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Executive Summary

3

Collaborative approaches to working are essential when working on complex multi stakeholder challenges,
particularly at the interface between local and central government with iwi and communities in general.
This report collects insights from across a range of technical case studies, theoretical models for
collaborative working and the experiences of practitioners involved in a range of cross sectoral collaboration
projects. Those insights are then integrated into a potential model for thinking about collaboration at a local
level that could evolve between iwi, central and local government, the private sector and non government
organisations to deliver outcomes to some of the more significant challenges that face communities
The model includes:
•

A draft definition for collaborative working in the context of local government challenges

•

A model for thinking about collaborative working and its key elements

•

Some thoughts on when formal collaborative working models are appropriate to use and when other
simpler, less resource intensive models are likely to perform better.

•

A change management approach that recognises formal collaborative working models are different
from standard practice in local government and will require alterations to business systems,
capability, culture and structure in order to work

•

A set of attributes or assessment criteria that could be used to evaluate the collaborative nature of
different structures for local government.

The key attributes of an effective collaborative model that we have identified are:
•

A Shared, Agreed Strategy

•

A single point of governance with shared accountability

•

Collaborative people led well

•

A shared culture that reflects the partner organisation cultures

•

A single bespoke business process that supports collaboration is followed

•

A formal organisation structure that is transparent and works for all partners.
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Introduction
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Te Arotake i te Anamata mō Ngā Kaunihera | Review into the Future for Local Government commissioned
Beca to:
1. Provide a literature review, typology and framework of partnership/collaboration arrangements,
including formal and informal structures
2. Identify the requirements and factors for success for partnerships and collaborations, including
mandate, resources, culture, capability, capacity, tools and enforcement/dispute resolution structures
3. Identify the conditions for when not to collaborate or partner
4. Illustrate the above through case studies.
This report has been compiled to address the above commission using the following methodology:
1. An examination of literature for collaborative working models to define key questions/challenges to
assess options against
2. A review of international and national case studies including:
a. The Sami Parliaments
b. Various City Deal arrangements between central and local government in Australia and the
United Kingdom
c.

The planning partnerships between government and First Nations in Vancouver

d. The Northland Transport Alliance (Local authorities and Waka Kotahi)
e. Social Sector Trials and the Southern Initiative (Government, Local authorities and
community services)
f.

The urban growth partnerships in New Zealand (Government, Central Government and iwi)

g. An iwi co-governance model from New Zealand
3.

A workshop with practitioners who have worked in collaborative projects on behalf of local and
central government and the private sector

The learnings from the work are set out below. Starting with a proposed definition for collaborative working
and an operating model, supported by some thoughts on when collaborative working is an appropriate tool
and the kinds of consideration in terms of culture, capability and change management that are inherent in
collaborative processes. This thinking has been used to evaluate and draw learning from the case studies
which is summarised in this report with the full case studies provided in Appendix A. These insights are
pulled together to define a set of attributes of effective collaboration that could be used to assess different
local governance models for their suitability if a collaborative model is the goal.
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Collaboration Definition

In order to identify key attributes for collaboration we first needed a comprehensive definition of collaboration
to work from. In forming our own definition, we looked to two different international standards – ISO 44001
and IAP2.
ISO 44001 is the ‘Collaborative business relationship management systems – Requirements and framework’
published on 1 March 2017 by the International Organisation for Standardisation. The standard covers the
eight-stage life cycle model that helps business partners maximize the value of collaborative working, as
seen in Figure 5-1. The standard is applicable to private and public organizations of all sizes, from large
multinational corporations and government organizations, to non-profit organizations and micro/small
businesses. It also applies to both single and multi-partner collaborative relationships.

Figure 5-1 - ISO 44001 Collaboration Framework
https://www.icw-canada.com/iso-44001-official-publication-marks-the-begin-of-a-new-era-for-business-relationships/

In our understanding of the standard, we felt the eight-stage cycle covered the ‘what’ of collaboration. What
we mean by this, is the standard articulates the steps necessary to identify when collaboration is a correct
course of action, determined by the Awareness, Knowledge and Internal Assessment stages. It then helps to
provide direction on both setting up and maintaining successful collaboration, before finally considering how
to exit the partnership.
The second standard we drew from was the IAP2, Core Values, Ethics, Spectrum – The 3 Pillars of Public
Participation. As an international leader in public participation (P2), IAP2 developed three pillars for effective
P2 processes. Developed with broad international input, these pillars cross national, cultural and religious
boundaries, and they form the foundation of P2 processes that reflect the interests and concerns of all
stakeholders. In particular we felt that the spectrum of public participation, as seen in Figure 5-2, was very
appropriate for collaboration with the local government sector.
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Figure 5-2 - IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation
https://cdn.ymaws.com/www.iap2.org/resource/resmgr/Communications/A3_P2_Pillars_brochure.pdf

Whilst the ISO 44001 standard focussed on the ‘what’, the IAP2 standard focusses on the ‘how’. To
successfully foster collaboration in local government the public must remain a key stakeholder with
appropriate levels of input. The standard outlines five different levels of engagement, from simply informing
up to the highest level of empowerment.
In producing our own definition of collaboration we wanted to combine the ‘what’ of the ISO 44001 standard
with the ‘how’ of the IAP2 standard. We have produced the following visual statement, Figure 5-3, and tested
it with a select group of experienced collaborators. The definition resonated very positively with particular
emphasis on the well-defined positive outcome which should be agreed by all parties up front.

Figure 5-3 - Collaboration Definition Visual Statement

To further our collaboration definition statement, we also wanted to produce a visual that captured the
essence of our definition, whilst providing a collaboration framework. Again, we set about this task by
combining both the ISO44001 and IAP2 frameworks to produce a visual that encapsulated our ‘what’ within
the context of ‘how’ it would be delivered. The framework visual can be seen in Figure 5-4. This provided a
baseline for discussion when testing our collaboration understanding and taking insights from our select
working group.
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Figure 5-4 – Combined Collaboration Framework

We further developed this framework image to help identify the maturity of the case studies we undertook, as
can be seen in the Case Studies section later in this report.

6

Collaborative Working Modes

A consistent view expressed across the literature and in interviews with practitioners is that collaboration as
a formalised approach to working between agencies is not a solution for every problem. Collaborative
projects often take significantly more resource than other projects, require more complex governance
arrangements and present unique challenges presented by bringing multiple agencies or groups together.
Collaboration is an approach that is most useful where the problems or opportunities being addressed
cannot be realised using standard practices or methodologies but require multiple organisations to work
together in an environment where risks and benefits are shared and new or novel approaches are required.
As a thinking model the Cynefin framework (https://thecynefin.co/about-us/about-cynefin-framework/) provides a
useful mechanism for thinking about when collaborative approaches are most useful. By their very nature
formalised collaborative approaches are best utilised when the problem or opportunity represents a complex
or chaotic situation within the Cynefin framework. This is because formal collaborations are ones that deal
with imperfect knowledge, the need to generate new or innovative approaches and the need to be adaptive
and experimental in your approach.
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This is not to say that collaborative behaviours (eg active listening, transparent sharing of information, clear
communication, consensus decision making, delegation ) are irrelevant when applying best practice and
good practice approaches (in reality they are often highly desirable) – but the deliberate methodological
approaches associated with formal collaborations such as joint governance, deliberate creation of
collaborative culture, sharing of risks and benefits across multiple partners etc are not required for all
initiatives. Formal collaborative working approaches may in fact impede effective delivery where simpler
“best practice” or “good practice” approaches are adequate.

Collaborative Models Report | 4280688-1413611826-33 | 23/12/2021 | 6

Sensitivity: General
| A Change Management Approach |

A Change Management Approach

7

Collaborative models often require changes in the organisation structure, strategy, systems, people (style of
leadership), staff (capabilities and skills) and culture. A change management approach is required as it helps
to drive successful adoption and implementation of these changes within the organisations. It enables staff
members to understand and commit to the shift and work effectively during it.

Figure 7-1 – Change Management Approach

To prepare for the change, it is essential to understand and define the reason for change. This requires
understanding who are the ‘customers’ (e.g. who are we serving?) and aligning that with a strategy that
defines the vision and how to achieve this vision. These will then need to be applied across the organisation
processes, culture, people and embed these in the system within the organisations. The change
management process would generally approach these through:
•

Planning the change: can include achieving high-level sponsorship of the change, as well as
identifying wider involvement and buy-in opportunities

•

Implementing the change: this may encompass addressing training needs, appointing "change
agents," providing support for people across the organisations, and setting specific success criteria.

•

Communicating the change: everyone needs to know why the change is happening, feel positive
about it, and understand how they can achieve success.
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Case Studies

8.1.1 Introduction
To inform our investigations we completed nine case studies on international and national collaborative
models. Our case studies included State and parliamentary level collaborations (Sweden), cross government
sector collaborations (UK, Canada, Australia, New Zealand), and social outcome delivery projects
(New Zealand).
The purpose of our case study investigations was two-fold. In the first instance we were seeking to
understand the models themselves (situation analysis). In the second instance we were undertaking an
assessment against a suite of attributes that align with ISO 44001, as agreed with the client (agreed
attributes).
Further details on our situation analysis and agreed attributes are provided at Table 1.
Table 1: Themes and matters of interest for our Case Studies
Theme

Situational
analysis

Matters

what types of models are being adopted nationally
and internationally?
how these models fit with ISO 44001 Collaboration
Framework and IAP2 Spectrum of Public
Participation?
n/a

the focus of different types of collaborative models
(outcomes or outputs)
the number and nature of partners
project specific deliverables
project outcomes and lessons learned

Agreed
attributes

Clear definitions of important
terms (collaboration, partnership
etc)

Are terms/collaboration principles clearly defined?

Operating environment that
enables collaboration?

Does the internal environment enable collaboration?
(as evidenced via published corporate strategies etc)
Does the external operating environment enable
collaboration?

Shared vision, strategic
alignment, outcomes focused

How clear is the model that collaboration is the right
approach? Is there any documentation of alternatives
considered or previous attempts that have failed?
Is there evidence that the organisations prioritise
collaboration in their corporate strategies?

Dedicated
governance/leadership and
relationship management
processes

How do governance, project leadership and
relationship management processes support
collaboration?

Organisational maturity

Are skills, capacity, capability frameworks and
business processes in place to support
collaboration?
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Theme

Risk and benefit management

Matters

How are the risks and benefits shared across
partners
How do they monitor effectiveness?

Organisation culture

Is there evidence of change readiness and/or
collaborative behaviour within the organisation(s)?

Table 2 below provides a list of the case studies we investigated to support this report, which represent a
broad suite of potential models that seek to achieve a variety of outcomes.
Table 2: List of case studies
Type of case study

Case Study

UK City Deal

Edinburgh, Scotland

Australia City Deal

Geelong

Canada equivalent of City Deal

Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy

Sami Parliaments

Sweden

New Zealand Alliances

Northland Transport Alliance

New Zealand Urban Growth Partnerships

Smartgrowth, Futureproof, Greater Christchurch

Iwi co-governance models

Sanctuary Mountain Maungatautari, Pukeatua

Social outcome delivery project

The Social Sector Trials, various, New Zealand

Social outcome delivery project

The Southern Initiative, Auckland

8.1.2 Summary of findings
Once our case studies were complete, we assessed them in the context of:
a. ISO 44001 Collaborative business relationship management systems — Requirements and framework
b. IAP2 Public Participation Spectrum.
Figure 8-1 provides our interpretation of how ISO 44001 and IAP2 overlap and where our case studies align
with them.
c. ISO 44001 Framework Findings
Our assessment identified that the suite of models investigated incorporated a varying application of the ISO
44001 framework components. All case studies included ‘partner selection’ and ‘working together’.
The success of the subsequent attributes of ‘value creation’, ‘staying together’ and ‘evolving’ was, however,
largely influenced by the extent of ‘awareness’, ‘knowledge’ and ‘internal assessment’ undertaken at the front
end of the process.
Where specific focus was given to on-going ‘awareness’ and ‘knowledge’ and ‘internal assessment’ by
individual organisations (and organisations when considering partnership selection) much more successful
collaborations and enduring outcomes were achieved.
This is in part as a result of having organisational principles, hiring practices, and internal training that was
conducive to hiring and developing collaboratively adept leaders and staff.
Other factors that made this approach more successful included:
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• the opportunity to identify shared or aligned visions, values, and objectives
• the ability to align cross-organisational thinking on outcomes before choosing partners
• the time to identify people, skills, and the collaborative maturity of individual organisations.
d. IAP2 Spectrum Findings
Our assessment considered the IAP2 spectrum in the context of partner participation rather than public
participation. Our findings (see Table 3) were that there were clear variances between cross-government
sector collaborations and social outcome and delivery collaborations, particularly in relation to the nature,
focus, and intended outcomes of the collaborations.
Table 3: Variations between different types of collaborations
Cross-government sector collaborative models

Social outcome and delivery models

Primary focus on ‘involve’ and ‘collaborate’

Primary goal to ‘empower’ through ‘collaboration’
Models include components of ‘inform’, ‘consult’,
and ‘involve'

Projects generally involve a narrower set of primary
‘agency-only’ partners

Broader range of partners working across multiple
projects
Stronger connections to social and economic
partnerships

Access to funding/ financing was a key driver

Much more focus on tackling equality

While not legally binding agreements, could be
interpreted as more ‘stick’ than ‘carrot’ to obtain
funding

Much more ‘carrot’ than ‘stick’ with a focus on
learning and endurability

More details on the commonalities between collaborative models and case study specific insights is included
at Table 4.
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Figure 8-1 – Beca Collaboration Framework
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Table 4: Collaborative Models Case Study Insights

Commonalities
People

Culture

•

strong partnerships with the indigenous communities help to address inequality

Points of Note
•

Need competent leaders with credibility and who can operate at multiple levels (connections to
communities and understanding of governance processes (SST))

•

Canada is the only example that includes alternative dispute resolution and amendment
processes:

1. Alternative dispute resolution – The minister responsible for local government may appoint
facilitators to assist local governments to reach agreement on the acceptance of RGS. If local
governments are unable to reach agreement, the Minister will direct the parties to either a nonbinding resolution process (mediation) or a binding settlement process.
2. Amendment – Municipalities can request amendments to the RGS through a Council resolution
•
•
•
•

Business Processes

•

Bureaucratic barriers such as privacy issues, contracts, funding, and operating
models can present an ongoing challenge

•
•
•

Formal Organisation

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Use of ToR supported by Agreements – often good faith with bilateral or MoU’s, and
monitoring processes
Collaborations often about accessing financing
Joint steering group or Governance board – with governance arrangements and
resourcing commitments being ‘locked down’ in the early stages
Difficulties in obtaining relevant outcome data
Indicators are important for monitoring
Clear definitions and principles are crucial to avoid confusion, ambiguity, and protect
all parties
Audits are important for lessons learned and checking whether outcomes have been
achieved
Collaboration should be included as measure of project success
Collaborative models often cover multiple sub-projects

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Large agencies have strong collaborative principles that may not be present for smaller or
social organisations
Persistent dilemma: while the aim may be to infuse views and respect for indigenous practices
into the state led planning and permitting regimes, there is always a risk of unwillingly
contributing to silencing indigenous conceptions of the world. (Sami)
Communication and trust are essential (Sami)
Monitoring should include cultural grounding and values and include accountability to
communities and whanau. (TSI)

Having collaboration in corporate strategies alone will not result in good collaboration.
Embedding through other processes and training is required. Also, collaboration through colocation of employees and the transition to a functional-based structure (NTA example).
Need to ensure partners can manage BAU and collaborative project responsibilities – for all
agencies but especially NGO and other social organisations.
Some agencies have specific departments that specialize in collaboration (e.g., MSD)
Reinvestment of savings or income resulting from collaboration project (Northland Transport
Alliance/ city deals)
Budgets for implementation are realistic and comprehensive (Northland Transport Alliance)
Risks can largely be managed through split of financing and resourcing
It is advantageous to have a broad range of partners across their portfolio of projects (TSI
Connected engagement structures support positive outcomes (TSI)
Strong connections between social and economic policy are important (TSI)
Helpful to have an institutional structure focused on implementation with an innovation engine
that can design and test approaches to achieve transformative outcomes. (TSI)
The Edinburgh City Deal includes a ‘Programme Management Office’. This is a team of fulltime staff dedicated to managing the day to day implementation of the deal and coordinating
collaboration and communication between partners.
To reduce risk the Edinburgh City Deal includes a busines case process which is reviewed and
approved at first the thematic board level, then Incentivising effective working through funding
for particular initiatives being paid out quarterly in arrears through grants. executive board and
finally joint committee level. (Edinburgh Deal).
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This report has been completed as an initial ‘think piece’ to help support decisions on potential collaborative
Local Government models post reforms. Further to the case study investigations completed to support this
report we recommend investigating the appropriateness of the additional case study investigations
suggested at Table 5.
Table 5: Potential Additional Collaborative Models Case Studies
Type of case study

Case Study

UK City Deal

Multiple cities across the UK (e.g., Preston, Wigan)

Australia City Deal

Multiple Cities across Australia (e.g., Hobart, Adelaide,
Western Sydney)

Sami Parliaments

Finland, Norway and Russia

New Zealand Alliances

NCTIR, SCIRT

New Zealand Urban Growth Partnerships

The Wellington Regional Growth Framework

Iwi co-governance models

Te Waihora Co-Governance

Social outcome delivery project

Centre for Social Impact

Social outcome delivery project

Viable Cities (Sweden)

Social outcome delivery project

Future By Lund (Sweden)

Social outcome delivery project

SITRA (Finland)

Social outcome delivery project

Camden Council and the Institute for Innovation and
Public Purpose (UK)
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Insights from Thought Leaders

As part of our review process, we conducted a workshop with key thought leaders from Beca with
experience in local and central government collaborations and private sector alliances. Subsequently, we
also completed an interview with Gael Surgenor who led the Southern Initiative. The insights from the
workshop and interview with Gael are recorded below.
As mentioned in section 2 when defining collaboration, the input was that positive outcomes should be welldefined and agreed by all parties up front. A good example of this was which was cited was that “Alliance
Models work because of the underpinning model around the shared outcomes.”
The most notable comment from the group in regard to the Cynefin model was that when operating in a
chaotic system, the chaos can be utilised in a positive way to drive urgency. Good examples of utilising
chaos often came from natural disasters / stresses such as the Christchurch Earthquake efforts or more
recent Waikato water treatment plant to aid Auckland’s drought recovery.
The participants led us to make a significant change to our collaboration definition and framework, to alter
the ISO44001 ‘exit strategy’ and instead consider it as ‘embedding the legacy’. The group confirmed that it
was more important to think about the outcome beyond the task and that “project objectives have a higher
level purpose”
Much of the session was focussed on identifying the requirements and factors for success for partnerships
and collaborations, including mandate, resources, culture, capability, capacity, tools, and enforcement /
dispute resolution structures. To achieve this each participant noted traits onto different sections of our
collaboration framework (Figure 2-4). The output can be seen in Appendix B. These traits were then utilised
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to create the collaboration attributes in part 7, in conjunction with the case study findings. To highlight some
of the more specific insights:
•

“Even with the incentives, not all Alliances are successful as well. Usually also Alliance has strong,
capable people........”

•

“There has to be a compelling reason for collaboration – that resonates strongly with all of the parties
that are proposing to collaborate. In my experience, many collaborative endeavours start with a “it
would be good to collaborate with so and so on this thing” approach – which often (usually) ends in
failure”

•

“Leadership [is a] critical enabler of change”

•

“The ability to change policies, manuals and forms to support collaboration (eg KPIs and capabilities
need to be broad to reflect place and space......)”

•

“Clear mandate and leadership position from respective orgs”

•

“Leadership needs to clear roadblocks - have ability to cut through standards and policy to find
solutions”

•

“In terms of successful outcomes, leadership factors are six times more important than the sum of all
the other factors...... I think this is true with regard to collaboration also – if you have the right
leaders in place (at all levels through the organisation), then you stand a chance of success. But
without the right leaders, you are almost guaranteed failure. I have observed this phenomena in
action in more than 10 alliances ($7Bn in capex) that I have been directly involved in the last 20
years.”

•

“In addition to clear purpose, you need clarity on desired outcomes and how these will be
measured. We spent a bit of time thinking about this at the Vic Park Alliance”

•

“Need to be prepared to clear out existing policies particularly public sector management system eg
public finance act multi class appropriations”

•

“Communication strategy in place on levels of engagement and messaging to the stakeholders
(direct and indirect)”

•

“Don't confuse collaborative with safe cuddly environments tolerating mediocrity - good collab can be
brutal too”

•

“Processes for managing and resolving inevitable conflict”

•

“Values alignment between partners needs to exist prior to partnering, rather than because of
partnering”

•

“Complementary skills i.e. force multiplier... i'm stronger with you and you are stronger with me”

•

“Leaders and orgs need to be empowered - delegated decisions (eg cant have to go back to Council
for every financial decision)”

•

“Celebrating success: Shared events, functions, pressie cards, trophies etc”

•

“Tangible examples of 'we are one': Shared email account, same working hours, joint social
functions”

•

“Understanding how risk is identified and shared - commercial risk vs political risk - central-local
government- private sector community all have different conceptions of risk”

•

“Improvement ideas focus on the shared outcomes and come from any corner - ie not self serving”
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•

“Lessons learnt and evolution need to be provided for”

•

“Clear visible success criteria everyone can relate to, easily measured and capture, that
constructively support/inform joint decision making”

•

“People deployed 100% into collaborative environment (it is jarring for people to change hats
between collaborative and adversarial behaviours/environments”

•

Collaboration models are often best utilised in project based initiatives where innovation and
entrepenerial approaches allow experimentation and “giving things a go” with less formal structured
governance.

•

Focus collaborative working where there is energy and alignment of values and culture

•

Collaborating with communities (eg the Southern Initiative) has some different requirements from
formal organisations as they often incorporate the customer (eg Hapū or whanau) directly in the
process.

•

Introduction of collaborative approaches will be met with scepticism and credibility challenges due to
past experiences

•

Investment must be made in upskilling staff across all partners (capability building, behaviours,
innovation models etc)

•

“Exit strategy - could this be an enhancement strategy, what’s next, refresh go again: continuous
improvement”

10 Summary and Attributes of Effective Collaboration
The case studies, workshops and international collaboration models affirm that collaboration is a valuable
tool in the toolbox for delivering outcomes but not the only tool. Effective collaborative working requires a
common language and a deliberative approach to determining when collaborative approaches are the
appropriate tool and the development of new systems, processes and capabilities to support collaboration.
From the case studies, our assessment of different collaboration models and our thought leaders workshops
and interviews we have derived the following key attributes that are consistently identified as important for
effective collaboration. These attributes are deliberately drafted as outcome statements that describe what
success would look like. The attribute statements are supplemented by more detailed descriptions that
reflect insight from our investigation work. Using this drafting approach the attributes can be used as
evaluative criteria when considering alternative models.
10.1.1 A Shared, Agreed Strategy
The expected shared outcomes of the collaboration and individual participant objectives are specified in a
measurable way and the parties commit to working together to achieve both.
There is a compelling reason for working collaboratively that resonates with all parties and the agreed
outcomes connect to achievement of a higher level purpose such as helping to address inequality or build
strong connections to social and economic opportunity.
The strategy acknowledges the role and importance of indigenous cultures and partnership

Collaborative Models Report | 4280688-1413611826-33 | 23/12/2021 | 15

| Summary and Attributes of Effective Collaboration |

10.1.2 A single point of governance with shared accountability
To foster continued collaboration, benefits must be visible, genuine and celebrated across all levels. It is
important to note that the collaboration may not win on all proposed outcomes but must work hard to achieve
what is within it’s control.
Outcomes are continually re-assessed by joint governance with opportunities for enhancement and
amendment of the partnership identified and tracked.
Leadership and culture operate within a clearly articulated set of common leadership behaviours and
governance holds the parties to account for demonstrating behaviours.
10.1.3 Collaborative people led well
The collaboration is led by competent leaders with credibility and who can operate at multiple levels, are
connected to communities, understand governance processes and operate across multiple sectors and
organizations.
Leaders are focussed on building collaborative behaviours and culture and are deliberately recruited for
those skills.
10.1.4 A shared culture that reflects the partner organisation cultures
Partners develop trust to discuss and expand their knowledge of their own and others' ideas, goals, skills,
drivers, values and desires, along with their stories.
Communication and engagement approaches are in place to actively drive the shared culture and
understanding of different values.
Creative conflict is valued in the culture and deliberately fostered and encouraged.
10.1.5 A single bespoke business process that supports collaboration is followed
The partners operate under a single business process (eg communications, governance reporting,
procurement all managed under a common business process).
Systems and processes in place that considers each participant organisations’ culture, influence and
behaviours and addresses potential barriers to collaboration such as privacy or procurement processes.
10.1.6 A formal organisation structure that is transparent and works for all partners
The partners work to a shared assessment of the risks carried by participant organisations and how the risks
(and benefits) are to shared between participant organisations with formal dispute resolution process in
place.
Continual improvement process to capture, assess and implement the value creation initiatives, celebrating
and acknowledging success, and lessons learnt to complete the improvement process loop and allow the
partnership to evolve.
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Appendix A-1 – Edinburgh and South East Scotland City Region Deal
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Case study: Edinburgh and South East Scotland City Region Deal
Situation analysis
Summary of model

The Edinburgh and South East Scotland City Region Deal sets out a
commitment from governments, councils and regional partners to fund and
deliver key outcomes - namely economic and inclusive growth in the City
Region.
The model is largely informal in nature; while partners commit to providing
funding, and to pursuing particular objectives (such as job provision or the
construction of new infrastructure), there is no legally binding or contractual
obligation underpinning this. Initiatives outlined in the deal do not appear to
have assigned ‘owners’; rather both governments commit a fixed amount of
money to each programme which is complimented by additional funding from
the private sector and other partners.

Focus of collaboration
(outcomes or outputs)

The City Region Deal focuses heavily on both outcomes and outputs.
Outputs of the deal are primarily in the form of funding commitments from the
UK and Scottish Governments. However, the focus of the Deal is on the
outcomes that this funding is expected to achieve, such as acceleration of
economic growth, technological development, and job provision. There is a
clear relationship between the outputs and outcomes outlined in the deal.

Partners (number and
nature)

The deal comprises the UK and Scottish Governments, the 6 councils within
the Edinburgh and South East Scotland Region (East Lothian, City of
Edinburgh, Fife, Midlothian, Scottish Borders, West Lothian), and ‘regional
partners’ including the region’s universities and colleges, and the private and
third sectors.
The UK and Scottish governments are the main funding providers, providing
600 million GBP over 15 years. A further 1.3 billion in investment is then
expected to be provided from councils, universities, private sector and third
sector organisations.

Deliverables

Deliverables are clearly outlined; the Deal has 5 “themes” (such as
‘accelerating inclusive growth’ and ‘targeted employability and skills
interventions’).
Each theme has a series of associated initiatives which are the ‘deliverables’
that are being funded through the Deal. Examples include:
-

Collaborative model
used

Creating five ‘Data-driven Innovation Hubs’ across the region,
including a robotics centre and research institute.
Developing clearer career pathways into both Construction and Low
Carbon careers
Initiating a Regional Developer Contributions framework to fund
transport projects
Delivering a new concert hall and performance venue to reinforce
Edinburgh’s cultural offering and position as a ‘Festival City’

A governance structure is set out in the Deal which encourages collaboration
at varying scales. A ‘Joint Committee’ oversees the deal, and an ‘Executive
Board’ supports and makes recommendations to the Joint Committee. Each
‘theme’ has a Thematic Advisory Board, below which sit individual project
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delivery teams. The specific makeup of each of these groups differs, but each
one is required to include representatives from each of the relevant partners.
There are no ‘independent’ chairs or parties within these governance bodies;
however there are requirements set out for the appointment of chairs for both
the Joint Committee and Executive Board. For example, the Joint Committee
chair and vice chair must revolve on an annual basis, and the Executive
Board chair must be a ‘high-profile, credible and influential individual”
appointed from either the business or third sector, and must also sit on the
Joint Committee.
Figure 1 at the end of this case study shows the full governance structure
for the Deal.
Outcomes and lessons
learnt

The informal, ‘good-faith’ arrangement of the Deal seems to be functioning
well (as opposed to a more binding framework); there are no examples to
date of parties reneging on their commitments and it could be argued that
parties may be more willing to participate in a deal of this nature, where there
are fewer consequences for non-compliance and therefore more incentive to
‘have a go’ at achieving outcomes.
The 2020-21 report on deal progress reported positively on the progress
being made in each ‘theme’ area1. All bar two projects were delivering to
budget, although projects were at differing stages of completeness.
A 2020 Audit of the deals2 found that on the whole the deal was functioning
‘effectively’; the main area of improvement recommended was the
implementation of more thorough documentation processes (in regards to
monitoring and accounting). The key ‘lessons learnt’ from this audit were:
• More robust performance measures are needed in the deal, so that
projects can demonstrate impact and value for money
• More transparency is needed around the criteria for receiving funding
(i.e more clarity around why some projects were approved for funding
under the deal, while others were not) – the deal audit noted that this
made it hard to hold public bodies to account for their deal spending
• To date there has been little involvement from local communities in
the creation and implementation of the deals

Assessment against draft attributes
Clear definitions of important terms (collaboration, partnership etc)
Are
The Edinburgh Deal was preceded by a ‘Heads of Terms’ agreement in which
terms/collaboration
both governments and regional partners committed to participating in the
principles clearly
deals. This agreement was not legally binding and was focused more on the
defined?
‘principles’ of the deal.
The agreement does set out some requirements for collaboration; for
example, the Scottish Government commits to working with regional partners
on regionally-led transport investment priorities through a Transport Appraisal

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/55c87967e4b05aa55020f656/t/614315f0d1538d78b919b660/163178
6491356/2020-21+Annual+Report+-+ESES+City+Region+Deal.pdf
1

2

https://www.audit-scotland.gov.uk/uploads/docs/report/2020/nr_200116_city_deals.pdf
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Working Group, and both governments commit to working with regional
partners to unlock land for housing.
In addition to this, the Deal itself sets out high level requirements for how
governance and advisory bodies operating under the Deal should function.
These requirements are high level; they set out who should be involved in
each group (typically this involves a wide range of representatives from each
of the partners) and what the purpose of each group should be.
Operating environment that enables collaboration?
Does the internal
All of the councils involved in the deal mention collaboration in their
environment enable
development plans or long term plans. It is unclear exactly which private and
collaboration? (as
third sector partners are specifically involved in deals – so unclear the extent
evidenced via
to which these organisations enable collaboration.
published corporate
strategies etc)
Does the external
Examples of external legislation and bodies that enable collaboration are:
The Scotland National Planning Framework (currently in draft form) 3
operating environment
includes reference to collaboration in its policies.
enable collaboration
The Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (COSLA) has been in
existence for decades and all 32 Scottish councils are members; the
organisation facilitates interaction between local authorities and
government.
In 2007 a concordat was signed between the Scottish Government
and local government4; this signified an agreement to work together
on particular government policies and programmes across the
country including working in partnership with local employers to
improve vocational learning, improving classroom experiences, and
working together to develop policy in areas where local government
has a key interest.

Shared vision, strategic alignment, outcomes focused
How clear is the model Collaboration is a clear focus of the deal; the document makes frequent
that collaboration is
reference to collaboration between partners in order to deliver
the right approach? Is
transformational change across the entire city-region.
there any
documentation of
The deal makes clear that there are issues in the city-region including
alternatives
poverty, lack of housing and inequality between parts of the region; however
considered or previous there is no documentation around how these issues have previously been
attempts that have
managed.
failed?
Is there evidence that
There is evidence that the main deal partners are working on improving
the organisations
collaboration in their organisations; this is not always evident in a corporate
prioritise collaboration
strategy as such but can be seen through strategies/initiatives such as:
The Edinburgh City Council Business Plan includes a section on
in their corporate
‘shared outcomes and joint working’. The main vehicle for this is the
strategies?
‘Edinburgh Partnership’ – a community planning focused body
consisting of representatives from Council, local education providers,
Police, the NHS and skills and job provision organisations.

3

https://www.transformingplanning.scot/national-planning-framework/

https://www.webarchive.org.uk/wayback/archive/20180205205315/http://www.gov.scot/resource/doc/923/00
54147.pdf
4
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-

-

Mid Lothian Council does not include collaboration as a specific focus
in its Development Plan, but does make frequent reference to the
need to collaborate with other councils and the private/third sector to
achieve its key outcomes.
The Scottish Borders Local Development Plan recognises
partnerships with other organisations

Dedicated governance/leadership and relationship management processes
How do governance,
The governance structure outlined in the deal ensures that representatives of
project leadership and
the various partners collaborate in the management of the Deal.
relationship
management
A unique aspect of the Edinburgh Deal (when compared to other UK City
processes support
Deals) is the existence of a dedicated ‘Programme Management Office’. This
collaboration?
is a team of full time staff dedicated to managing the day to day
implementation of the deal and coordinating collaboration and communication
between partners. The salaries of these staff are paid in equal contributions
from each of the deal partners. This supports collaboration by ensuring that
the day to day implementation of the model is carried out smoothly and there
is one central body for managing this, rather than each partner attempting to
do these tasks individually.
Organisational maturity
Are skills, capacity,
Some examples identified:
City of Edinburgh Council has a Development Concordat 5 to set out
capability frameworks
how developers, businesses, community organisations and Council
and business
can work together
processes in place to
The Midlothian Council Compact6 is an agreement between
support collaboration?
Midlothian Council and the third sector which identifies key principles
to underpin collaboration (togetherness, respect, accountability,
creativity and kindness)
The Fife Council’s ‘How We Work Together’ people strategy 7 includes
a key objective of ‘Work Together’, and sets out expectations for staff
in their day to day jobs in order to achieve this objective (i.e starting
discussions about more collaborative ways of working, valuing
different opinions, and building networks with other team members).

Risk and benefit management
How are the risks and
In order to become funded under the deal, projects must go through a
benefits shared across busines case process which is reviewed and approved at first the thematic
partners
board level, then executive board and finally joint committee level.
Presumably the fact that each of these boards include representation from all
partners means that risks and benefits can be discussed and evaluated on a
project by project basis. However, the deal does not clearly set out a specific
methodology for sharing risks and benefits across partners.
How do they monitor
effectiveness?

Funding for particular initiatives is paid out quarterly in arrears through grants.
Parties must demonstrate compliance with the terms and conditions of the
grant in order to receive that quarter’s payment; this provides some way of

5

https://www.edinburgh.gov.uk/downloads/file/23151/edinburgh-planning-concordat

6

https://www.midlothian.gov.uk/downloads/download/735/midlothian_compact_2020-2025_pdf

7

https://www.fife.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0021/157521/OD12-How-We-Work-Matters-Framework.pdf
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monitoring effectiveness and encouraging compliance with the terms and
conditions.
Beyond this, there is little information on how effectiveness is expected to be
monitored and what success indicators should be used.
Organisation culture
Is there evidence of
change readiness
and/or collaborative
behaviour within the
organisation(s)?

Collaborative behaviour is evidenced through the governance structure of the
deal, in that representatives of each council and partner organisation is
required to regularly collaborate on management of the deal.
Change readiness is not clearly apparent within the organisations from an
initial high-level search, however this does not mean that it is not occurring
within these organisations.
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Figure 1: Edinburgh and South East Scotland City Region Deal - Governance Structure

Source:
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/55c87967e4b05aa55020f656/t/5c263201898583ec74c01146/1546007049724/ESESCR
+Deal+Document+6+August+2018+signed.pdf
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A-2
Appendix A-2 – Geelong City Deal
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Case study: Geelong City Deal
Situation analysis
Summary of model

The Geelong City Deal is a 10 year deal between the Australian Government,
Victorian Government and City of Greater Geelong. The deal is a commitment
from each of these parties to commit a certain amount of funding over ten years:
Australian Government: $183.8 million
Victorian State Government: $172 million
City of Greater Geelong: $14.4 million
The model does not appear to be legally binding, although this is not explicitly
stated in the deal. The model is, however, underpinned by a Memorandum of
Understanding8 which sets out principles for collaboration and an agreement from
both the Australian Government and Victorian State Government to work
together “collaboratively and cooperatively” on deals throughout Victoria.
Participation in the deal appears to be voluntary and largely based on a goodfaith agreement.

Focus of
collaboration
(outcomes or
outputs)

The deal is outcomes focused - key outcomes sought through the deal are:
Continued economic diversification
Growth of the visitor economy
A thriving city centre
Outputs designed to achieve these outcomes include:
Construction of a Convention and Exhibition Centre
A new ferry terminal at Queenscliff
Road upgrades to improve access to the Geelong Future Economy
Precinct
Establishment of a Private Sector Business Enablement Fund (a
competitive grants programme)

Partners (number
and nature)

Partners in the deal are the Australian Government, Victorian Government and
City of Greater Geelong. The Australian Government has invested the largest
amount of funding in the deal, but responsibilities for leading projects are shared
across the three entities – each project outlined in the Implementation Plan is
lead by one of the parties.

Deliverables

There are 12 specific projects identified in the deal, each with clearly defined
project leads, descriptions, funding requirements and milestones.

Collaborative
model used

The deal is underpinned by an MoU, signed by all parties. In addition to the deal
document itself, an implementation plan was created by all parties in 2019 which
outlines projects, timeframes and assigns responsibilities.
The governance structure is shown at Figure 1 at the end of this case study.

Outcomes and
lessons learnt

8

There have not been any audits carried out in regards to the deal, and the annual
progress reports that have been prepared are focused on the ‘wins’ that the deal
has achieved over each year. Projects appear to be progressing well to date, and
are at differing stages depending on the project – some are at detailed design
stage while others are starting construction.

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/migrated/cities/city-deals/geelong/files/geelong-mou.pdf
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One observation is that indigenous groups are not included as partners in the
deal (although annual progress reports note that there has been some
engagement with traditional custodians); this is a missed opportunity to
strengthen partnerships with the indigenous community and address inequality
through the model.

Assessment against draft attributes
Clear definitions of important terms (collaboration, partnership etc)
Are
Principles for collaboration are outlined not in the deal itself, but in the
terms/collaboration Memorandum of Understanding signed by the Australian Government and State
principles clearly
of Victoria9. 11 “principles for collaboration” are set out in the deal, including:
Involve the community in determining regional priorities and how they
defined?
can contribute to implementation
Be flexible to allow for changing needs and emerging priorities
Define measurable goals, priorities, actions and implementation
timeframes to enable performance to be measured and all parties held to
account.

Operating environment that enables collaboration?
One of the four objectives of the Geelong City Deal is to “strengthen collaboration
Does the internal
environment
across all three levels of government and the community”. “Qualitative measures
enable
of collaboration” are also one of the four indicators which are reported on
collaboration? (as
annually. This indicates that collaboration is a core focus of the deal itself.
evidenced via
published
corporate
strategies etc)
Does the external
Geelong is part of the National Cities Framework 10, which collects and reports on
operating
performance indicators across 21 cities; this could be seen as enabling
environment
collaboration by encouraging transparency between cities.
enable
collaboration
The Deal also references the G21 Geelong Region Plan 11, which is a
“collaborative approach to longer-term regional challenges”. The plan identifies
key challenges and objectives for the region and encourages councils within
Geelong to engage with government and business on issues that will affect the
region.
Shared vision, strategic alignment, outcomes focused
The deal is very clearly focused on strengthening collaboration between deal
How clear is the
partners; this is illustrated by the inclusion of strengthened collaboration as one
model that
collaboration is the of the four key objectives of the deal, and the inclusion of 11 collaboration
right approach? Is
principles in the Memorandum of Understanding.
there any
documentation of
There does not appear to be any documentation of alternatives considered or
alternatives
previous attempts that have failed.
considered or
previous attempts
that have failed?

9

https://www.infrastructure.gov.au/sites/default/files/migrated/cities/city-deals/geelong/files/geelong-mou.pdf

10

https://www.bitre.gov.au/national-cities-performance-framework/geelong

11

https://g21.com.au/g21-region/the-geelong-region-plan/
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Is there evidence
that the
organisations
prioritise
collaboration in
their corporate
strategies?

The Geelong City Council’s Community Plan 2021-2512 emphasises the
importance of collaborating with partners and communities to achieve the goals
of the plan, and lists “collaborating with local, state and federal government” as
one of the 5 key roles of the Council.
The Victorian State Government does not appear to have an overarching policy
that prioritises collaboration. However, the strategies of various government
departments (for example, Jobs, Precincts and Regions – Strategic Plan13 and
the Department of Health’s International Health Strategy14) do stress the
importance of collaborating with partners, communities and other levels of
government to achieve key objectives.

Dedicated governance/leadership and relationship management processes
How do
Collaboration must be reported on annually in the deal’s Annual Reports; this
governance,
provides an avenue through which to address any issues with collaboration and
project leadership
put in place strategies to resolve it.
and relationship
management
The governance structure for the deal (see the diagram above) requires
processes support
representatives from each of the three main parties to be involved in the more
collaboration?
senior levels of deal leadership; this promotes collaboration by encouraging
these parties to work together on deal-related decisions. It is not clear whether
advisory groups and project steering groups need to include a range of
representatives from each party; this could be a missed opportunity to promote
additional collaboration.
The City of Geelong’s Community Engagement Strategy 15 places a strong
emphasis on collaboration between council and community by aiming to go
above and beyond in regards to engagement.
Organisational maturity
Are skills, capacity, The annual progress reports for the Deal do not include any capacity or capability
capability
building frameworks to support collaboration.
frameworks and
business
Support for collaboration is not immediately apparent in Geelong City Council,
processes in place Victorian Government or Australian Government strategies (this is not to say that
to support
this information does not exist – a wider review of documentation may be needed
collaboration?
to determine this).
Risk and benefit management
How are the risks
Funding leads and project leads differ from one project to the next; for example
and benefits
one project may be funded by the Australian Government and lead by the
shared across
Victorian Government while another project may be both funded and lead by
partners
Geelong City Council. The risks and benefits are therefore spread across
projects and would differ depending on how successful each project is. In purely

https://www.geelongaustralia.com.au/common/Public/Documents/8d932558ca8f13aourcommunityplan2021-25.pdf
12

13

https://djpr.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0015/2033151/DJPR-Strategic-Plan-2021-25.pdf

https://www.health.vic.gov.au/health-strategies/victorias-international-health-strategy-2016-2020partnering-for-a-healthy-and
14

https://www.geelongaustralia.com.au/common/Public/Documents/654812cdcommunityengagementpolicyfinal.pdf
15
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financial terms, the Australian Government is providing the largest amount of
funding and so could be considered to be subject to the largest financial risk.
How do they
monitor
effectiveness?

Annual reports on deal progress are required, as well as a formal report every
three years. There are 4 overall ‘indicators’ that are used to measure progress,
which are of varying levels of specificity.
One of the ‘indicators’ is increased collaboration between government and
council. There is reference to working collaboratively in both of the annual reports
published to date, however collaboration does not appear to have been
‘measured’ per se (i.e there is no indication of how collaboration has progressed,
or what measures of success might be used to demonstrate an improvement in
collaboration. This makes it difficult to get a sense of whether this objective is
actually being achieved.

Organisation culture
Is there evidence
Collaborative behaviour is evident within the organisations in that they are
of change
actively collaborating with different levels of government, council, business etc
readiness and/or
through this deal and other frameworks (such as the National Cities Framework
collaborative
and G21 Regional Plan).
behaviour within
the
organisation(s)?
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Figure 1: City Deal governance structure
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A-3
Appendix A-3 – The Southern initiative
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Case study: The Southern initiative
Situation analysis
Summary of
The Southern Initiative (TSI) is one of the two big place-based initiatives in the
model
Auckland Plan. The TSI is a place-based initiative that stimulates, enables and
champions social and community innovation in South and West Auckland.
A diagram of ‘TSI at a glance’ is provided at Figure 1 at the end of this case
study.
TSI works to find radical solutions to some of South Auckland’s most pressing
social and economic challenges through the integration of social and economic
policy. TSI takes a holistic approach to understanding and tackling challenges at
key intervention points across a ‘cradle to career’ spectrum, as detailed at Figure
2 at the end of this case study.
From an interview with Gael Surgenor on 20 December 2021, it is our
understanding that:
• TSI approach is more project based and is about experimentation that
includes:
i.
an innovation method
ii.
an entrepreneurial resource to manage components and 'give
things a go'
• They focus on 'where is the energy' and 'who has aligned values' rather
than formal collaboration opportunities
• There is a focus on creating versions of social innovation to fit
communities
• TSI’s work is about 'enable' and 'empower' - collaboration is much more
informal
• Projects should include those who are affected by the issues being
adressed, like Whanau
Focus of
collaboration
(outcomes or
outputs)

The outcomes TSI is aiming to achieve involve significant transformation not just
alleviating the symptoms of disadvantage. TSI’s efforts have been aligned into
the four interconnected focus areas identified at Figure 3 at the end of this
case study, these being:
• New economy
• Tamariki wellbeing
• Healthy infrastructure and environments
• Innovation and technology

Partners
(number and
nature)

TSI have a broad range of partners across their portfolio of projects and
partnerships are determined on a project specific basis. Partners include Central
Government agencies, iwi, communities, Auckland Council, District Health
Boards, CCOs, Foundations, local social enterprises, and the Social Wellbeing
Agency.
One of the key strengths of TSI identified within the 2017 Strengths and
Opportunities report was that it had adopted a systemic frame of engagement
that sees any shifts in addressing disadvantage as connected across families,
communities, and civic structures, to government policy and political forces, and
importantly, to market forces and economic levers, as shown at Figure 5 at the
end of this case study.
TSI has published several reports detailing how ‘evidence-based practice’ and
‘practice-based evidence’ has been linked through their innovative initiatives.
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Deliverables

Project specific deliverables that align with the focus areas above. Examples
include:
• Manurewa High School makerspace - makerspace attached to a
business academy
• Amotai - growth of Māori and Pasifika entrepreneurship
• Te Haa o Manukau - innovation hub and co-working space
• Healthy Homes - improved housing conditions for sick and at-risk
whanau

Collaborative
model used

Over-arching TSI model integrates social and economic policy to make local
growth inclusive, as shown at figure 6 at the end of this case study.
Since the development of the structure at Figure 6 the integrative and inclusive
approach adopted by TSI has continued to be developed and strengthened,
demonstrating potential impacts of stronger connections between social and
economic policy.
In terms of project specific models of co-design, The Southern Initiative:
Reviewing Strengths & Opportunities Report 16 (2017) identifies two models of
specific significance:
• Whānau Centric Approach
• ‘social labs’ and ‘living labs’
Whānau Centric Approach:
Designed for the Early Years Challenge to not only put Culture at the centre of
practice but grow practice out of Culture. It enables co-design practices to be
owned by communities rather than institutions and professionals, as shown at
Figure 7 at the end of this case study.
‘Social labs’ and ‘living labs’:
Based in TSI, the Co-design Lab is a joint initiative between eight central
government agencies and Auckland Council. As seen at Figure 8 at the end of
this case study, the combination and linkage of TSI and The Auckland Codesign Lab creates the foundations for a partnership that combines an
institutional structure focused on implementation with an innovation engine that
can design and test approaches to achieve transformative outcomes.
Through the Co-design Lab innovation and learning support is available to all
TSI projects and programs, and this extends beyond TSI as the Lab is mandated
with the mission to develop, execute and provide innovation support to cross
sector public innovation projects. The Co-Design Lab strengthens both the depth
and breadth of TSI’s work.

Outcomes and
lessons learnt

The TSI model has been cited as being able to be promoted as a showcase of
inclusive growth in action internationally. The Review of TSI 2020: Strengths and
Opportunities Report17 (2020) confirmed that “The breadth, depth and integrity of

https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans-projects-policies-reports-bylaws/our-plans-strategies/placebased-plans/docstsireports/TSI-review-august-2017.pdf
16

https://knowledgeauckland.org.nz/media/2084/southern-initiative-auckland-year-in-review-2020-strengthsand-opportunites.pdf
17
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the work is impressive, inspiring and visionary - and for anyone working to truly
transform outcomes the work led by TSI should be held up as exemplary”.
The opportunities identified in the 2020 Strengths and Opportunities Report are:
• to develop a ‘theory of transformation’ for TSI as a whole that focusses
on the broad principles that integrate and draw together the work as a
whole.
• the networked structure and the shared leadership approaches that
have been innate to TSI could be further developed and highlighted as
one of the key factors in creating conditions for the development of the
work. Making a distributed leadership model both more visible and more
structural could mitigate risks over time as the team grows and deepens
the work.
• as TSI’s success grows, one of the challenges will be to ensure that
there are ready partners who can take the next steps of implementing
these better ways of working, rather than TSI becoming both innovator
and implementor for the long-term. What could assist is the development
of the social R&D framework, as shown at Figure 9 at the end of this
case study.
From an interview with Gael Surgenor on 20 December 2021, it is our
understanding that the lessons learned were:
• At the start of the TSI process there was scepticism and credibility issues,
which was a big barrier.
• In response to the above, TSI sought to achieve quick wins to increase
credibility
• Well-being collaborations require sufficient levels of funding and upskilling
for staff to be able to deal with complex and mulit-dimensional issues
(capability building and behaviours)
• In practice its much more important that internal processes breed
collaboration than having a collaborative programme model per-se
• It is important to have social entrepreneurs who were opportunistic 'do-ers'
• Co-design process is a good way to get people working together through
a social entrepreneur lead
• TSI did not focus on conventional collaboration. Rather, collaboration was
achieved through positive outcomes
• The TSI used a bottom-up approach to obtaining support (LG then CG)
• Dynamic and opportunistic approaches are required to achieve systemic
change
• TSI was bespoke and this attracted people to work with them
• The role and influence of politics should not be underestimated
• Applying an early focus on human centred design through The Early
Years Project, which was a foundational piece of work, allowed TSI to
influence subsequent collaborations across all levels
(https://www.aucklandcouncil.govt.nz/plans-projects-policies-reports-bylaws/ourplans-strategies/place-based-plans/docstsireports/TSI-early-years-challengereport-october-2017.pdf).

Assessment against draft attributes
Clear definitions of important terms (collaboration, partnership etc)
Are
For individual projects it appears that the TSI and its partners use Memoranda of
terms/collaborati Understanding (MoUs). We are aware that there is a terms of reference for the
on principles
Southern Initiative Joint Steering Group, which includes principles.
clearly defined?
The following principles are suggested to guide the operation of the JSG in the
ToR:
• acting in good faith, communicating openly with other members
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•
•
•
•
•
•

working in a co-operative and constructive manner with respect,
goodwill, trust and integrity
championing and advocating for specific stakeholder interests will be
balanced with a TSI-wide view
acknowledging that diversity of views and perspectives is a strength and
promoting an inclusive approach
encouraging innovation, promoting effective actions and practices and
“letting go” of ineffective programmes and practices
quickly resolving any issues/disputes, and removing barriers, that might
prevent effective collaborative action
give effect to the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi

Operating environment that enables collaboration?
Does the
The TSI is founded on collaboration with a broad spectrum of partner agencies
internal
to stimulate, enable and champion social and community innovation. TSI’s
environment
collaboration and partnership approach is consistently reflected in the language
enable
of information sources and reports provided by TSI and through reports on TSI’s
collaboration?
work.
(as evidenced
via published
In developing its ‘relational approach’ to working in south and west Auckland,
corporate
TSI embodies much of what has been argued should lie at the heart of new,
strategies etc)
modern support systems, as shown at Figure 10 at the end of this case study.
In particular, the participatory nature of TSI’s work (with the support of the Codesign Lab) has demonstrated how working in collaboration with community and
whānau results in deeper shifts across people’s lives, towards the aspirations
they have for their own and their whānau’s futures.
Does the
external
operating
environment
enable
collaboration

The Southern Initiative (TSI) is one of the two big place-based initiatives in the
Auckland Plan.
As a unit inside Auckland Council TSI engages in a ‘dual operating system’, as
shown at Figure 11 at the end of this case study. The TSI networked structure
can effectively focus on rapid and transformational change agendas through
dynamic collaboration and partnerships, and the traditional hierarchy it sits within
and alongside can manage the day-to-day structured activities with efficiency,
predictability, and effectiveness:

Shared vision, strategic alignment, outcomes focused
How clear is the As TSI is a champion and enabler social innovation by working with our
model that
communities we are not aware of any project examples where a noncollaboration is
collaborative model was used.
the right
approach? Is
The development of many of the models TSI has tested over the past 3 years is
there any
highlighting the need for an ecology of supports that could form the foundation of
documentation
more community-centred and whānau-led responses, as shown at Figure 12 at
of alternatives
the end of this case study.
considered or
previous
attempts that
have failed?
Is there
See ‘Does the external operating environment enable collaboration’ row above.
evidence that
the
organisations
prioritise
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collaboration in
their corporate
strategies?
Dedicated governance/leadership and relationship management processes
How do
On 5 June 2012, The Auckland Council Auckland Plan Committee approved an
governance,
interim Governance and Delivery Structure for the TSI including the
project
establishment of a Joint Steering Group (JSG).
leadership and
relationship
The purpose of the Joint Steering Group is to provide strategic oversight and
management
direction to the development and implementation of the TSI work programme,
processes
and provide advice to the TSI General Manager, Operational Management
support
Group and the Auckland Plan Committee. JSG objectives are to:
collaboration?
• guide and monitor the development of the multi-sector action plan
• identify and facilitate collaborative projects and activities that will
advance priority outcomes
• provide advice on priorities in allocation of resources
• champion the TSI across their stakeholder groups, wider TSI
communities and the rest of the region
• provide advice on stakeholder and community engagement, and take a
leading role in communicating progress on the TSI to all stakeholders
they represent
• represent as appropriate local community perspective.
The JSG membership is as follows:
i.
6 Southern Local Board Chairs or alternate representatives; ( MangereOtahuhu, Manurewa, Otara-Papatoetoe, Papakura, Franklin and Howick
Local Boards)
ii.
4 Southern Ward Councillors; (2 Manukau and 2 Manurewa-Papakura
ward councillors)
iii.
1 Manawhenua representative or alternate representative from each of
the following; Makaurau Marae, Ngai Tai ki Tamaki, Ngati Paoa, Ngati
Tamaoho Trust, Ngati Te Ata, Te Akitai Waiohua Iwi Authority or Pukaki
Marae, Te Kawerau Iwi Tribal Authority, Te Runanga o Ngati Whatua,
Waikato-Tainui
iv.
2 Mataawaka representatives – (process for selection to be determined
by the JSG)
v.
1 Representative each from all the “Auckland Council Advisory Panels”

Organisational maturity
Are skills,
The TSI team is recognised as reflecting the cultural diversity of the community
capacity,
and they are champions and enablers of culturally connected social innovation.
capability
frameworks and Over the past three years TSI has grown significantly - from a relatively small
business
team of a dozen or so people, to over 40 staff. Not only has the team itself
processes in
grown, the increasing depth of the work is significant (scaling deep), there is also
place to support now The Western Initiative (scaling out), and the systemic and policy work has
collaboration?
increased markedly (scaling up). Because the work is place-based and whānaucentred, the challenges over time will be to:
• Continue to ensure the enactment of the principles of the work, its
integrity and fidelity that comes from the grounded nature of the work;
while
• Enabling innovation in place that comes from a valuing of the differences
between places; and
• Harnessing the opportunities that are emerging that need to move
beyond place to address key systemic issues (as is the case with the
work of Amotai).
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Risk and benefit management
How are the
TSI finds and encourages new ways of sharing the risk more broadly up and
risks and
down systems, including working with partners who can take responsibility for
benefits shared
change at different levels. TSI’s work with employers in Youth Connections is
across partners
doing this by asking employers to recruit and train differently, but doing so with
TSI’s support, help and additional resourcing where required.
How do they
monitor
effectiveness?

The 2020 Strengths and Opportunities report confirms that in TSI learning
occurs across two layers, as shown in the diagram at Figure 13 at the end of
this case study.
The first layer matches the nature of the work - entrepreneurial learning through which teams learn rapidly in and through the work, and adapt, iterate,
and learn through action. The second layer, which is deeper, and therefore
slower - evaluative learning - creates the foundations for monitoring and
evaluating the practice and the outcomes of the work over time.
In terms of the second layer (evaluative learning: Niho Taniwha), despite a
growing emphasis on the use of evidence and evaluation in social programs,
and even social innovation, it is still the case that this is often an add-on to the
practice rather than integral to it.
As befits its cultural grounding and values, TSI has approached the development
of an evaluative framework as integral to the practice and learning. Through
such a framework TSI can remain accountable to the communities and whānau
with whom they work. The evaluative framework that has been developed and is
still being developed by TSI - Niho Taniwha - is one of the most comprehensive
and culturally grounded (see Figure 14 at the end of this case study).

Organisation culture
Is there
There is no evidence to suggest that there is a lack of change readiness and/or
evidence of
collaborative behaviour within TSI or its partner organisations.
change
readiness
and/or
collaborative
behaviour within
the
organisation(s)?
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Figure 1: TSI at a Glance
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Figure 2: key intervention points across a ‘cradle to career’ spectrum and including a range of TSI initiatives

Figure 4: TSI four inter-connected focus areas
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Figure 5: TSI is working across issues to challenge systems and structures that could and should support
positive outcomes

Figure 6: Over-arching TSI model

Figure 7: TSI Whānau centric approach
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Figure 8: The interconnections between Auckland Council, TSI and Co-design Lab
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Figure 9: TSI social R&D framework
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Figure 10: TSI ‘relational approach’ to working
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Figure 11: TSI ‘dual operating’ system

Figure 12: TSI models’ ecology of supports
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Figure 13: TSI learning layers

Figure 14: TSI evaluative learning: Niho Taniwha
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A-4
Appendix A-4 – Sámi Parliaments
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Case study: Sámi Parliaments
Situation analysis
Summary of
The Sámi are indigenous people from area of Sápmi (also known as Lapland) in northern
model
Norway / Sweden / Finland and Russia. In partnership with state governments, Sámi
communities have founded a Sámi Parliament in each region (albeit not recognised in
Russia) as a representative body for people of Sámi heritage. They act as an institution of
cultural autonomy for the indigenous Sámi people.
For this case study the focus is the collaboration between Sámi people of Sweden and the
State. In particular we look at the Sámi people’s involvement in cumulative effects
assessments (CEA) with state permitting authorities in extractive industries such as wind
energy, forestry, and mining as per the study ‘Sámi-state collaboration in the governance of
cumulative effects assessment: A critical action research approach’ (Larsen et al. 2017) 18
Whilst a Sámi parliament body and other Sámi groups have been set up in Sweden, it is
apparent that important steps towards collaboration have not been taken, which have led to
an immature level of collaboration. The relationship here is more like cooperation and codesign but is not a formally delegated partnership.
In the time since the study, the relationship between the government and the Sami appears
to have evolved; now including direct funding for initiatives important to Sami and by the
looks of it direct input from the Sami to national and international policy.
Focus of
collaboration
(outcomes or
outputs)

Collaboration between the Sámi people of Sweden and the state is very much focussed on
two specific outcomes19,20:
1. to recognise the Sámi minority as an indigenous people to distinguish it from other
minorities;
2. to raise the Sámi minority influence which comes into conflict with the
European majority democracy system, i.e., the group with the most votes wins.

Partners
(number and
nature)

Collaboration could be grouped into two key partners: The State of Sweden and the
indigenous Sámi people.
This could be further broken down into: Central Government, Civil servants, Private
Developers, Sámi Parliament, Swedish Sámi Association, Local Sámi community.

Deliverables

There are no specific / well defined deliverables between the State of Sweden and the
indigenous Sámi people given the informal nature of practical collaboration but a move to
greater funding from the Swedish government has allowed provisions to support
preservation of Sami language, reindeer husbandry and other cultural items.
However, within the study ‘Sámi-state collaboration in the governance of cumulative effects
assessment: A critical action research approach’ the aim is not to agree on a joint list or to
give an impression of consensus, but rather to brainstorm and produce new ways of
collaboration going forward.

18

A critical action research approach’ (Larsen et al. 2017)

19

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/S%C3%A1mi_Parliament_of_Sweden

20

http://www.sametinget.se/
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Collaborative
model used

Although legislative in principle, in practice collaboration is of an informal, information
exchange-based nature. See Figure 1 at the end of this case study for a diagram of the
proposed collaboration between the Sámi & State of Sweden.
Instead of a collaboration model At Figure 2 at the end of this case study the
recommendations and outcomes of a ‘critical collaborative action research approach’
undertaken by Larson et al. between State and Sámi stakeholders.
The Sami Council is a member of the Arctic council, with direct input into the national and
international Arctic policy.

Outcomes and
lessons learnt

Collaboration between indigenous communities and state authorities may play a
constructive role in-so-far as the process carves out a new space that allows for
collaborative critique of both disabling institutional conditions and divergent problem
definitions.
Rather than blindly accepting social relations inherited through colonialism and other deeprooted inequalities, the purpose of the dialogue must be to, at least temporarily, change the
very conditions within which interaction takes place. As expressed by Lane (2003:365)21 this
should ‘interrupt the ordinary process of plan and policymaking to negotiate outcomes that
better reflect the particular concerns of marginalized peoples.’
The key feature of the study offered a dialogue ‘in reverse’ in that it invited the state civil
servants to reflect on CEA governance from an indigenous perspective. That is, to move
from simply presenting ‘scientific evidence’ instead to meet as agonistic parties to explore
each other's perspectives and ‘positioned’ realities. The co-ownership of the process
(design of the workshops / engagement) and contribution to the design from the Sámi
community was essential for this reversing of the perspective.
It is important to note that while the Sámi community helped construct the agenda and
frame for the workshop, they were still, to some extent, talking a language amenable to
government authorities and to researchers. This reflects a persistent dilemma: while the
aim may be to infuse Sámi views and respect for indigenous practices into the state led
planning and permitting regimes, there is always a risk of unwillingly contributing to
silencing indigenous conceptions of the world. If nothing else this is an unavoidable risk
merely by working in the majority language (Swedish) and through the presence of nonindigenous researchers as facilitators.
The process was both led and facilitated by researchers, in collaboration with Sámi, and as
such stands out as an ‘extraordinary event’ with more experimental freedom compared to
the standard CEA governance regime. However there appears to be no reason why this
approach could not be successful in the future, promoted by CEA professionals within
government or civil society, with proper facilitation support.
Upon reflection the study found that underlying most if not all the governance barriers
identified in the workshop was an absence of the state in upholding the rights of indigenous
peoples. As noted, even when they at face value appear to reflect ‘benign’ complexities of
the sectoral permitting regimes, the governance barriers are directly or indirectly serving the
political interests of developers and the part of the state administration supporting such
developments. The observed CEA governance failures are hence expressions of a situation
in which the Swedish state is delegating too much to the negotiations between developers
and Sámi communities, relationships fraught with imbalances in power, information, and
influence.

Lane M, 2003. Participation, decentralization, and civil society: indigenous rights and democracy in
environmental planning. J. Plan. Educ. Res. 22, 360–373.
21
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Sweden values the inclusive approach in the Arctic Council’s work. Representatives of six
indigenous peoples’ organisations in the Arctic, including the Sami Council, take part in the
Council's work at all levels, including its working groups. It is a unique feature and a
strength of the cooperation that the indigenous peoples in the Arctic Council are involved in
the Arctic Council’s discussions and that their perspectives are reflected in its decisionmaking.

Assessment against draft attributes
Clear definitions of important terms (collaboration, partnership etc)
Are
Even more so than a lack of collaboration terms / principles is a series of ill-defined
terms/collabor
legislation in Sweden:
ation principles
clearly
In Sweden, ILO-169 (United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples) has
defined?
not been ratified and, despite the general recognition by the Swedish state of the Sámi as
an indigenous people, Sámi communities have few statutory rights to influence permit and
impact assessment processes. For instance, Swedish legislation on EIA, mining, wind
energy and forestry lacks an explicit duty for the state to consult the Sámi as an indigenous
people. Instead, the state expects developers to consult Sámi communities in what is often
merely information exchange with little possibility for real influence. Solving potential
conflicts is seen as a matter for the developer and the affected Sámi community as private
parties.
While Swedish legislation calls for attention to preventing significant impacts on Sámi
reindeer herding22 these have remained ‘open standards’ that are rather undefined and
have little practical relevance in permitting decisions. Civil servants acknowledged that it
was often difficult for the public authorities to know or show when the negative impacts are
in fact ‘significant’. The assessment of impacts is also determined by whether reindeer
herding is primarily viewed as an ‘industry’ on a par with other industries, or as a central
element of Sámi culture, protected under international law and in the Constitution.
Operating environment that enables collaboration?
Does the
Central Government
internal
The Swedish Government does have operating models for collaboration within other
environment
government functions that highlight the importance and need for effective collaboration,
enable
such as:
collaboration?
• Policy framework for Swedish development cooperation and humanitarian
assistance23
(as evidenced
• The Swedish Innovation Strategy24
via published
However, there is no mention of these principles within the context of collaboration with the
corporate
Sámi people.
strategies etc)
Sámi Parliament:
The main task of the Sámi Parliament is to act for a living Sámi culture. Sámi culture
includes even activities pertaining to Sámi livelihoods. This means that the Sámi Parliament
can bring up and present proposals concerning all of the different questions that are of
particular interest when it comes to a living Sámi culture. The tasks are regulated in the

22

SFS 1998 5 Ch. 5 § and SFS 1979:429 30 §

23

https://www.government.se/49a184/contentassets/43972c7f81c34d51a82e6a7502860895/skr-60-engelsk-

version_web.pdf
24

https://www.government.se/contentassets/cbc9485d5a344672963225858118273b/the-swedish-innovation-strategy
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Does the
external
operating
environment
enable
collaboration

Sámi Parliament Act. However, we could find no evidence as to collaborative operating
models / principles to achieve these outcomes.
In Sweden, the Sámi's status as an indigenous people has not yet been codified into law.
To improve the operating environment in the extractive industry communications, Larson et
al suggested a move away from traditional roles when in conversation. Contrary to
conventional impact assessment consultations in Sweden – that primarily take place
between developers and the affected Sámi communities – they chose to focus on the public
authorities as the representatives of the state. This meant framing the dialogue as a nationto-nation relationship in contrast to the ‘Corporate Social Responsibility conversations’ that
are generally standard in permitting processes.

Shared vision, strategic alignment, outcomes focused
How clear is
From the study it is clear that there is a very fragmented approach in communication
the model that
between Sámi, State and Private stakeholders. Instead, civil servants suggested
collaboration is establishing a joint database that would cover all ongoing projects, land-uses and
the right
applications currently processed by any one permit authority. Other proposals required
approach? Is
legal reforms, such as reducing the fragmentation of permitting for individual projects within
there any
wind energy and mining. Likewise, they expected that it would be beneficial to strengthen
documentation the role of the internal land use plans of the Sámi communities in relevant pieces of
of alternatives
legislation. Finally, the role of regional landscape level planning in the Swedish planning
considered or
system would need to be strengthened.
previous
attempts that
have failed?
Is there
To strengthen the Sami People’s influence and their possibilities of preserving and
evidence that
developing their culture, languages and community life, the Swedish Government will
the
continue to work to conclude the negotiations on a Nordic Sami convention. The provisions
organisations
of the convention require the states to work to enable the Sami Parliaments to cooperate
prioritise
and form joint organisations.25
collaboration in
their corporate
strategies?
Dedicated governance/leadership and relationship management processes
How do
A lack of clear top-level governance has led to ongoing contestations in indigenous-state
governance,
relations. Civil servants reported how political influence was exerted within permitting
project
authorities, when emphasis was placed on the socioeconomic arguments concerning job
leadership and opportunities and tax revenues nationally as well as locally rather than the benefits
relationship
associated with reindeer herding or the intrinsic value of Sámi culture and rights. Several
management
Sámi were frustrated about politicians fleeing their responsibility for the cumulative effects
processes
on reindeer herding; rather than making political decisions at landscape level. Individual
support
civil servants are expected to address conflicts from case to case.
collaboration?
Organisational maturity
Are skills,
Within the study, discussions demonstrated how dependent permit authorities, developers
capacity,
and consultants are on information and collaboration from the Sámi communities. There
capability
were no discernible programs, frameworks or processes to uplift capability in partnering
frameworks
effectively with Sámi to harness this knowledge.
and business
processes in
place to

25

https://www.government.se/4aaec5/contentassets/85de9103bbbe4373b55eddd7f71608da/swedens-strategy-for-the-

arctic-region-2020.pdf
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support
collaboration?
Risk and benefit management
How are the
The paper suggests a rebalance of risks and benefits between parties. Individual projects
risks and
are, as an artefact of the permitting system, generally conceived within the frames of the
benefits
developer or government administration. Sámi communities are invited to consultations on
shared across
premises pre-defined by the developer or the permitting authority. Instead, order should be
partners
reversed so that the Sámi communities invite the public authorities for a range of competing
land uses. Thus the study offered an opportunity for civil servants in Swedish permitting
authorities to gather for joint reflection on CEA governance of the whole landscape from the
perspective of Sámi reindeer herders.
To help the public authorities recognise the problem as seen from the perspective of the
Sámi communities, the workshop ran was opened with a presentation of the escalation of
exploitation pressure on Sámi lands, the historical accumulation of competing land uses
and the way these disturbances impact negatively on people and reindeer herding.

4

How do they
monitor
effectiveness?
Organisation culture
Is there
There are potential red flags in the organisational culture of the state such as Sámi
evidence of
representatives noting that even when they provide the requested information to public
change
authorities these may show distrust of the Sámis’ knowledge
readiness
and/or
Recently the Swedish government announced 1.2 million Swedish Krona (approximately
collaborative
$0.2mio NZD) for the Sámi Parliament to begin laying the groundwork for the country’s
behaviour
upcoming Truth and Reconciliation Commission. “This is a historical step in the work to
within the
make visible the violations and abuses that the Sámi have been exposed to throughout
organisation(s) history and which are far too little known,” said Sweden’s Culture Minister Amanda Lind.
?
This potentially indicates an immaturity within the state organisations to collaborate with the
Sámi.26,27,28

26

https://www.sametinget.se/92639

27

https://thebarentsobserver.com/en/life-and-public/2020/06/Sámi-sweden-start-work-structure-truth-and-reconciliation-

commission
28

https://www.iwgia.org/en/sapmi/4248-iw-2021-sapmi.html
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Figure 1: Sámi Parliament Influence in Sweden

Source: http://archive.ipu.org/splz-e/chiapas10/saami.pdf

Figure 2: ‘critical collaborative action research approach’ undertaken by Larson et al. between State and
Sámi stakeholders.

Source: https://www.government.se/4aaec5/contentassets/85de9103bbbe4373b55eddd7f71608da/swedens-strategy-for-the-arcticregion-2020.pdf
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A-5

Appendix A-5 – Social outcome delivery project –
Social Sector Trials – First Six Trials
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Case study: Social outcome delivery project – Social Sector Trials –
First Six Trials
Situation analysis
Summary of model

The Social Sector Trials (the Trials) were set up to test a new approach to
improving service delivery by reorganising funding and decision-making processes
across the social sector and shifting control to local levels. Focussed on 12–18year-olds, the high-level outcomes for the first six Trials were to:
• reduce truancy
• reduce offending by young people
• reduce alcohol and drug abuse by young people
• increase participation of young people in education, training, or
employment.
The approach to the Trials involved focussing on a set of desired social outcomes,
reorganising funding, and decision-making processes across the social sector, and
shifting the control of service delivery to local levels.
In March 2011, six communities were chosen to implement the Trials. Initially a
two-year programme, these Trials were extended to 30 June 2014. In addition, 10
further locations were chosen to implement Trials in July 2013 for two years.

Focus of
collaboration
(outcomes or
outputs)

The high-level ‘Theory of Change’ for the Trials is included in the diagram at
Figure 1 at the end of this case study.

Partners (number
and nature)

The Trials are supported at the national, regional, and local level by the Ministries
of Education, Health, Justice, Social Development and the New Zealand Police.

Within this context the Trials intended to test:
• the effect of transferring the control of resources, decision-making
authority, and accountability from government agencies to a locally based
CI or lead NGO
• the barriers that exist to cross-agency service delivery at the local level
and ways to overcome this within current system parameters
• the use of a Joint Venture Board as an innovative model for cross-agency
governance of collaborative initiatives with shared outcomes.

Other partners involved in the governance and implementation of the Trials were
NGO’s, young people, local Mayors, school principals, iwi, police, council
representatives, government agencies and other community leaders.
Deliverables

Deliverables appear to be focused on improved service delivery and addressing
high-level outcomes. The Final Evaluation Report (May 2013) for the first six Trials
confirms that there were deliverables for each Trial – but does not specify what
these were.

Collaborative
model used

The Trials sought to test the effect of two different operational models for
transferring the control of resources, decision-making authority and accountability
from government agencies to a local authority.
Three Trials locations implemented an NGO model, and the other three locations
implemented a CI model. A table of the advantages and disadvantages of the
Trials operating models identified by stakeholders is included at Figure 2 at the
end of this case study.
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The Ministry of Health Website confirms that when the Trials ended, where they
had been successful, they were transitioned from a community-influenced model
to a community-led model, with a less narrow focus for the delivery of services.
Outcomes and
lessons learnt

Achievements:
All stakeholders involved in the evaluation commented on the significance of the
Trials in creating a tangible opportunity for agencies, services, and individuals in
local communities to work collaboratively, share resources, and facilitate better
outcomes for young people.
Key achievements identified by the Final Evaluation Report (May 2013) for the first
six Trials are summarised below:
• improved community collaboration
• increased community responsiveness to issues faced by young people
• there is now a broader base of services aimed at young people in each
Trial location
• progress in achieving outcomes for young people and the wider
community
Challenges:
A range of initial and on-going barriers were identified through the Final Evaluation
Report (May 2013) for the first six Trials as potentially constraining the ability of
Trials locations to develop and deliver ideal youth service delivery, including the
following:
• barriers to collaboration during the establishment of the Trials
• the narrow scope and focus of the Trials
• ensuring joint governance and ownership of the Trials
• multiple government initiatives and priorities causing operational confusion
• integration of funding activities
• drawbacks of the NGO and CI operating models
• difficulties in obtaining relevant outcome data
Lessons learned:
The Final Evaluation Report (May 2013) for the first six Trials highlights several
‘lessons learned’ and recommendations for the future of the Trials:
• key success factors for achieving outcomes through the Trials include:
i.
having national leadership, including high level Ministerial
engagement and interest, and a clear mandate for the Trials
ii.
finding skilled and competent Trial leads in Trials communities
who can work collaboratively
iii.
clear structures, processes and roles at both local and national
levels
iv.
an on-going close and direct link between governance group and
front line operational staff
v.
‘fit for purpose’ activities, reflecting community needs and
intended outcomes
vi.
secure funding and resources to assist in providing continuity of
service
vii.
shared responsibility for the Trials across key community
stakeholders and partner agencies
• further work is needed to enable future monitoring and measurement of
Trials outcomes:
i.
maintain and enhance national outcome indicators
ii.
strengthen and standardise local outcome indicators
iii.
develop a new set of intermediate outcome indicators
iv.
improve the wider government data infrastructure and analytical
capability
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Assessment against draft attributes
Clear definitions of important terms (collaboration, partnership etc)
Are
While the Trials included multiple layers of governance no specific ToR, MoU or
terms/collaboration principles of collaboration have been identified. Potentially because of this, the
principles clearly
Final Evaluation Report (May 2013) confirms that:
defined?
• Bureaucratic barriers such as privacy issues, contracts, funding, and
operating models presented an ongoing challenge. For example, lack of
transparency around new government initiatives (ie Youth Services,
changes to District Truancy contracts) that impact on the Trials, and how
these new initiatives and the Trials may related to one another. This made
it more difficult to adapt contracts to fit community needs and increased
the risk of not reaching a particular group of young people (ie Mäori)
because relevant providers were not involved in the Trials.
• Translating joint Ministerial ownership through to shared ownership at the
participating agency level was challenging for all agencies. Some
community and government stakeholders commented that bureaucratic
complexities and the different mandates of partner agencies made close
collaboration difficult. At the operational level, agency objectives, priorities
and practices differed and did not necessarily align with the Trials
objectives or the narrow focus on young people’s needs. This resulted in
instances of particular government agencies not fully cooperating at the
local level.
• Some stakeholders reported that the location of the Joint Venture Director
within MSD had created a perception that the Trials are primarily owned
and led by MSD. As a result, some agencies saw themselves as less
central to the Trials and this potentially had negative consequences on
their commitment or future funding of the Trials.
• In terms of challenges presented by either of the operating models, some
stakeholders were concerned that more well-established lead NGOs may
become over-stretched by doing a lot of the Trials delivery themselves,
and felt it was important this did not occur at the expense of the delivery of
the lead NGO’s core work and existing quality standards. Equally,
stakeholders also felt it was important that lead NGOs were not delivering
services at the expense of engaging with other local providers to pick up
some of the Trials work.
Operating environment that enables collaboration?
Does the internal
The websites for all the partner Ministries for the Trials include an
environment
acknowledgement of the importance of collaboration, and language and/or
enable
commitments for collaborating with others to progress shared goals. In particular,
collaboration? (as
the Ministry of Social Development includes a Partnerships and Programmes team
evidenced via
whose focus is strategic partnerships.
published
corporate
strategies etc)
Does the external
The external operating environment enables collaboration and there are multiple
operating
reports on the Ministry of Social Development’s website on cross-agency
environment
collaboration, including:
enable
• Tatou tatou - Working together: A model for government/non-government
collaboration (2002)
collaboration
• Collaboration Among Government Agencies with Special Reference to
New Zealand: A Literature Review (2006)
Funding flows also play a role in collaboration, as demonstrated in the MoH
diagram at Figure 3 at the end of this case study.
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Shared vision, strategic alignment, outcomes focused
How clear is the
The outcomes sought by the Trials have been explicitly identified as requiring a
model that
collaborative cross level and organisational approach that supports the planning
collaboration is the and implementation of Trial activities within communities. Accordingly, it does not
right approach? Is
appear that non-collaborative models were considered appropriate for the Trials.
there any
documentation of
The Trials sought to test the effectiveness of two different operational models
alternatives
(Non-Governmental Organisation (NGO) and Committed Individual (CI) models).
considered or
No former models have been identified.
previous attempts
that have failed?
Is there evidence
• MSD: Statement of intent 2021 – 2025 includes Kotahitanga – Partnering
for greater impact
that the
organisations
• MoE: Statement of National Education and Learning Priorities (NELP) and
the Tertiary Education Strategy (TES) – Focus on collaborating more with
prioritise
whānau, employers, industry and communities
collaboration in
• MoH: Statement of Strategic Intentions 2017-2021 – Section Three: How
their corporate
we are going to get there – Collaborating for success
strategies?
• MoJ: Statement of Intent 2017 – 2022 – Communicate to make
meaningful connections
• NZ Police: New Zealand Police Statement of Intent 2020 – 2025 – Safe
Communities - Police will work together with partner agencies and
communities to build resilience to organised crime by identifying and
addressing underlying wellbeing needs.
Dedicated governance/leadership and relationship management processes
How do
The diagram at Figure 4 at the end of this case study shows the establishment
governance,
and implementation structure for the Trials.
project leadership
and relationship
At the national level, a Joint Venture Board (JVB) was established to govern the
management
Trials. The JVB consisted of the Chief Executives of the five partner agencies. The
processes support Director: Social Sector Trials is responsible for managing the day-to-day operation
collaboration?
of the Trials. Staff within each contributing agency support the Director in this role.
At the heart of the two operating models is the appointment of a ‘Trial lead’ who is
responsible for the delivery of the Trials. In locations operating an NGO model, the
Trial lead was a local NGO. In CI model locations, the Trial lead was employed as
a public servant (by MSD) to deliver the Trials.
Trial leads established a governance group to support the planning and
implementation of Trials activities. Governance groups were typically made up of
young people, the local Mayor, school principals, iwi, police, council
representatives, government agencies and other community leaders.
In addition, all six trials locations established one or more new dedicated youth
focussed role or built on existing positions within the community.
Reflecting on their experiences of the Trials, stakeholders identified several key
characteristics of a successful Trial lead:
• the ability to operate at multiple levels: with diverse stakeholders within the
community; with government agencies at a local level; with central
government agencies and political representatives
• strong relationships, networks, credibility and mana within the community
• experience in working with communities and in the social sector more
generally
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•
•
•

ability to mobilise and motivate the right people to ensure Trials worked in
the community
strong communication skills and experience in talking with people at
different levels
strong project management, governance and inter-personal skills.

The Final evaluation report (May 2013) confirms that Governance group structures
worked effectively and facilitated collaboration and coordination of services. As a
result, stakeholders reported that young people are experiencing a more seamless
and responsive delivery of social services.
Organisational maturity
Are skills,
Ministry of Social Development has a dedicated partnerships and programmes
capacity, capability team with skills, capacity, capability frameworks, and business processes in place
frameworks and
to support collaboration. Other Ministries and partner agencies identify the
business
importance of collaborative working in their Statements of Intent. Within their SoI,
processes in place the focus of many agency collaboration approaches/aspirations are government
to support
agencies, iwi, NGOs, and communities.
collaboration?
As many organisations have experience in collaborating on multiple crossorganisational projects it is likely that skills and capability (at a minimum) are
present in those organisations.
Risk and benefit management
How are the risks
Risks and benefits were primarily in the context of funding and resourcing.
and benefits
Funding:
shared across
The Trials were funded through cross-agency contributions of funding to support
partners
the administration of the Trials, the transfer of relevant contracts to the control of
the Trial Leads, funding for new initiatives, and through contribution of resources
‘in-kind’.
To give Trial leads flexibility in using the funding to best meet local needs, a key
feature of the Trials was the transference of in-scope financial contributions,
including non-departmental and departmental funding, from parties into a single
appropriation. In practice, stakeholders reported that integrating funding proved to
be a significant challenge for the Trials and it was not fully achieved.
In each of the six locations, Trial leads secured additional financial support for
each Trial through government and community sources. Initially, Trial locations
were predominately funded by centrally allocated funding from partner agencies.
By the end of 2012 most contributions had been secured locally by the Trial leads:
• from locally leveraged government sources (partner agencies and other
government agencies)
• from community sources (including district councils, businesses, schools,
tertiary institutes, Primary Health Organisations, NGOs, iwi, and members
of the local community).
Locally leveraged government funding consisted of 80 per cent financial support
and 20 per cent in-kind contributions. In contrast, 81 per cent of funding from
community sources consisted of in-kind contributions, 18 per cent was in the form
of financial support, and one per cent from vouchers and products.
Resourcing:
The trials involved layers of responsibility that spanned from Central Government
agencies (Joint Venture Board), NGOs (Trial leads), other partners (Governance
group members) and communities/ youth (Youth Co-ordinator roles).
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How do they
monitor
effectiveness?

It is unclear the extent to which young people in the programmes benefited from
these activities due to the lack of available outcomes data (discussed further in
‘Lessons for the Future’ chapter). Qualitative evidence from Trials stakeholders
and monthly reports, however, provides some detail about how Trials locations
sought to address the high-level outcomes and stakeholder perception of
successes.
The Trials Framework for Monitoring Progress towards Outcomes at Figure 5 at
the end of this case study shows the four high-level Trials outcomes and related
targets, intermediate outcomes, and progress measures. No data was collected for
the progress measures.

Organisation culture
Is there evidence
Yes – this is evidenced through the incorporation of collaboration principles into
of change
the Statements of Intent for each of the partner Ministries.
readiness and/or
collaborative
behaviour within
the
organisation(s)?
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Figure 1: ‘Theory of Change’ for the Trials

Figure 2: Advantages and disadvantages of the Trials operating models identified by stakeholders
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Figure 3: Overview of the New Zealand health and disability system
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Figure 4: Establishment and implementation structure for the Trials
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Figure 5: The Trials Framework for Monitoring Progress towards Outcomes

Collaborative Models Report | 4280688-1413611826-33 | 23/12/2021 | 63

| Summary and Attributes of Effective Collaboration |

A-6

Appendix A-6 – Metro Vancouver’s 2040 Regional Growth Strategy
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Case study: Metro Vancouver’s 2040 Regional Growth Strategy
Situation analysis
Summary of model

The Metro Vancouver 2040 Regional Growth Strategy (“RGS”) provides the
land use policy framework for planning related to utilities (water, liquid
waste, and solid waste), transportation, housing and air quality for the
Vancouver Metro Area (See Map 1 at the end of this case study). It
channels the goals of various other strategies (e.g., clean air, parks and
greenways, affordable housing etc.) into one land use plan.
The RGS is guided by Metro Vancouver’s Sustainability Framework, which
is the more high-level direction document.
The RGS seeks to accommodate the projected population growth of the
area sustainable and equitably – setting out the long-term plan for the
Vancouver Metro area and identifying the urban containment boundaries to
restrict development and encourage densification. The RGS is primarily
concerned with land use and transportation and lays out a set of
development goals with associated metrics for assessing success.
The RGS was adopted by the Greater Vancouver Regional District Board
on July 29 2011.

Focus of collaboration
(outcomes or outputs)

The key objectives / outcomes sought through the RGS are as follows:
• Create a compact urban area - developing compact, transit-oriented
areas to support the efficient use of land and a transport network,
preventing urban sprawl.
• Support a sustainable economy - nurturing regional economic and
employment growth and protecting industrial and agricultural land.
• Protect the Environment and respond to Climate Change impacts –
protecting natural areas and the region’s vital ecosystems
(including meeting GHG emission targets and preparing for the
effects of the climate crisis).
• Develop complete communities – distributing employment and
services to ensure a diverse range of options and a complete
community.
• Support sustainable transportation choices - encouraging active
lifestyles and supporting vital goods movement network (with an
emphasis on public transport).

Partners (number and
nature)

The RGS was adopted unanimously by 21 municipalities and the
Tsawwassen First Nation (“TFN”). TransLink is also a key partner in the
RGS.
Note: TFN has jurisdiction over an area within Metro Vancouver and is
therefore treated as a municipality within infrastructure agreements (with the
same rights and responsibilities as stipulated in the Local Government Act
(British Columbia) 2015).

Deliverables

Metro Vancouver Board is responsible for producing an annual report
documenting the progress towards the goals / targets identified in the RGS.
The 21 municipalities and TFN obligations under the RGS are as follows:
• provide a ‘Regional Context Statement’ to demonstrate how their
localised development plans align with the RGS through the
identification of local actions that will contribute to achieving the
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•
•

Collaborative model used

RGS objectives / outcomes (within two years of adoption of the
RGS).
Updated the ‘Official Community Plan’ to align with the objectives/
outcomes sought through the RGS (within two years of the adoption
of the RGS); and
Identifying the projects that need funding under the RGS – putting
them forward for funding and approval as and when required.

The development of a RGS is a collaborative and interactive process. A
RGS is initiated, prepared, and enacted by a regional district, with the
involvement of its member municipalities, provincial agencies and others.
All affected local government must accept the RGS before the Metro
Vancouver Board can adopt the strategy.
Preparing & Adopting a RGS
Regional districts may voluntarily initiate a RGS by resolution of the regional
district board. The RGS is developed through an interactive process
involving all affected local governments and enacted by a bylaw of the
regional board. Before it is adopted, a regional growth strategy must be
accepted by the affected local governments, or failing acceptance, become
binding on the affected local governments.
Building Consensus
The acceptance and the effective implementation of a RGS is dependent on
buy-in to the process, ongoing involvement, and commitment by all affected
agencies. There are two mechanisms to achieve consensus and positive
working relationships, as follows:
•

Consultation Plans - the legislation requires that the regional
district board consult with individuals, organisations, and authorities
who they consider will be affected by the strategy and adopt a
consultation plan in this regard.
As part of developing a consultation plan, the board must consider
the need for a separate public hearing before the adoption of a RGS.
Public hearings allow opportunities for the public and other
stakeholders to provide input well before a RGS comes to the board
for approval. Consultation plans provide flexibility and maintain the
integrity of the consultation process while facilitating the more
efficient development of a regional growth strategy.

•

Intergovernmental Advisory Committees - once a regional
district has initiated a regional growth strategy, an
intergovernmental advisory committee is established. This
committee provides a forum for senior local government staff,
senior British Columbia government staff and representatives of
other authorities to advise the regional board on the development of
the regional growth strategy and to help coordinate actions,
policies, and programs as they relate to the strategy.

1.

Reaching Agreement
The RGS interactive planning model encourages dialogue to support the
building of consensus among local governments on decision-making related
to growth in the region. Given differing planning priorities and values,
disputes can emerge.
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The RGS legislation encourages the use of alternative dispute resolution
processes to reach mutual agreement. The minister responsible for local
government may appoint facilitators to assist local governments to reach
agreement on the acceptance of RGS. If local governments are unable to
reach agreement, the Minister will direct the parties to either a non-binding
resolution process (mediation) or a binding settlement process.
Implementation
The RGS is based on the model of allocating decision responsibility to the
local / regional level based on the significance scale of the proposed work
(refer to Table 1 at the end of this case study). The collaboration
decision-framework is based on provisions set out in the Local Government
Act (British Columbia) 2015.
Amendments
Municipalities can request amendments to the RGS through a Council
resolution. The Metro Vancouver Board initiates amendments by resolution.
Given some changes to the RGS can be considered more regionally
significant than others, there are three types of amendment processes:
•

•

•

Outcomes and lessons
learnt

Type 1 – represents a fundamental change to the RGS goals or
strategies. Requires the acceptance by all affected local
governments and an affirmative vote by majority of the Metro
Vancouver Board
Type 2 – represents moving the Urban Containment Boundary or
changing from a non-urban to an urban designation (e.g.,
‘Agricultural’ to ‘General Urban’). Requires an amendment bylaw
that receives a 2/3 weighted vote of the Metro Vancouver Board at
each reading and a regional public hearing (community
participation)
Type 3 – represents changing from one urban designation to
another (e.g., ‘Industrial’ to ‘General Urban’). Requires an
amendment bylaw that receives a 50% + 1 weighted vote of the
Metro Vancouver Board at each reading. No regional public hearing
is required.

[The annual reports are not publicly accessible from NZ – further
investigation required to determine access of these reports which would
indicate the effectiveness of the parties to achieving the goals / objectives /
outcomes of the RGS].

Assessment against draft attributes
Clear definitions of important terms (collaboration, partnership etc)
Are terms/collaboration
The Metro Vancouver Board and affected local governments (that is, those
principles clearly defined? local governments within the area covered by the RGS) are required to
implement the RGS within a collaborative decision-making framework. This
framework is based on provisions set out in the Local Government Act
(British Columbia) 2015 and in recognition by the Metro Vancouver Board
and affected local governments that collaborative decision-making is
necessary to achieve the vision and goal (noting the term “collaborate” is
used across multiple policies of the RGS).
The collaborative decision-making processes applies to:
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•
•
•

acceptance by affected local governments of the initial RGS and
subsequent amendments;
acceptance by Metro Vancouver of initial municipal Region Context
Statements and accepted amendments; and
ongoing RGS and Regional Context Statement administration and
procedures.

As discussed in the previous assessment, the RGS framework has been
designed so that the more regionally significant an issue, the higher degree
of Metro Vancouver involvement in the decision-making, and conversely,
the less regionally significant an issue, the less Metro Vancouver
involvement. In brief, the more regionally significant an issue is, the greater
collaboration required between Metro Vancouver and the affected local
government/s.
Operating environment that enables collaboration?
Does the internal
Section 6.5 – 6.8 of the RGS stipulates the degree of coordination required
environment enable
between Metro Vancouver and the TFN, TransLink, other governments and
collaboration? (as
agencies and Greater Vancouver Boards, respectively – that is, requiring
evidenced via published
collaboration beyond those parties that adopted the RGS.
corporate strategies etc)
Evidence of agreements reached through collaboration is captured through
Does the external
both the annual report (that is required to be produced by Metro Vancouver)
operating environment
and the minutes / decisions from both meetings and public hearings. Any
enable collaboration
decisions of regional significant are assessed through a robust, transparent
process that inherently demonstrates collaboration between affected parties
/ departments / local governments and the public (through consultation /
public hearings).
Shared vision, strategic alignment, outcomes focused
How clear is the model
The achievement of the objective / outcomes sought through the RGS is
that collaboration is the
reliant on the coordination and collaboration of Metro Vancouver, the 21
right approach? Is there
municipalities, the TFN and both the public and other government agencies
any documentation of
(such as TransLink and the neighbouring jurisdictions – Fraser Valley
alternatives considered or Regional District, Squamish-Lillooet Regional District, and the Island Trust).
previous attempts that
Coordination / collaboration is specifically addressed as an implementation
have failed?
action of the RGS (specifically section 6.5 – 6.8 of the RGS).
There is no documentation / consideration of alternatives on the basis that
the collaborative decision-making framework adopted by the RGS is based
on provisions set out in the Local Government Act (British Columbia) 2015 –
that is, the framework is a legal requirement.
Is there evidence that the
organisations prioritise
collaboration in their
corporate strategies?

The RGS does not set requirements for the preparation of corporate
strategies. However, evidence that the organisations prioritise collaboration
is apparent through the inclusive planning processes which characterises
Metro Vancouver’s collaborative governance system (underpinning the
RGS). This outcome of the RGS is the requirement for the preparation of
local and regional land use plans and transportation services and
infrastructure in an integrated manner (that is, between local governments,
communities and other government bodies / agencies) to respond to the
shared and agreed vision, goals and outcomes of the RGS.

Dedicated governance/leadership and relationship management processes
How do governance,
By virtue of requiring the publication of an annual report against the key
project leadership and
measures identified in the respective goals of the RGS, collaboration is
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relationship management
processes support
collaboration?

inherently required. The implementation of the RGS itself indicates that
collaboration is required (section 6.5-6.8 of the RGS).
As previously addressed, the Metro Vancouver Board and affected local
governments are required to implement the RGS within a collaborative
decision-making framework (as set out in the Local Government Act (British
Columbia) 2015) and in recognition by the Metro Vancouver Board and
affected local governments that collaborative decision-making is necessary
to achieve the vision and goals of the RGS.

Organisational maturity
Are skills, capacity,
capability frameworks and
business processes in
place to support
collaboration?

Support for collaboration is not immediately apparent in the RGS. While the
implementation section (section F) of the RGS sets the expectations on
coordination with various government departments / bodies, it does not
divulge the framework and processes that will be followed. Further
investigations of the specific frameworks / processes in place between
Metro Vancouver and the various government departments / bodies would
be needed.

Risk and benefit management
How are the risks and
The Strategy is funded through a variety of sources, including local property
benefits shared across
taxes and other municipal revenue. Infrastructure funding also comes from
partners
the national Investing in Canada plan run by Infrastructure Canada, which
requires municipalities to put forth projects for funding approval (which
totals $180 billion over 12 years). The projects have to meet certain
requirements and goals and are governed by bilateral agreements between
Canada and British Columbia (the province for Metro Vancouver). Once
projects are approved funding is allocated by a relevant federal department.
How do they monitor
effectiveness?

Metro Vancouver Board, in collaboration with municipalities, are required to
monitor and report on progress through the annual report (which documents
the progress towards the goals / targets of the RGS). Progress is assessed
against the various short-term (1 – 2 years) and long term (3 – 4 years)
measures identified within the RGS. Such measures are shown in the Table
2 at the end of this case study.
In addition, Metro Vancouver has set up an online performance monitoring
dashboard, organized by the goals detailed above, that compiles the latest
information on progress towards meeting the stated goals of the RGS.

Organisation culture
Is there evidence of
change readiness and/or
collaborative behaviour
within the organisation(s)?

The overarching vision statement of the RGS is built upon a, “carefully
integrated…planning processes which characterise Metro Vancouver’s
collaborative governance system”. In addition, to the coordination required
to implement the RGS (section 6.5 – 6.8), the accountability of the annual
report and the transparency of the online performance monitoring
dashboard provides the evidence of collaborative behaviour.

Collaborative Models Report | 4280688-1413611826-33 | 23/12/2021 | 69

| Summary and Attributes of Effective Collaboration |

Map 1: Area covered by the Metro Vancouver 2040 Regional Growth Strategy

Table 1: RGS significance scale for proposed work
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Table 2: RGS Goals (cont. overleaf)
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A-7
Appendix A-7 – Urban Growth partnership
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Case study: Urban Growth partnership
Situation analysis
Summary of model

Focus of collaboration
(outcomes or outputs)

Formal partnerships where local authorities, iwi and crown work together in
good faith to deliver shared outputs to achieve desired outcomes (eg spatial
plans, business cases etc) with joint governance but no contractual obligation
to implement.
Achieving Urban Growth Agenda objectives to improve housing affordability,
underpinned by affordable urban land. This objective is supported by wider
objectives to:
•
•
•
•

improve choices about the location and type of housing
improve access to employment, education, and services
assist emission reductions and build climate resilience
enable quality-built environments, while avoiding unnecessary
sprawl.

The UGA has five interconnected focus areas that cover aspects of urban
and infrastructure planning and provision:
•
•
•
•
•

Partners (number and
nature)

infrastructure funding and financing — enabling a more responsive
supply of infrastructure and appropriate cost allocation
urban planning — to allow for cities to make room for growth, support
quality-built environments and enable strategic integrated planning
spatial planning (initially focused on Auckland and the AucklandHamilton corridor) — to build a stronger partnership with local
government as a means of developing integrated spatial planning
transport pricing — to ensure the price of transport infrastructure
promotes efficient use of the network
legislative reform — to ensure that regulatory, institutional, and
funding settings are collectively supporting UGA objectives.

Local authorities, iwi, and Crown representatives
In the Waikato the Urban Growth Partnership sits within the Futureproof
partnership. Futureproof is a partnership of Ngā Karu Atua o te Waka,
Waikato-Tainui, Tainui Waka Alliance, Waikato Regional Council, Waipa
District Council, Waikato District Council, Hamilton City Council, Waka Kotahi
and Waikato District Health Board.
For Hamilton-Auckland corridor matters, the partnership is expanded to
include the Government, Mana Whenua Kaitiaki Forum, and Auckland
Council.
Smartgrowth is a partnership of Bay of Plenty Regional Council, Western Bay
of Plenty District Council, Tauranga City Council, tangata whenua, and the
Crown.
The Crown represented at a governance level by two Ministers (Local
Government and Housing) and at a technical level by relevant
representatives of the following agencies:
• Ministry of Transport
• New Zealand Transport Agency
• Treasury
• Department of Internal Affairs
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•
•
•
Deliverables

Collaborative model
used

Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment
Ministry for the Environment
Kainga Ora

• Spatial Plans
• Business Cases
• Research Reports
• Implementation monitoring
• Activity co-ordination
Both partnerships are governed by Implementation Committees with an
independent chair and secretariat as well as working groups made up of
partner agency staff.
The model is a Joint Committee established under Clause 30A, Schedule 7
the Local Government Act 2002.
Both partnerships are supported by stakeholder engagement structures
based around communities of interest.
All governance decisions are made in public meetings. Both structures have
established less formal MOUs or agreements that set out how the partners
will work together. These MOUs guide how the technical working group’s
function.

Outcomes and lessons
learnt

Both partnerships have delivered expected outputs (Spatial plans, business
cases etc) but no formal lessons learnt have been published (although they
have been completed).
There have been moments where the partners are not aligned (e.g., the
recent planning decisions on the proposed Ohinewai development in the H2A
corridor where WRC and Waka Kotahi appealed the Waikato District Council
decision to grant consents to the Environment Court.
However, the internal processes mean that the conflicts that exist are rarely if
ever aired in public. This article demonstrates the effectiveness of the
approach: http://www.smartgrowthbop.org.nz/media/1706/history-of-smartgrowth.pdf
An Independent peer review of the Urban Form and Transport Initiative (a
SmartGrowth Programme Business Case) https://ufti.org.nz/wpcontent/uploads/2020/07/UFTI-Peer-Review-8-July.pdf highlighted a number of
risks and assumptions where further work was required and which relate to
the effectiveness of the current partnership arrangements:
• Partnership with tangata whenua - the lack of engagement and
resourcing of Iwi to contribute to spatial planning has been strongly
criticised by tangata whenua. This creates risk to UFTI. In particular
there are significant Maori land and cultural interests in the proposed
growth areas that need to be resolved in a positive way in order to
progress.
• Delivery risk –“…….in summary there are two interrelated
implementation risks:
• Financing – the need for additional funding and revenue
sources, and in particular the need to “capture the value” of
urban growth
• Governance – the purely collaborative approach of
SmartGrowth will struggle to resolve the major urban growth
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tensions and a more formal partnership with delegated joint
decision-making arrangements may be required for success.
The partners have responded to these risks by increasing the capacity of
their secretariat to support tangata whenua participation and looking at
different programme delivery models.

Assessment against draft attributes
Clear definitions of important terms (collaboration, partnership etc)
Are terms/collaboration
Partnerships work under clear terms of reference that refer to working
principles clearly
collaboratively and are supported by MOUs and other agreements that set
defined?
out principles for how that collaboration will work in practice. For instance,
the Futureproof MOU states that the parties:
•
•

•

•
•

SUPPORT the aim of Future Proof to provide a comprehensive subregional framework for growth management to address issues in a
coordinated manner.
RECOGNISE AND SUPPORT the established voluntary, cooperative, and co-ordinated approach (Future Proof) to growth
management in the Future Proof sub-region and that such an
approach between regional, local government, tāngata whenua and
relevant community sector groups must be continued and fostered.
ENDORSE the continued use of the Future Proof Strategy as the
primary growth management framework for the sub- region and to be
used by regional, local government, tāngata whenua, government
organisations and community sectors to co-operatively manage
growth.
RECOGNISE that the Future Proof Strategy provides a policy and
planning framework which will guide growth management in the
Future Proof sub-region over the next 30 years.
COMMIT to advocating for, investigating, and implementing
alternative approaches to the funding of growth-related infrastructure
that may use a number of funding mechanisms.

For the Urban Form and Transport Initiative governance defined the
partnership principles included at figure 1 at the end of this case study.
Operating environment that enables collaboration?
Does the internal
The partners all have language in their relevant strategies that emphasise the
environment enable
importance of working together collaboratively. The published material on the
collaboration? (as
Futureproof and SmartGrowth websites stress this commitment:
evidenced via published https://futureproof.org.nz/about-us/
corporate strategies etc) http://www.smartgrowthbop.org.nz/about-us/about-smartgrowth/
The commitment from partner agencies to collaborate is also evidenced in
the various Terms of Reference.
Does the external
operating environment
enable collaboration

Both partnerships were a response to the challenges that local authorities
were facing from unanticipated population growth and the challenges of
delivering infrastructure to accommodate it in an affordable and efficient
manner. http://www.smartgrowthbop.org.nz/media/1706/history-of-smartgrowth.pdf
Both partnerships also emphasise the importance of working collaboratively
to access central government investment in infrastructure. Waka Kotahi [The
New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA)] and its predecessor organisations
(Land Transport NZ and Transit NZ) clearly communicated to both sub
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regions that investment in critical transport infrastructure would not occur until
there was an aligned settlement pattern embedded in statutory plans. The
NZTA Board went so far as to impose a condition on funding of the Waikato
Expressway that the Regional Policy Statement was altered to include the
settlement pattern. This direction along with an Environment Court decision
related to obligations to consult with tangata whenua on zoning controls in
the Hamilton District Plan were instrumental in the creation of Futureproof.
Shared vision, strategic alignment, outcomes focused
How clear is the model
The History of Smartgrowth
that collaboration is the
(http://www.smartgrowthbop.org.nz/media/1706/history-of-smartgrowth.pdf )
right approach? Is there
articulates the difficulties the Councils were facing in the absence of a
any documentation of
collaborative structure:
alternatives considered
or previous attempts
A Growth Explosion Explosive growth was impacting severely on the whole
that have failed?
region. More people were choosing to live in the western Bay and Tauranga,
developers were looking for more land for housing and, as more people
arrived, demand for employment increased but ‘Greenfields’ land close to the
city for commercial or industrial development was becoming scarce.
Increased population had outstripped predictions and was putting pressure
on historically inadequate infrastructure and services. Roads – both city and
rural – were not built to cope; sewerage reticulation was non-existent in the
rural urban areas; the city’s sewerage reticulation PAGE 8 was limited in its
reach to the newly-acquired coastal suburb of Papamoa; stormwater systems
weren’t built for the additional run-off from increasing rural dwellers and
potable water quality in the rural areas fell way below Ministry of Health
drinking water standards. Furthermore the councils’ planning rules were
relatively inflexible and it was not until the pressure of growth translated in to
developers’ demands for more subdividable land that both Tauranga and
Western Bay councils were forced to rewrite their District Plan rules. The
political leaders of the day appeared caught in the headlights. Parochial
politicians were fiercely protective of their respective “patch”. They were
grappling with the new demands of the local government reforms and with the
complexities of the Resource Management Act. Western Bay and Tauranga
district councils were also somewhat confused about the role of the Regional
Council under the new local government structure. The Regional Council,
which was charged with the administering of the RMA, did not have the trust
of the Western Bay or Tauranga councils and, as a new type of regional
authority, no one was quite sure how it fitted in the system. However, rather
than share their problems and seek solutions, politicians took sides. They
became defensive of their ‘kingdoms’, trading criticism rather than advice and
their mistrust of each other magnified. Distanced by discord, politicians hurled
verbal grenades across the political boundaries while desperately trying to
tourniquet the growth bleed.
Is there evidence that
the organisations
prioritise collaboration in
their corporate
strategies?

In both examples the Long Term Plans include specific financial provision for
ongoing support of the independent chair and secretariats for these
initiatives. The partners have maintained their contributions despite
significant challenges.

Waka Kotahi acknowledges the importance of both SmartGrowth and
Futureproof in its Long Term Strategies such as Arataki and the NLTP.
Dedicated governance/leadership and relationship management processes
How do governance,
The image at Figure 2 at the end of this case study from the Urban Form
project leadership and
and Transport Initiative maps out the governance and processes in place to
relationship
manage collaboration across the sub-regions.

Collaborative Models Report | 4280688-1413611826-33 | 23/12/2021 | 77

| Summary and Attributes of Effective Collaboration |

management processes
support collaboration?
Organisational maturity
Are skills, capacity,
capability frameworks
and business processes
in place to support
collaboration?

The partner agencies emphasise collaborative skills in their relevant HR
strategies and policies but rely on individual internal processes to support
collaboration which they do not always do effectively.
This is an area of particular concern for all UGPs as a key challenge is
collaboration within partner agencies to support the partnership (e.g., across
departments within councils where there is a varied degree of awareness and
commitment to the shared goal). What might be agreed to at the governance
level is not always communicated/ translated effectively or implemented at
the operational level and sometimes actions on the ground are at odds with
the collaborative decisions made at the governance level. The strategies to
address these are through the reporting mechanisms at the governance level
(actions, minutes and monitoring as noted).
There is no external evidence of any effort put into building collaborative
culture or providing specific coaching in collaborative working.
Strategies in place to manage these challenges include:
• A single agency procures services on behalf of the others as an
“administering agent”
• Escalation structures are in place for decision making
• Monitoring frameworks are being developed to help governance
focus on outcomes

Risk and benefit management
How are the risks and
The outcomes being sought are joint outcomes, so benefits are shared in an
benefits shared across
agreed form, but risks lie where they fall – especially financial and
partners
reputational risks (i.e., with the individual agency accountable for delivering a
specific project.)
How do they monitor
effectiveness?

Historically monitoring has been largely around delivery of projects rather
than long term monitoring against outcome measures. Futureproof has
published annual housing and business market indicator reports.
This is changing. In response to the Urban Form and Transport Initiative
SmartGrowth is currently preparing an outcomes-based report card.

Organisation culture
Is there evidence of
change readiness
and/or collaborative
behaviour within the
organisation(s)?

The partnerships are enduring, continually evolving partnerships –
demonstrating their ability to adapt to changing circumstances.
For instance:
• Both partnerships went through fundamental change when
government formally joined in 2020 bringing new drivers and
individuals to the table at all level in the structure
• The role of iwi in the Waikato has evolved as Waikato Tainui in
particularly moved to a post settlement environment and became a
major investor in their own right. Through the period around 2010
Waikato Tainui and the iwi in the Tainui Waka Alliance moved from
being forced to litigate to ensure the treaty partnership was reflected
in decisions being made to working in a firm partnership with the
Councils on a range of issues.
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•

During the Urban Form and Transport Initiative SmartGrowth
recognised the need to significantly increase capacity for iwi to
engage effectively in the partnership and effectively doubled the
resources of its secretariat focussed on supporting iwi participation.
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Figure 1: Urban Form and Transport Initiative (UFTI) partnership principles
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Figure 2: Urban Form and Transport Initiative (UFTI) governance and processes in place to manage
collaboration across the sub-regions
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A-8
Appendix A-8 – Northland Transport Alliance
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Case study: Northland Transport Alliance
Situation analysis
Summary of model

The Northland Transportation Alliance (NTA) brings together NZTA, Northland
Regional Council, Kaipara District Council, Far North District Council and Whangarei
District Council in a collaborative initiative to deliver better transportation outcomes for
the Northland Region.
The NTA was launched on the 1st of July 2016 and through a Shared Business Unit it
combined staff, services, and resources for roading and transportation in Northland to
improve consistency and services for Northland’s road users.
The Alliance is not a legal entity in its own right. The mechanism for agreeing on how it
will operate in implementing the Council’s policy is a Memorandum of Understanding
(MoU). Participation in the NTA is primarily based on a good-faith agreement.

Focus of
collaboration
(outcomes or
outputs)

The key outcomes sought through the Alliance are:
A more engaged and capable workforce delivering superior asset
management;
Improved transport / customer outcomes, enabling investment and social
opportunities;
Improved regional strategy, planning, and procurement; and
More affordable transport infrastructure.
Outputs designed to achieve these outcomes include:
The NTA will deliver ‘financial benefits’ (NZTA term) of at least $18m over 10
years.
Expenditure across Northland’s roading and transportation of over $86 million
per year (not including State Highways).
Delivering ‘next-generation’ asset management plans.
Delivering an NTA Transportation Procurement Strategy.
Structuring for superior service delivery (recruiting an ‘Alliance manager’

Partners (number
and nature)

Partners in the NTA are the Kaipara District Council, Whangarei District Council, Far
North District Council, Northland Regional Council and NZ Transport Agency (NZTA).
Some key organisation aspects of the NTA are identified at Figure 1 at the end of this
case study and include:
• Oversight is provided by the Alliance Leadership Group, consisting of the Chief
Executives of the Councils and the Regional Director for NZTA.
• A new position of Alliance Manager was created to lead day to day operations
• Staff remain employed by their parent organisation but are ‘seconded’ or
otherwise transferred to the Alliance.
• The staff of the Alliance are to be co‐located in Whangarei but with a presence
in the regions.
• NZTA is also co‐located in Whangarei but is not part of the formalised business
unit.

Deliverables

29

An assessment of benefits competed by the Kaipara District Council29 confirms the
NTA has produced significant tangible and non-tangible Regional benefits, with an
estimated $10M in cumulative savings being reinvested in Transportation activities
across the three Northland districts between 1st July 2016 to 30th June 2020.
Some other key deliverables include:

https://pub-kaipara.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=1295
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•
•
•
•
•

Collaborative
model used

The development of several Regional Strategies including the “Sealed Road
Strategy”, the “Unsealed Roads Centre of Excellence Strategy”, the “Roads
Resilience Strategy;
Improving the reach of the public transport network;
Delivering the Capital Works programme. Some 2020/2021 highlights include
46 new footpaths/shared paths, 270km of resealing, rehabilitation of over
18km of road, resilience projects, and safety improvement projects;
Delivering the maintenance programme;
Application of Dust Suppression of seven individual roads in 2020/2021.

The NTA adopts a Shared Services Business Unit (SSBU) model, which consists of
the transportation management staff of the TA’s who work in the NTA’s transport hub,
as well as field technicians and other staff. The SSBU has its own manager – the NTA
general manager. In addition, Service Level Agreements between the Alliance and
each Council describe in detail the services to be provided by the Alliance and the
resources to be supplied by that Council.
An MoU underpins the NTA, which is signed by all parties and executed by the CEOs
of all four northland councils and the NZTA. In addition to the NTA document itself,
the founding document is the Business Case. Everything the Alliance does is
referenced back to the principles and objectives contained in the business case. The
Alliance Leadership Group (for all intents and purposes is the ‘governance board’ also
approves the business plan, which outlines what the Alliance is expected to achieve
over the coming year.

Outcomes and
lessons learnt

In ‘Collaboration in action ‐ the Northland transportation alliance’,30 the authors look at
lessons learnt during the establishment of the NTA and look at the efficacy of the
NTA’s structure and pace of the NTA’s establishment. The key lessons learnt in this
process were as follows:
Lessons learnt in creating the NTA as a non-legal entity:
• Essential to ensure that governance arrangements and resourcing
commitments are ‘locked down’ in the early stages.
• If commitments are left ‘open‐ended’, there is a risk of lack of certainty and
lack of priority being applied to the entity.
• Ensure that whatever structure is arrived at, the governance arrangements,
operating model, funding, and support mechanisms are documented and
communicated to all partner Councils.
Lessons learnt from the quick pace of the NTA’s establishment
• Establishment of the NTA was undertaken in 8 weeks, which resulted in
several challenges for implementation.
• Essential not to ‘miss out’ any critical details given the short timeframe.
• Have an operating model incorporating an organisational roadmap to ensure
the proper structure and resources to deliver on the Councils requirements.
• Ensure commitments from partner Councils are clearly articulated with respect
to support in the areas of IT, HR, finance etc.
• Budgets for implementation are realistic and comprehensive.
• Consider residual risks from any decisions that defer finalizing of significant
elements of implementation until after establishment.

30

https://www.ipwea.org/HigherLogic/System/DownloadDocumentFile.ashx?DocumentFileKey=b35ed441-697a-4663-

e73e-8e8a19180ea9
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Assessment against draft attributes
Clear definitions of important terms (collaboration, partnership etc)
Are
The Memorandum of Understanding clearly outlines the SSBU, which includes the
terms/collaboration collaborative working agreement. The SSBU is founded on principles that maintain
principles clearly
strong Council control over their respective transportation work programmes, with the
defined?
following pre-requisites in place:
• Each Council sets its own budget, priorities and levels of service based on
asset management plans
• No cross-subsidisation
• Individual Councils continue to operate their own customer services and have
a dedicated business unit staff for customer liaison
• Local presence retained in each Council area for customer liaison and direct
management of maintenance contracts
• An individual SSBU manager will be assigned to each council for purposes of
issue escalation management, Elected Member support and RTC meeting
attendance.

Operating environment that enables collaboration?
Does the internal
The terms of collaboration are outlined in the Memorandum of Understanding, stating:
environment
enable
The Alliance is a collaboration between parties to:
collaboration? (as
• Enable interaction for staff who primarily work on and in transport
evidenced via
• Actively seek out and realise opportunities to share data and information;
improve outcomes for shared customers; align planning levels of service;
published
share best practice and other relevant aspects of delivery, as identified.
corporate
• Support development of staff through joint training
strategies etc)
• Leverage and benefit off individual areas of best practice, capability, and
expertise.
Does the external
operating
environment
enable
collaboration

The Local Government Act (LGA) and the LGA Amendment Bill encourages
collaboration between TAs, enabling an external collaborative environment. Section
14(1)(e) of the LGA, states that “a local authority should actively seek to collaborate
and co-operate with other local authorities and bodies to improve the effectiveness
and efficiency with which it achieves its identified priorities and desired outcomes”.
the Local Government Act Amendment Bill (No 2) received Royal Assent on the 21 st of
October 2019.
The bill seeks to give local authorities more flexibility to coordinate and combine
resources and infrastructure networks across regions and towns. To achieve this goal,
the bill enabled:
• More functions to be transferred between local authorities.
• Joint governance arrangements for areas of common or shared interest.
• Greater use of joint council-controlled organisations (CCOs) for providing core
services such as water and transport.
• Flexible reorganisation processes - led by local authorities or the Local
Government Commission - that can focus on service delivery arrangements
for specific activities.

Shared vision, strategic alignment, outcomes focused
How clear is the
The ‘Business Case’ included an Assessment of Alternatives which assessed a range
model that
of long list options. The initial phases of the project focused on identifying the long list
collaboration is the scope and solution options.
right approach? Is
The scope options ranged from retaining the status quo; to collaborating on
there any
components of transport asset management and operations; through to developing a
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documentation of
alternatives
considered or
previous attempts
that have failed?

shared, fully integrated ‘one-stop shop’ to deliver all aspects of transport management
on behalf of the participants.

Is there evidence
that the
organisations
prioritise
collaboration in
their corporate
strategies?

While no specific corporate strategies prioritise collaboration, it is embedded
throughout the MoU and the organisational structure. The organisational structure
encourages collaboration through co-location of employees and the transition to a
functional-based structure. Functional teams structure provides skill in each area and
the ability to be assigned to specialist areas of work irrespective of the hiring Council.
The functional-based structure areas include:
• Planning and Strategy
• Capital works and Procurement
• Maintenance and Operations
• Business Performance and Customer Support.

The service solution options ranged across a spectrum from delivering the preferred
scope options through the existing independent structures of each participant; to
frameworks for meeting or a virtual organisation; through to formalised shared
services arrangements, or a stand-alone CCO entity.

In addition, the Alliance Leadership Group provides oversight to the Alliance and the
SSBU. The group’s objectives include steering the broad direction of the Alliance,
focussing on realising opportunities for innovation and collaboration. Lastly, several of
the NTA’s organisational culture/values relate to flexibility and collaborative behaviour.
Dedicated governance/leadership and relationship management processes
How do
As above, there are not particular processes that support collaboration, but the
governance,
structure itself fosters collaboration between parties.
project leadership
and relationship
management
processes support
collaboration?
Organisational maturity
Are skills,
There are no formal processes or projects; however, the overall structure of the
capacity, capability Alliance lends itself to collaboration. In 2019, when the NTA moved to a functionalframeworks and
based structure, an additional 20 roles were created and subsequently filled, with the
business
Alliance able to target high competency roles.
processes in place
to support
In addition, as there is no cross-subsidisation, the Alliance has taken back some of the
collaboration?
functionality from the consultants. Larger workloads mean the Alliance can justify more
internal resources and budgets, fostering further collaboration.
Risk and benefit management
How are the risks
The NTA is not a legal entity, and therefore the individual Council’s are responsible for
and benefits
the work and the employees. As the NTA technically doesn’t exist as a legal entity,
shared across
most of the financial and H&S PCBU risk primarily lies on the respective Councils. In
partners
addition, the Councils are at risk of triangulation employment issues. These risks may
lead to legislative, legal and repetitional issues for Councils. There is not a lot of risk
assurance beyond risk management practices.
In terms of benefits, they are shared proportionally. The completed assessment of
benefits confirms the formation of the Northland Transportation Alliance has produced
significant tangible and non-tangible Regional benefits to date, with an estimated
$10M in cumulative savings, as mentioned above. In addition, several suppliers offer
8-10 % discounts by working with one contractor instead of all four Councils.
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How do they
monitor
effectiveness?

The Leadership Group ensures performance reporting back to their respective
Councils regularly to ensure accountability is maintained. In addition, a complete
review of the MoU is completed every three years to ensure it is still achieving the
desired outcomes.

Organisation culture
Is there evidence
Several of the NTA’s organisational culture/values relate to flexibility and collaborative
of change
behaviour. These include:
readiness and/or
• Te Auahatanga: Innovative - We are open and flexible in the ways we work to
deliver a better transport network for Northland.
collaborative
behaviour within
• Te Mahi Ngātahi: Teamwork - We work together as one to deliver better and
safer transportation for the people of Northland.
the
• Te Tikanga Tiakai Tangata: Respect - We acknowledge, understand, and
organisation(s)?
accept diversity whilst supporting and celebrating good ideas.
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Figure 1: The Organisational Structure of the NTA

Source: https://spark.adobe.com/page/ipnIBRbvQ2zgk/
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A-9
999

Appendix A-9 – Sanctuary Mountain Maungatautari
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Case study: Maungatautari Ecological Island
Situation analysis
Summary of model

Focus of collaboration
(outcomes or outputs)

Maungatautari is a 3400-hectare forested mountain in Waikato, east
of Te Awamutu and south-east of Cambridge and Hamilton. The ecological
island surrounds the mountain with a 47-kilometre pest-proof fence. The
ownership, governance, management and funding structure for restoration
of Maungatautari is complex, with many parties involved. Three-quarters of
the land within the fenced area is classified as Scenic Reserve under the
Reserves Act. The land is vested in Te Hapori o Maungatautari and
administered by the Council on behalf of the Crown in accordance with
section 28 of the Reserves Act. The remainder of the land within the fenced
area is owned by multiple Māori and private landowners. The ongoing
support of these landowners to the fence and to the project as a whole
is fundamental to the success of the project. The day-to-day administration
and management of the reserve sits with Council. Council contracts ‘on the
ground’ operations as required to maintain
the Maungatautari Ecological Island Trust (MEIT). Volunteers are a
significant part of the project.
Outcomes - The vision for the Trust is "Kaitiakitanga – Protecting our past for
the future". The mission and purpose of the Trust is stated on its website as
to "remove forever, or control, introduced mammalian pests and predators
from Maungatautari and restore to the forest a healthy diversity of
indigenous plants and animals".

Partners (number and nature) See Figure 1
Deliverables
By 2026:
• Improved ability to keep the fenced reserve essentially free of pest
mammals.
• Re-established breeding populations of native species historically
present.
• Consistently monitored changes and facilitated research to
improve understanding of the maunga.
• Shared the ‘lessons from the maunga’ so others may benefit
from the experiences.
• Contributed to the ‘halo’ of inter- connected habitat across the
Waikato landscape.
• Maintained a motivated and diversely skilled group of volunteers.
Collaborative model used
Charitable Trust, Co-Governance structure:
Each of the mana whenua, landowners, and community members can have
up to five representatives on the board of trustees and the board is cochaired by a mana whenua representative and a landowner representative.
For the purposes of clarity, the board has a co-governance structure, while
the Trust effectively co-manages the scenic reserve with Waipa District
Council.1
Outcomes and lessons learnt

•

The success of co-governance depends on the quality of the
relationship between the parties. Good relationships take time
to nurture.
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•

For iwi, co-governance can provide an opportunity to
exercise their rangatiratanga, including:
o to regain or restore mana (which includes
recognising the historical and cultural importance of the
resource to iwi).
o to actively exercise their responsibilities
of kaitiakitanga.
• It is helpful to regularly review the terms of reference of
agreements to ensure that they are still fit for purpose as
circumstances and aspirations change.
• It is important to have people involved who have strong
leadership skills.
• Environmental outcomes take a long time to achieve and the
public needs to be kept informed about the parties' work.
• Plan for financial sustainability and adapt as circumstances
change.
• Large and complex projects require a large degree of
collaboration with funding partners. It is unlikely that projects of
this scale will ever be self-sustaining financially and will require
local government assistance.
Assessment against draft attributes
Clear definitions of important terms (collaboration, partnership etc)
Are terms/collaboration
Maungatautari Island set up the collaboration through use of a charitable
principles clearly defined?
trust2. The original Trust was not well defined and lead to considerable
confusion across all parties. See ‘shared vision, strategic alignment,
outcomes focused’ section.
In 2012, the trust deed was amended to give effect to a co-governance
structure. The updated trust included well defined parameters including
clear definitions as well as roles and responsibilities.
Operating environment that enables collaboration?
Does the internal environment Despite a somewhat complicated structure with a significant number of
enable collaboration?
contributors, the collaboration is well structured as a single operating
(as evidenced via published
body ‘Sanctuary Mountain Maungatautari’. This includes annual
corporate strategies etc)
reports, strategic plans3 and a single set of accounts for the project1.
Does the
Maungatautari Ecological Island is a leader in the conservation sector,
external operating environmentlaunching new innovations such as the design of a pilot to test a marketenable collaboration
based approach to conservation financing, in partnership with Trust
Waikato, WEL Energy Trust, DV Bryant Trust & EKOS.
Shared vision, strategic alignment, outcomes focused
How clear is the model that
The project has previously been described as "fraught from the beginning".
collaboration is the right
A community with little understanding of some major matters drove the
approach? Is there any
initiative. At first, the Trust had said it would not build the fence unless it
documentation of alternatives had the commercial support to build and maintain the fence. This was based
considered or previous
on an expectation that tourism and associated income streams could
attempts that have failed?
cover ongoing operational and development costs. However, as the parties
have stated, a large and complex project such as this was never going to be
self-sustaining financially. The Trust decided that it had to start building the
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fence to maintain the momentum of and community interest in the project.
This meant that it started without securing all the funding and, more
importantly, without securing access rights across private land to maintain
the fence.
The owners, by allowing a fence to be built on their land, had agreed to the
existence of the fence and the inclusion of their private land in the
restoration project, and to the Trust having access to their property to
maintain the fence. However, these agreements were not formalised before
the fence was built.
Some of the landowners began to realise the negative aspects of having the
sanctuary on their farm, such as the increase in traffic, people driving
through their property, and other activity around their farms, including
volunteers using poisons. There was also the question of who was liable for
volunteers' actions if an incident happened on private land.
These matters "highlighted the need for a formal type of agreement
between the landowners and the Trust.
Is there evidence that the
The collaboration promotes programmes and initiatives that support
organisations prioritise
partnership as highlighted in the most recent annual report4. Most notably
collaboration in their corporate they have attempted to re-imagine corporate wellbeing with the
strategies?
introduction of three pilot projects: Nature Connect, Forest flow, and in
partnership with Waipa District Council, a corporate wellbeing programme.
Dedicated governance/leadership and relationship management processes
How do governance, project
At inception the deed provided for each of the mana whenua, landowners,
leadership and relationship
and community members can have up to five representatives on the board
management processes
of trustees. Currently the board has 10 members. The board
support collaboration?
is deliberately co-chaired by a mana whenua representative and a
landowner representative to promote collaboration.
However, for the purposes of clarity, the board has a co-governance
structure, while the Trust effectively co-manages the scenic reserve
with Waipa District Council. The Trust is run by Phil Lyons, CEO, who appears
to be a highly regarded leader with a good understanding of the
collaborative requirements for the project to be successful.
The Trust reports publicly to Waipa District Council under its contract for
services agreement. It receives funding from the Council and Waikato
Regional Council (WRC) and other institutions. These other funders require
reporting as part of their funding agreements. This is sometimes provided in
public (eg WRC) The Trust reports on the expenditure to
the Maungatautari Reserves Committee, which includes representatives of
councils, the Department of Conservation, landowners, and iwi.
Organisational maturity
Are skills, capacity, capability Although there weren’t any specific collaboration programmes that were
frameworks and business
identifiable it is worth nothing that volunteers are a significant part of the
processes in place to support project. In 2018/2019 volunteers contributed just under 14,500 hours to the
collaboration?
project. 4X4 vehicle, Quad Bike, Spray, Chainsaw and First Aid training
courses have been provided to volunteers to make certain skills and
education requirements are attended to. The nature of the collaboration is
built into the training and retention of volunteers to successfully achieve
outcomes.
Risk and benefit management
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How are the risks and benefits As a charitable trust, monetary profit is channelled back into the
shared across partners
project. Risks, most notably financial risk, is shared across the partners, each
sharing responsibility in securing funding. In May and June 2021, multi-year
funding was secured from Trust Waikato and WEL Energy Trust
respectively. Waipa District and Waikato Regional Council’s
provided significant multi-year funding commitments. This reflects a wider
understanding and support of the conservation, economic and social
outcomes Sanctuary Mountain Maungatautari brings to the people
of the region.
How do they monitor
Outcomes are assessed against the vision and long term strategic plan5.
effectiveness?
Organisation culture
Is there evidence of change
Within the Maungatautari Reserve Management Plan there are
readiness and/or collaborative clear policies regarding governance, giving effect to tikanga
behaviour within the
and matauranga Māori and partnerships:
organisation(s)?
• Governance – Work in an open and transparent manner
with Ngaati Koroki Kahukura, Ngaati Hauaa, Raukawa, WaikatoTainui and Te Hapori o Maungatautari. Provide an ongoing
collaborative forum for governance and management
of Maungatautari Scenic Reserve that reflects the interests of
mana whenua and the wider community
• Giving effect to tikanga
and matauranga Māori - Matauranga Maaori and tikanga are
integrated into the governance and management
of Maungatautari Scenic Reserve. They acknowledge the
spiritual, ancestral, cultural, customary, and historical interests
of Ngaati Koroki Kahukura, Ngaati Hauaa, Raukawa, and
Waikato-Tainui in the land within Maungatautari Scenic Reserve
• Partnerships - Work collaboratively with iwi and hapuu,
adjacent landowners, MEIT, government agencies, and the
community to achieve the vision for Maungatautari Scenic
Reserve. Provide opportunities for more people to be engaged
in and connected with Maungatautari through volunteer
involvement and recreation
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Figure 3 - Roles of key parties involved in managing restoration at
Maungatautarhttps://www.waipadc.govt.nz/repository/libraries/id:26zgz4o7s1cxbyk7hfo7/hierarchy/ourcouncil/haveyoursay/Maungatautari%20RMP/He%20Mahere%20Moo%20Maungatautari%20-
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