of times local media approach council for input into socially responsible media articles.  

Indicator
The number of invitations extended by the police to work together on social perception initiatives.

Indicator
The number of complaints issued by the council to local media for irresponsible reporting.

Reporting – CA Reporting

Similar to the CA indicators, CA reporting will focus on the councils activities specified in the Annual Plan and the degree to which the council has contributed towards impacting upon CO indicators as measured by CA indicators. 

Example

In the example used, following on from ‘A safe place to live’. The CA Reporting would focus on the progress on the council’s identified activities. 

Activity
The Council will work with Police and local media to improve community perceptions of safety in the community.

Report 
On the state and progress in developing improved relationships between the police, the council and local media. 
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