Kia Tutahi Standing Together

Steering Group to develop the Community-Government Relationship Agreement

Overview of consultation feedback

Background

This paper provides an indicative sense of the key generalised areas of comment derived from Bang The Table, email and other written submissions, hui reports and youth forum notes, received during the consultation period.  

Consultation feedback
Feedback is included from:

· 17 regional hui
· one national/umbrella community organisations hui
· one Wellington-based government agencies’ hui
· presentation of co-chairs at the ANGOA Roundtable
· four youth forums in Christchurch, Auckland, Wellington and Dunedin
· 48 comments posted on Bang the Table
· less than 20 written submissions, of which substantive feedback, rather than generalised comments, was provided by a number of key community and voluntary sector groups.   
Comment
This paper covers only the main ‘highlights’ of the consultation processes held to date, although based on a systematic and thorough analysis of the above feedback. Key points have been grouped under the following four headings:

· Content and format
· Parties to the Agreement
· Signing and dissemination

· Monitoring and next steps

Content and format

The majority of submitters and hui attendees accepted the function of the document as a high-level, high trust, good faith, aspirational document. Many appreciated the clear, unambiguous language. Phraseology was appreciated for reasons of utility, flexibility and simplicity, allowing different paths and contexts for signatories. 
This established the basis for the broad acceptance of a set of principles which was, as one hui submitter memorably noted, “a trampoline to bounce on, not a marshmallow to sink in”. 
Many submitters and hui attendees had problems with the use of the term “generous”, in the sense that “we will be generous towards each other”. Some saw it in purely fiscal or funding terms, others in the sense of being generous in spirit. Others thought an alternative phrase may be required. 

The term “flourish” also had some comments attached to its use, with many considering the term a little flowery or ambiguous. 
Many respondents found it difficult to define “communities” and this affected how they perceived the whole document. Many respondents, for instance, did not initially notice the explanation given within the document. Some comments questioned whether the word should be capitalised. 

Respondents suggested that the text could emphasise more strongly the need to work together collaboratively.

National and umbrella community organisations were critical that the document, in their view, did not reflect the concerns they had been raising over a long period. To some extent, but less vigorously, regional hui attendees also saw a need for acknowledgement in the text, or in accompanying documents, of:

· the history of government-community relationships, such as the SOGI (2001), and how we have got to Kia Tutahi, beyond saying that “we acknowledge the past”
· the role of advocacy by community and voluntary organisations
· the vital role of volunteers

· the need for good practice by government agencies when consulting communities

· funding issues for community organisations.
Most respondents considered it important that the document, or accompanying schedules, make explicit reference to implementation, monitoring and review, and dispute procedures. 

A number of written submissions articulated suggestions for changes to the agreement, including one setting out separate and joint commitments for the Tangata Whenua, Community and Voluntary Sector, and the Government. 

Parties to the Agreement

There were varied opinions about whether inclusion of families and individuals in the term ‘communities’ was too broad. National and umbrella community organisations felt strongly that the focus should only be on community and voluntary organisations (formal and less structured). 

Regional hui attendees tended to accept and embrace the inclusion of all citizens, but noted that most of the population are unaware that this agreement is under discussion. 
Most people supported inclusion of all parts of government, including Crown Entities and State Owned Enterprises. District Health Boards were mentioned a number of times as needing to be included.

There was strong and widespread feedback that local government needed to be included, especially given their crucial role in working with communities in a localised and consultative manner.

Signing and dissemination
There was widespread agreement of the need for a signing or launch ceremony, if only to mark the symbolism of the relationship agreement. There was more comment on the ways in which the signed document could be followed by an online registration process (as was adopted in the Australian process). Significant themes included:
· Which Minister or Ministers should represent the Crown?

· Who or whom should represent communities? (See comments above about the breadth of this term).
· Which parts of central government should sign? The consensus was that a Cabinet imprimatur would bind the 35 core public service departments and that other parts of the state sector would follow as part of the registration process.

· Could local authorities sign on their own behalf, or on behalf of communities in their regions? Could an umbrella group – ie. Local Government New Zealand – sign on behalf of all councils?

· Some felt that the private sector, particularly businesses with social objectives, should be able to sign.

There was broad concern to see the Agreement supported across political parties to ensure longevity. 

Monitoring and next steps
One submitter noted of Kia Tutahi, as currently constituted, that “it doesn’t raise expectations, but it doesn’t necessarily manage them either”. There was an overarching view that the Agreement itself contain within it a schedule for, and details of, how it would be practically implemented once signed.  This could take the form of an Action Plan, including milestones, indicators and performance measures. 
Significant themes included:
· What agency would be responsible for accountability or monitoring regimes? OCVS? SSC? DIA?

· What happens if there is a breach? Is there a place for an Ombudsman-type role or function to resolve issues?

· Would non-signing of the agreement have funding implications for those contracted by central government departments?
· Could the agreement be tied to in-service training and best practice workshops (including case studies) especially for chief executives and senior staff?
· Could adherence be built into contracts or contract variations, and incorporated within Statement of Intents/Annual Reports, grant funding policies etc.

· Should there be an annual review or a schedule of periodic review?
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