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Community Outcomes Bay of Plenty - COBoP

Review

1. Introduction 
"Community Outcomes Bay of Plenty” is a network of all local government, and 21 central government signatories in the Bay of Plenty. COBoP was initiated as a regional response to provisions of the Local Government Act 2002, with the purpose of generating more efficient and effective "joined up" focus around Community Outcomes. 

Following two years of activity, the network considered that an independent Review Process would assist with reflecting on progress to date, and clarifying future directions and priorities. In December 2007, COBoP approved a Terms of Reference for the Review (See Annex.6.), to be overseen by a Review Project Team comprising both central and local government representation, and project managed by the Department of Internal Affairs. 

An independent consultant, Mary-Jane Rivers, was contracted to undertake the process during February-March 2008. 

Following is the COBoP Review Project Report prepared by Mary-Jane, including recommendations for the way forward:

COBoP Review Project Team 

· Vaughan Payne, Chief Executive Opotiki District Council 

· Joanne Allen, Bay of Plenty Manager, Ministry of Education 

· Cheryl MacGregor, Senior Adviser Regional Development, Environment Bay of Plenty 

· Ruth Woodward, Senior Policy Analyst, Western Bay of Plenty District Council 

· Susan Jolley, Social Development Manager, Ministry of Social Development 

· Julian Sewell, Policing Development Manager, Bay of Plenty District Police 

· Barbara MacLennan, Relationship Manager Interface, Department of Internal Affairs 

2. Purpose of review

The review of COBoP was intended to cover the scope, focus and shape of the COBoP network’s activity. This was designed to help determine forward planning for the July 2008 – June 2012 period including for the coordination function. 

More specifically the objectives of the review were to: 

· Determine the purpose and roles of the COBoP network and the most efficient and effective way to deliver on them

· Determine the governance and support structure, form and function that will most effectively deliver on the purpose and roles of the COBoP network

· Identify components of a forward plan for the July 2008 – June 2012 period (and longer term where appropriate)

3. Process

In order to gain an understanding of the current COBoP operation and effectiveness, and to gather ideas and shape options, the process involved:

· review of documentation compiled as background and context

· workshops with central and local government separately on 22 and 28 February to canvass issues and then together, on 14 March, to discuss options

· telephone and face-to-face interviews with the Co-ordinator and some Governance members

· written questions to Working Group and COBoP Governance members unable to attend sessions

4. Key Findings

Key issues to address in the review have emerged as:

· Identifying COBoP’s achievements

· Clarifying the need for COBoP in the Bay of Plenty

· Clarifying the future focus and timeframes

· Addressing the Governance structure, role membership and relationships of COBoP, 

· Identifying the support and servicing required for COBoP 

It is important to remember that collaboration in New Zealand across central agencies, and between central government and local government is a relatively new development.  The Local Government Act 2002 with its focus on Long Term Council Community Plans and Community Outcomes is also still a relatively new approach to local governance.  The reality is that there are competing demands on organisations, with, national priorities and strategies for central government agencies and local priorities through local government. 

In many ways the COBoP initiative has broken new ground attempting to create new ways of operating with multiple stakeholders and competing demands on complex issues, and to find common ground among competing priorities. 

5. COBoP’s Achievements

There have been significant achievements in terms of relationships and networks. These achievements were spoken of most strongly and consistently by central government senior staff, and by the Co-ordinator and strategic managers and personnel of both central and local government who have been servicing the decisions of Governance through Working Group and subgroup activity to date. Some local government CEOs were less positive.  

It is important to note that analysis of feedback indicates that by “relationships and networks” they were also referring to:

· gaining a greater mutual understanding of the roles, drivers, mandates, pressures  and work of central government agencies and local governments

· understanding more fully the huge variations within parts of the region, such as understanding that housing issues in Opotiki are quite different from housing issues in Tauranga

· bringing a sense of order and continuity to what had previously been ad hoc contacts and connections between central and local government

There are also specific achievements identified around:

· social issues in health and housing 

· a regional economic analysis prepared by BERL

· developing a regional approach to monitoring and reporting. 

· COBoP newsletters

The early leadership provided by some local authority CEOs, the Ministry  of Social Development and Department of Internal Affairs was vital to COBoP being established and was respected by COBoP participants.

These are important achievements and not to be under-estimated or understated.  A recent publication The Collaborative State – How Working Together Can Transform Public Services
  talks about, in today’s world,  needing to insist on collaboration, not just as an ideal but as a basic design element for government because when dealing with complex issues such as economic development several perspective and sectors need to be at the table to create meaningful solutions. It is useful to remember that collaboration is not a basic design element in New Zealand.  It is currently more an ideal with approaches being tested.

Overall, with COBoP there was greater satisfaction among central government members.  Local government Chief Executives  expressed stronger frustration at the lack of influence and input COBoP is achieving on  local community outcomes, and their expectation of regional input on central government policy and resource allocation through COBoP. They are frustrated by a lack of connection with key Wellington decision-makers. They queried whether COBoP was a useful vehicle for this, especially in terms of direct engagement with Wellington-based departmental CEOs and deputy CEOs. 

At a regional level, some local government chief executives also felt that there were functional networks which served the purposes they wanted around some Community Outcome areas, such as transport, and that COBoP might not be the right vehicle for that. A question for consideration might be whether that existing network takes adequate account of infrastructural needs and issues across all wellbeing dimensions, including for example education and housing, and whether in future COBoP could provide useful input to that existing structure at key points.

Overall smaller local authorities have found COBoP to be more useful than the larger local authorities. 

6. Is there a need for COBoP in the Bay of Plenty?

The answer to this question is yes.  A great deal of value has emerged through the process of organisations and people coming together under the COBoP umbrella. While there was frustration from local government, there was a general sense that without the discussions, relationship building, planning and activities of the first years of COBoP, the current frank questioning of COBoP’s role could not have happened so constructively. 

7. What should COBoP’s purpose and focus be?

Purpose

An interesting and vital element to emerge from the Review is the mixed understanding of the original purpose of COBoP as a collaborative venture.  One local government leader identified the original intentions for COBoP as being:

· the ability to influence government through Regional Managers of central government departments and agencies 

· to develop more efficient Community Outcomes Processes.

For others, this early intention had not been so clearly understood.  The main intention was seen as being to achieve some collaboration ‘runs on the board’ demonstrating tangible successes.  The social area was originally prioritized  for early successes precisely because local government governance saw central government as needing to take more leadership in this dimension, in part to help reduce raised community expectations due to the provisions of Local Government Act 2002.  Governance expected that  economic, environmental and cultural well-being areas would be addressed through COBoP in due course.  In this way the four well-being areas in the Local Government Act would be addressed.

As a result of the Review process, the Purpose statement has been revised. 

Purpose of COBoP:

To promote the achievement of local and regional community outcomes through effective co-operation and collaboration and efficient use of resources

This was adapted, during the 14 March workshop, from the original purpose statement of:

To effectively co-operate and collaborate where appropriate in order to promote and achieve local community outcomes and regional well-being and to promote efficient use of resources.

While the changes may seem minor the re-ordering of words significantly tightens the intent and focus of COBoP.

Future Focus (Role) of CoBoP

The 14 March Governance workshop also agreed that COBoP should:

· be focussed on the processes and framework for the development of Long Term Council Community Plans

· support approaches across the region for refreshing Community Outcomes

· provide a framework for HOW agencies engage with the Community Outcomes processes

· be cross-disciplinary

· support more efficient alignment of central government roles, priorities and resources around Community Outcomes

· identify interdependencies and facilitate productive connections between interdependencies such as transport and economic development, and housing, education and economic development

· enable strategic thinking, especially informing each other about work coming up

· focus on supporting implementation of Community Outcomes

· identify ways of working with other relevant collaborations 

This last bullet point is key for early consideration by the governance group especially in relation to Smartgrowth and the regional economic development strategy.

More specifically the CEO of Environment Bay of Plenty mentioned at the 14 March workshop that Smartgrowth is broadening its coverage from the Western Bay of Plenty to the whole region.  It may be that EBOP will facilitate setting up of similar collaborations or processes to SmartGrowth in other parts of the region.  Whether it is an extension of SmartGrowth, or a facilitation of processes, COBoP governance will, either way, need greater clarity to determine relative roles and relationship. 

Much of the work around the regional economic strategy was initiated through COBoP, especially the research undertaken by BERL.  It now seems to be less connected with COBoP.  Given the integral nature of education, housing and broader social development considerations for any sustainable economic development this ‘disconnect’ is worth revisiting and revising with the idea of stronger integration being fostered.  Once again, this is an area for COBoP governance to gain clarity about and determine relative roles and relationship.

An area of uncertainty is whether COBoP should be trying to influence Central Government policy.  After much discussion at the 14 March workshop, there was no decision made.  This is an issue which the new Governance group is expected to address.

Timeframe

The terms of reference for this review asked for components of a forward plan for the July 2008 – June 2012 period.  The Governance workshop on 14 March identified that a shorter time horizon of 9-12 months was more relevant.  This was timed around the Long Term Council Community plans.. 

8. The Structure and Governance of COBoP

COBoP Structure

The Structure of COBoP was established as:

1. The Governance Group  -   to oversee the direction and activity of the COBoP model

2. The Working Group  -  to set the planning framework and implement activities

3. The Monitoring and Reporting Group  –  a cross-sector group to develop an evidence-based framework to monitor progress on district and regional outcomes

4. Sub-Group Agency Representation and Workplans to advance areas of work agreed by Governance including on safety, health and housing, environment and economic transformation

5. Communications Plan  –  two newsletters produced

On the surface this structure seems highly logical.  However, largely because the Governance Group has not been functioning effectively, the other elements of COBoP have operated in an environment of uncertainty with a limited mandate and backing to be effective.  It is clear that the high quality work that has been undertaken results from dedicated individuals who were committed to working collaboratively on issues, could see the benefits and seized the opportunity to do so.

This review is not undertaking an analysis of the working group or sub-group effectiveness but the overwhelming feedback is that:

· by default, the working group carried too much responsibility 

· the sub-groups sometimes struggled, especially with varying membership and unclear processes for people /agencies to be appointed or join groups

· attendance and participation at sub-groups was erratic with a core group of people who did most of the hard work

· there was little ‘strategic’ or practical connecting between the sub-groups and the governance group

· governance group sign-off on work priorities and plans did not, in reality, mean there was an understanding or commitment to the work streams that followed

This lack of clarity for the working group and sub-groups has been exacerbated by a governance group that was not functioning properly for reasons such as:

· The governance group being too large, with sometimes up to 30 people attending

· Insufficient concerted engagement by governance to clearly define focus 

· Participants coming from a variety of places and positions within organisations. This led to frustration for those who were in organisational leadership and chief executive roles dealing with others who were not in a position to make decisions or commit resources on behalf of their organisations 

· Some important actors such as the transport sector were absent from the governance table for some time

· Little substantive discussion by governance on key or complex issues

· Among central government particularly, lack of clarity about the purposes for which they should be at Governance meetings

Future Governance Group Role

This review has identified clear roles for governance.

· A clear sense of direction with a forward Action Plan to be developed,

· The emphasis to be placed on the next 6-9 months 

· Need for clear linkage between the Focus and the Role of the Governance Group

· One or two clear focus areas to be determined by the Governance Group

· To work with Chief Executives and Regional Managers of government agencies to develop clarity about the organisational resources required and being used for outputs related to COBoP 

· Understanding the difference between local issues and associated Community Outcomes.  (For example, this could be that Opotiki’s housing needs lie around quality and affordability and Tauranga’s are primarily about availability.)   This means understanding the local picture rather than focusing only on regionally aggregated data and regionally clustered Community Outcomes. 

· A major focus on efficient processes 

· Supporting Monitoring and Reporting work through COBoP.  (Tauranga City Council and Western Bay of Plenty  both indicated availability of resources to support this)

· Providing COBoP guidance to upcoming LTCCP development processes 

All the local authority CEO’s at the 14 March workshop clarified their commitment to and resourcing for this next phase of COBoP’s operation.

The stage COBoP has reached as a connecting group providing collaboration on some issues is part of an international trend.  After looking at collaborations internationally Demos concludes:  “that problem-solving networks will not become new, permanent organisations, but shifting sets of projects that are able to reconfigure themselves rapidly to meet changing local and national needs
”  

To do this effectively Demos has identified that leadership needs to be more strategic.

“Genuine collaboration will have to evolve through a journey of evolution and learning, supported by real commitment from local and central government.
 That process could be sped up considerably if our public service systems were redesigned to encourage collaboration.  Four kinds of change are necessary:

· Central government needs to become more collaborative in the way it makes and implements policy, working with frontline staff to develop shared visions and allowing more space for experimentation with cause and effect

· Policy-makers need to create targets accountabilities and assessment systems based around broad outcome goals

· Local service providers (of central government agencies) and local government need to develop a new generation of collaborative system leaders who can broker and manage joint working across local areas

· Citizens and frontline public servants need to develop more opportunities and greater capacity for collaboration, driving co-production and co-design”

This set of characteristics provides room for thought about a way of thinking and the support needed for collaboration to be undertaken effectively.

Governance Group Membership

New Zealand is not alone in learning about effective governance arrangements, especially when dealing with collaborations addressing complex issues. 

Mark Cabaj from the Canadian, Tamarack Institute for Community Engagement, comments from their vast experience of facilitating governance arrangements for collaborations:

There is no “recipe” for a governance arrangement: shaped by time, issues, local conditions and personalities. No one seems particularly happy with their governance arrangements – but are satisfied when they are good enough to “move forward”. Governance arrangements almost always evolve .

This may be useful to bear in mind when noting that poor governance was the most frequently raised concern in this review.  Given that COBoP is essentially breaking new ground, this lack of clear governance  in the first phase is now consciously adapting and evolving.  COBoP members should be congratulated for this openness, ability to reality check and to adapt. 

The March 14 Governance Group workshop addressed this issue directly.  Key agreed characteristics for the Governance Group are:

· to be small with high level membership from both central and local government

· Central government membership should reflect the four Wellbeing areas

· Local governments would have two representatives.

The four Wellbeing representatives will need to be well connected to others in their “cluster” and central government processes at a regional level will also need to be able to respond and relate efficiently. 

It was considered essential that members should have the mandate and authority to make decisions on behalf of their organisations and sector.

It was agreed on 14 March that:

· Central government should have a representative from each of the four Wellbeing focus areas  – Environment (likely to be the Department of Conservation), Cultural (likely to be Te Puni Kokiri), Social (likely to be Ministry of Education) and Economic 

· Local government nominated Bill Bayfield, CEO of Environment Bay of Plenty and Vaughan Payne, CEO of Opotiki District Council as their representatives.

It was  suggested that the Department of Internal Affairs be asked to co-ordinate and bring together the first Governance Group by early April.

David Chrislip
 a ‘leader’ in the field of collaborative leadership notes that successful collaborations are based on:

· A clear focus for collaboration with analysis and agreement on what there is  to collaborate about

· Inclusion  -  participation by a range of stakeholders who reflect the range of relevant interests

· A constructive process   - stakeholders working together in a well-designed, appropriate, skilful process

· Strong facilitative leadership in the stakeholder group  -  local leaders who commit themselves to facilitating agreement

This may be useful to consider as a framework for the new COBoP governance group.

It may also be useful for the Governance Group to agree on the way COBoP operates, for example:

· The values and culture of the group, and those which support the COBoP network (purposeful, respectful, ethical, and built on reciprocity could be useful to consider)

· Agreed processes for decision-making.  Once decisions are made, clear agreement communication on what is being communicated, to whom and how 

9. The support and servicing of COBoP

There was uncertainty about the most effective or appropriate co-ordination and support functions for COBoP, with lack of effective line management for the Co-ordinator.  Confusion, generated from the governance group’s lack of leadership, influenced the way in which the Co-odinator’s role was interpreted. While there was a mixture of tasks undertaken by the co-ordinator, the main emphasis was on administration.  The Co-ordinator appeared to be personally well liked but, when working in such an ambiguous arena and on such complex, inter-related issues, a  pro-active, problem solving approach is essential. 

The combination of  the governance group approach, the way in which the Co-ordinator’s role was interpreted and the lack of  line management of the Co-ordinator, has meant, in effect, that a year has passed where confusion has increased and where focused work on economic and environmental  issues have been let slip.

It will be an important priority for the governance group to determine the servicing and support requirements.  But the timeframe is very tight. A self-starting, team focused, strategic broker is more likely to add value to the refocussed work of COBoP than an administrative co-ordinator.  The Potential of Partnership (Craig and Courtney, 2004) provides some valuable, practical advice about the strategic brokering role.  They found this role to be vital in moving any collaborations or partnership work forward.  They identified the key characteristics as:

· Having a  sense of Mission – in this instance actively promoting the COBoP’s strategies, goals and principles 

· Being Innovative

· Having a  great deal of  initiative - anticipates situations and creates opportunities or avoid problems
· Being consultative and information seeking – ensuring easy and direct communications flows

· Having a  sense of limits -  is practical and takes a common sense approach. 

· Being able to prioritise - realising that the potential for co-ordination and collaboration is endless.  Is strategic in picking engagements for self and others
Administrative tasks such as data entry and address list maintenance will be needed.  This may be able to be undertaken by the contributing agencies under the management of the ‘strategic broker’.

10. Recommendations

The role and purpose of Governance have been developed and agreed on.  There is a sense of urgency around developing the next phase of COBoP.  While the Governance Group will itself identify priority issues to be addressed, there are a number of areas that will require early attention.

1. The appointment of Central government leadership to the Governance Group

2. Develop a clear set of priorities and a workplan. 

The next 9 months are clearly crucial  for the LTCCP and Community Outcomes process.  Larger local authorities make indicative decision on priorities and resource allocation in effect by October 2008.  They are also clarifying how and who they will be consulting with . At the first meeting of the Governance Group it will be important to allow sufficient time to address:

Current COBoP work

(i) making decisions about the status and focus of the current working group and sub-groups of COBoP with briefs to be clearly defined by the Governance Group

(ii) developing clarity about the manner in which agencies commit staff to work on specific aspects of collaboration.  Sign off by the agency CEO or regional manager seems essential along with an indication of how issues arising from COBoP collaboration will be addressed by the organisation

Relationship with other Collaborations

(iii) identifying clarity about the relationship and alignment between COBoP and two other key collaborations, Smartgrowth and the regional economic development strategy 

An approach to connecting effectively with Community Outcomes

(iv) identifying points of alignment between government agency planning and local authority planning (LTCCP / Annual Plan) processes to enable better joint delivery of the vision outlined for each district/city through the community outcomes process.

(v) identifying where COBoP can add  value on effective, consistent and connecting processes for the development of Community Outcomes

3. Develop processes for COBoP Governance Group operation. 

(vi) Agreed processes, values and ways of working together clear the path and create a constructive focus for any group. This is especially important for a group dealing with complex issues and complex roles and relationships such as COBoP’s new Governance Group. Clarifying shared values, and the way in which the Governance Group will operate internally and for external communication, would be extremely valuable to undertake at one of the first Governance Group meetings.  Communicating these values and processes externally is also recommended. This will establish and communicate the culture of the new COBoP Governance Group and mark the transition from one phase of COBoP to the next, and will set the tone for the broader COBoP network.

(vii) Agreement on processes for decision-making.  Once decisions are made, clear agreement communication on what is being communicated, to whom and how

4. Support to Governance Group 

While the DIA may bring together the first new Governance Group, decisions will need to be made about the servicing and support for COBoP to allow the governance group to provide leadership and undertake its responsibilities effectively. This review recommends:

(viii) a 9 month contract for a ’strategic broking’ role rather than an administrative  role.  The role should report directly to the governance group who can also make the decision about where the position should be physically located.  Such an approach would ‘enliven’ the work of the COBoP governance group and make it possible for the governance group to lead 

(ix) clear identification of the administrative support required by the new Governance Group. The review sees the main administrative responsibility likely to be tasks such as data entry and management.  These may be able to be picked up by contributing agencies under the management of the ‘strategic broker’

5. Communication

While COBoP prepared a communications plan, communication has not always been clear – including about the role of COBoP.  Simple, clear communication is essential. The first newsletters from  COBoP are a good start and could be continued by COBoP’s strategic broker. 

6. Monitoring and Reporting

The positive work of the Monitoring and Reporting Group should continue. It is seen as a significant success of COBoP.   A discussion between the governance group and the  Monitoring and Reporting Group about any refinement and future developments of reporting is desirable, but not as urgent as other matters for the new governance group to address.

7. COBoP and Government Policy

The governance group will need to consider COBoP’s role in relation to mechanisms for the Bay of Plenty agencies and issues influencing central government policy.

Annex 1
Resources

As the newly formed COBoP Governance Group meets it may be useful to turn to a number of resources about collaboration, networking and solving complex issues.

Particularly useful in New Zealand is the series of publications on Partnerships – “Putting Pen to Paper” which identifies a range of approaches to developing relationships – depending on the focus and purpose. 

Internationally, collaborations and partnerships are seen to be most useful when addressing complex issues which have multiple, inter-related causes. This may be true of many Community Outcomes.  The website for Tamarack, a Canadian Institute for Community Engagement provides useful material and guidelines. (www. tamarackcommunity.ca)

Key elements include:

· don’t assume a straight line to action because there isn’t one 

· ask lots of questions

· be prepared for a long and rocky road

· look to innovate and do things differently

· invest in relationships: find leaders, bridge builders and think in terms of alliances

· think systems shift as well as change at programme, asset and service level. 

 Brenda Zimmerman around governance around complex issues 
Edgeware Tools website


Nine Principles of Collaborative Action-Learning 
1. Self-Organising Acknowledge that participation in the effort is voluntary and action will be nurtured and sustained through the energy and commitment of collaborative members. 


2. Multiple Levels of Champions Assemble and engage a mix of high level champions and grass roots and on-the-ground worker bees. 


3. Good Enough Vision, Roughly Right Framing Build a good enough vision of framing of the issue that captures the energy of the group and a shared strategic focus to guide their efforts. 


4. Outcomes Focused, Multiple Actions Be clear on desired outcomes, but go for multiple interconnected strategies/actions and allow directions to arise. 


5. “Cooperitition” 
Mix competition and cooperation – they are not mutually exclusive. 


6. Act-React-Adapt Be open to feedback and new information, and adapt strategy and course appropriately. 


7. Self-Refueling 
Seek early wins, pursuing fail safe strategies and celebrating progress. 


8. Accept Attrition Let a direction or strategy go once it becomes clear that it offers comparatively little return for the effort.

 
9. Maintain Redundancy Reserve a portion of your energy, creativity and resources for unexpected events and opportunities. 


Annex  2

COBoP  - achievements, frustrations and suggestions for the future – key issues from central and local government workshops held on 22 February and 28 February 

Central Government

Emerging collective leadership and the development of seamless networking were highly valued by COBoP government participants, along with a productive focus on health and housing.  Commitment from some Council CEOs, adventurous and generous leadership from those fostering COBoP, and the practicalities of committing to meetings were seen as important contributions to the achievements.

For the future development of COBoP government participants were keen to see:

· Greater articulation of Maori perspectives and a stronger alignment with Iwi priorities

· A stronger governance structure and clearer systems for working together 

· Clarity about the relative roles of COBoP and the regional economic development strategy

· Real alignment between Bay of Plenty priorities and plans, and nationally established priorities and programmes

· The priorities of COBoP integrated into the work of each organisation

Local Government

Local government CEOs are pleased  with the development of the regional economic profile and regional monitoring framework.  As with central government participants stronger, less ad hoc and more productive relationships were seen as important achievements of COBoP. Smaller local authorities found COBoP more useful than the larger authorities. The contribution of key staff and willingness to build greater communication and understanding were contributions to achievements.

Insufficient leadership from CEOs, and a governance group that is too big, were seen as notable impediments to COBoP’s effectiveness and ability to set robust directions.  CEOs considered that local community outcome priorities were not given sufficient attention. 

Local government CEOs considered the next 18 months as a critical time for COBoP’s value to be proved and its success to be focused on .  They emphasised that it was important  for COBoP not to duplicate the work of other groups.

Annex 3

Background Paper for 14 March Workshop on COBoP’s Future 

COBoP -  Key Issues from Workshops and Questionnaires

There has been a generous response to the ‘stock-take’ phase of the COBoP review:

· 16 questionnaires have been completed with equal response rates from central and local government

· two workshops with central government and local government

· a number of interviews with those unable to participate in the workshops, and also with the COBoP Co-ordinator

This paper summarises key issues.  It is a background paper for the workshop on 14 March.  The workshop is designed to develop clear, ‘owned’ and realistic options and steps for COBoP’s future development.  Importantly the workshop is an ideal time to revisit and clarify the role and purpose of COBoP. 

The paper examines briefly:

· what is working effectively with COBoP

· areas that require attention

· participant perspectives on engagement with COBoP

What is working about COBoP

· A move from an ad hoc series of relationships and connections between local governments, among central government agencies and between central and local government to a more ordered, connected and focused approach

· Stronger, more cohesive and effective working relationships between central and local government

· Central government liaison increased and improved

· Greater awareness of Community Outcomes – both the outcomes themselves and the processes for developing them

· Examples of effective collaborative work particularly in some social areas, economic development research and monitoring and reporting

· Despite frustrations COBoP is still operating

Areas that Require Attention

Processes and structures

1. The current role, structure, approach and functioning of governance is emerging as a major issue to be addressed.  Concerns sit around:

· the function and size of the governance group

· the way governance meetings operate

· the Working Group absorbing governance functions, by default, which is proving to be both inappropriate and unsustainable 

A more strategically focussed, smaller group is coming through as a priority.

2. The role and function of the co-ordinator, including when and to what degree:

· an administration role is needed

· a more pro-active, strategic brokering role is required

· specific project tasks need to be undertaken

As well, the best ways of providing practical line management and support for the Co-ordinator are important to revisit and establish clearly.

3. For local government, the connection with Wellington government policy setting, decision-making and leadership is a concern.  This is particularly:

· in terms of influencing policy to be regionally relevant and reflect local Community Outcomes and regional priorities

· in relation to resource use or economic development issues where there is little or no government regional representation

4. Concern about the proliferation of groups and sub-groups.  This concern appears to be  multi-faceted and includes the number of groups, the relationship between these groups and the governance group, the ‘life cycle’ of the groups and the resources needed to sustain and maintain the work undertaken by the groups. For the future it will be important to clarify and formalise group roles including the time commitment required.  Currently throughout all levels of COBoP work there is a mix of roles, seniority, delegation and authority.  This is contributing to confusion about where decision-making, action and leadership reside.

5. Developing clarity around the relationships between COBoP and other key co-ordinating/collaborating structures such as SmartGrowth and the Regional Economic Development Strategy.

Topics or themes

1. Concern that each set of locally determined Community Outcomes is not sufficiently the basis for COBoP consideration, and that the emphasis is on government priorities.  Finding ways to support the achievement of local Community Outcomes is an important priority focus for COBoP and opportunities for joint action or policy influence can be identified. It is also clear, from discussions, that regional aggregation should not blur or gloss over differences. 

2. If supporting the achievement of local Community Outcomes is the priority focus of attention for COBoP this raises the question of how COBoP can best be involved, especially given the current timeframe for LTCCPs.  For example how could COBoP be  involved in:

· Connecting government plans  with Community Outcomes? One specific suggestion for alignment is to run a COBoP day or days with Community Outcomes as the focus prior to the consultations for each Local Authority’s ten year plan.  Local Government CEOs and Central Government Regional Managers could present the key relevant projects for discussion about potential alignments between the two.

· Adding value on effective processes for collaboration, community engagement, consultation, and monitoring and reporting for the next phase of Community Outcomes development? 

3. Energy, health and housing are some specific topic areas emerging where it is important to find common ground and policy alignment. 

Participant Engagement with COBoP

1. For central government participants COBoP engagement emphasis sits around: 

· Refining COBoPs’ work and approach

· Acknowledging the work of COBoP more clearly in departmental workplans and publicly

· Clarifying next steps for involvement  -both on topics and processes

· Building a stronger connection with Community Outcomes and community

2. For local government the next 18 months is a critical time for their continued involvement with COBoP, with the issues already noted needing to be actively addressed.  There is a clear wish to work on this jointly with central government and to develop: a clear role, processes and priorities for COBoP for the next 18 months

3. COBoP is more immediately useful for the smaller local governments 

Annex 4

Terms of Reference for COBoP Review Project 2008 

COBOP Review for Forward Planning

Approved  December 2007

BACKGROUND

The COBOP network has been in existence for over two years.  A dedicated co-ordination function has been in place this year and is funded through to January 2008.  The Governance Group has agreed to continuation of the co-ordination function through to end June 2008, funded 50 / 50 by central and local government agencies.  

At its 17 August 2007 meeting the Governance Group requested:

· A review of the coordination function to make sure it is delivering the right / best services, completed by June 2008, and 

· A set of options for longer term funding for the three year period July 2008 – June 2012. 

Local authorities are starting preparation for their 2009/19 LTCCPs.  As part of this process, councils will be thinking about both their own activities and the work of other organisations that contribute to the achievement of community outcomes.  

It would be useful for the review to consider the role of interagency collaboration (as supported through the COBOP network) in how councils undertake their community outcome coordination work –  Is it working?  How can we do it better?   Likewise, central government departments may also find it useful for their ongoing planning to consider these matters.

Review of the coordination function can only be usefully carried out as part of a review of the overall effectiveness (and efficiency) of the COBOP network in delivering on the expectations of its member agencies.  It is recommended that the review is broadened to achieve this end.  

It is also recommended that the review be completed in March-April 2008, to enable implementation of agreed recommendations by July 2008.  And that a four year period, from July 2008 - June 2012 is covered, as this will take the workplan through to the next LTCCP round.

OBJECTIVES

· Determine the purpose and roles of the COBOP network and the most efficient and effective way to deliver on them

· Determine the governance and support structure, form and function that will most effectively deliver on the purpose and roles of the COBOP network

· Develop a forward plan for the July 2008 – June 2012 period (and longer term where appropriate).

SCOPE

The review is to cover the scope and focus of the COBOP network’s activity, in order to help determine forward planning for the July 2008 – June 2012 period including for the coordination function.

APPROACH

There are six key steps to the review process, as follows:

1.  Stocktake – collation and provision to the independent party of:

· Current aims and workplans for the COBOP network

· Achievements of the COBOP network to date

· Current coordination functions being delivered, and

· External factors (e.g. potential policy change from Wellington) that may need to be taken into account.

Who:  Delivered by the COBOP coordinator and existing resource from member agencies.  

When:  Completed by 31 January 2008

2. Feedback – gather information from signatory agencies about:
· The expectations they have about, the COBOP network’s purpose and what it should deliver in the longer term, the way the COBOP network functions, the way decision are made within the COBOP network, and the structure of the COBOP network 

· How well they feel the COBOP network is delivering on those expectations to date, and whether continuing in the current direction will deliver on them

· What changes could be made that would better deliver on those expectations

· Priority areas of focus for the COBOP network into the future (including both process and project focus aspects)

· How the COBOP network ensures, or could ensure in the future, that it has strategic connections with other collaborative processes, e.g. REDS (Regional economic development strategy – new) and SmartGrowth (western BOP sub-regional growth management strategy – existing)

· How they are, or are planning to, build interagency collaboration into the way they work in the future.

Who:  Delivered using written feedback and some independent facilitation of discussions / interviews with Governance and Working Group members.   This is to ensure all parties can comfortably participate (and to demonstrate the absence of any vested interest).  It would also ensure the work can be done within the timeframe envisaged.

When:  Completed by 29 February 2008.

3. Development of options for joint discussion and consideration – use inputs from the stocktake and feedback steps to prepare a report that:
· Summarises where the COBOP network is currently at, and

· Provides options/recommendations on what the purpose and roles, structure and form  of the COBOP network could be, and the most efficient and effective way to deliver on them.  This will include recommendations on the best approach to meeting coordination and support requirements.

Who:  Delivered by the independent party, in conjunction with the project team.

When:  Circulated by the project leader to the Governance Group by 7 March 2008. 

4. Governance Group consideration and decision-making
· Consider and workshop the options and recommendations, and come to joint decisions.

Who:  Governance Group with independent facilitator.

When:  1st Governance Group meeting for the year – 14 March 2008 (2 hours).

5.   Implementation – of review decisions from the Governance Group:
Draft / revise the COBOP workplan for the July 2008 – June 2012 period. 

The workplan is to have embedded into it the philosophy of what the COBOP network is trying to achieve (its purpose), as well as the structures and operating and decision making processes for all parts of the network, i.e. the Governance Group, Working Group and any sub-groups;

Who:  Delivered by the working group, coordinated by the review project team.

When: Circulated to the Governance Group by 11 April 2008. 

6.  Sign-off – Governance Group sign-off on the draft workplan

Timing:  
2nd Governance Group meeting for the year – 18 April 2008.

MANAGEMENT

Sponsors 

· Two Governance Group representatives, one from central government and one from local government, to be appointed as sponsors for the review project.

Project team 

· Four working group representatives, two from central government and two from local government.   (To be appointed from within the working group, central government and local government agencies to appoint their own representatives)

· Project leader:  DIA Relationship Manager, Local Government/Central Government Interface Team
DIA is to hold the contract with the external resource, on behalf of the COBOP network.  The external resource is to report to and be managed by the project leader.

FUNDING

1.  Funding requirement

Funding will be required for the external resource including facilitation, analysis, recommendations and documentation, disbursements etc.  (Any catering, venues etc are to be covered by host organisations.)

Total cost is estimated at $12,000 - $14,000  plus gst. 

2. Funding sources

The following commitments are requested to fund this forward planning review:

Environment BoP




$4,000

DIA 






$4,000

Balance to be funded by member agencies
$4,000 – 6,000

Continuum 


CO-EXISTENCE


Know about each other but don’t need to come together


NETWORKING


Informal discussions, Information sharing is the basis = about knowing and understanding who’s doing what


CO-OPERATION


Acknowledgment of common issues/interests/agendas


May involve helping another organisation to achieve their project/task etc but no ongoing or formal commitment to each other


COLLABORATION


Has trust implicit, Is based on negotiated and agreed actions.  Don’t have to share same base values but have an agreed set of principles for working together 


Sometimes documentation prepared to support different types of collaborative effort


5.	PARTNERSHIP (HEAD AND HEART)


Works from an agreed shared values base eg. trust, honesty, openness etc





Outline for Workshop 14 March


Confirmation of a clear purpose for COBoP 


Clarity of purpose of Governance 


Commitment to Governance leadership of COBoP 


Development of a structure for governance going forward 


Articulation about clear targets for achievements to June 2009 and beyond June 2009


Identifying and agreeing on key elements required to support governance and targets being achieved – including linkage to other Managers, and through organisations, co-ordination functions required, how work required should be achieved








� Produced by UK’s Think Tank, Demos Institute, 2007 


� This raises questions about the relationship between COBoP and the regional economic development strategy and the involvement of MED and NZTE in COBoP.


�  �HYPERLINK "http://www.demos.co.uk/publications/collaborativestatecollection"��http://www.demos.co.uk/publications/collaborativestatecollection� – 2007, p 20





� op cit, p 20


� http://www.skillfulmeans.org


� http://plexusinstitute.com/edgeware/archive/think/main_aides9.html
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