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Proposal
1. This paper proposes a response to the recommendations of the Royal Commission on Auckland Governance (the Royal Commission) in relation to social issues, and proposes alternative mechanisms to ensure that the Auckland Council has an appropriate focus on social issues, that local and central government activity on social issues is well co-ordinated and that communities have a defined role in the process. 
2. This paper is one of a suite of papers requested by Cabinet on 6 April 2009 [CAB Min (09) 12/7 refers]. This paper should be considered in conjunction with the following papers: 
· Royal Commission on Auckland Governance: Critical Issues for Auckland’s Success; 

· Royal Commission on Auckland Governance: A Waterfront Development Agency; and
· Royal Commission on Auckland Governance: Remaining Recommendations.

Executive Summary
3. The Royal Commission on Auckland Governance (the Royal Commission) highlighted the linkages between social well-being and economic goals.  The Royal Commission considered that the social well-being spend and other activities with social impacts are poorly co-ordinated and lack a coherent strategy, and that there are gaps and duplication in the ways the central and local government address social needs in Auckland.  

4. Poor social outcomes in Auckland compromise the region’s economic growth, quality of life and human capital development.    The Royal Commission estimated that central and local government’s annual social spend in the Auckland region is around $12 billion.  We need to get the best value from this social investment to maximise Auckland’s economic as well as human potential. 
5. The Royal Commission proposed a Social Issues Board where local and central government would share decision making and accountability for improving social well-being.  On 6 April 2009, Cabinet:

‘invited the Minister for Social Development and Employment to report to Cabinet by 27 April 2009 with advice on mechanisms to ensure alignment by central and local government to improve social well-being;’ [CAB Min (09) 12/7 refers].
6. Communities, as well as central and local government, have a major role in addressing social issues and improving social well-being.  Councils are currently key funders of community initiatives, and we need to ensure that community funding continues to be available for local priorities that make a significant difference at the community or neighbourhood level. Failure to entrench community level project funding will lead to more gaps and  central government being asked to fill those gaps and to foot the bill for dealing with the consequences of the removal of funding. The Government decision for 20 to 30 Local Boards provides a vehicle for ensuring that community priorities are recognised.  I consider that the Local Boards need to play a substantive role in the priority-setting process on local social issues and have a key role in ensuring funding is available for local amenities and initiatives.

7. This paper identifies a number of problems with the Royal Commission’s proposed Social Issues Board and instead proposes alternative mechanisms to ensure alignment of central government, local government and communities to improve social well-being:

· a Social Services Committee (or equivalent) of the Auckland Council, to ensure a focus on social issues.  This body should also support the Mayor’s role in representing the Council on social issues, and should be the avenue through which the Council engages with central government and Local Boards on social issues, and
· an Auckland Social Policy Forum to progress social issues in Auckland at the political level, comprising the Minister for Social Development and Employment as Chair, the Mayor of the Auckland Council, and Chairs of relevant Auckland Council Committees, together with some representation from Local Boards.

The Opportunity
8. The Royal Commission pointed out that ‘environmental and social goals can no longer be seen as being in competition with economic goals, but must all be viewed as part of an integrated strategy essential to Auckland’s prosperity.’

9. The Royal Commission noted that central and local government’s annual social well-being spend is in the vicinity of $12 billion in the Auckland region, 90 percent of which comes from central government.  In addition, much other central and local government expenditure – on infrastructure for example – impacts in various ways on social well-being.  However, the Royal Commission considered that both the social well-being spend and the other activities with social impacts are poorly co-ordinated, without a coherent strategy, and with gaps and duplication occurring. I broadly agree with the Royal Commission’s diagnosis.

10. The opportunity lies in establishing better co-ordination at community level, between central and local government, within local government and between central government agencies.  We need to take this opportunity to extract better value from the social spend in Auckland and ensure that social issues do not constrain the future economic growth of the Auckland region.
11. We must also take the opportunity to ensure that communities themselves have a strong vioce in the processes aimed at improving social well-being, and that there continues to be a funding mechanism for locally initiated projects as these help build a sense of community.  
12. The Government has agreed to a unitary Auckland Council and has decided that there should be 20-30 Local Boards.
13. This paper proposes mechanisms to ensure that Auckland Council has an appropriate focus on social issues, that priority setting is informed at community level, and that local and central government activity is co-ordinated.  
14. We need to build on the Royal Commission’s recognition that positive social outcomes are essential to the overall prosperity of the Auckland region.  Failure to take this opportunity carries a risk that poor social outcomes in Auckland will compromise the region’s economic growth, quality of life and human capital development.  Continuing poor co-ordination would result in central government having to fill the gaps in social sector provision, or poor outcomes, or both. 

The Way Forward
Auckland Council leadership on social issues
15. Both central government and local government have a role in contributing to Auckland’s social outcomes.  The Auckland Council must have a focus on social issues and therefore will need to have a mechanism within its structure that ensures that focus, such as a Social Services Committee of the Council.  This Committee (or equivalent) should also support the Mayor’s role in representing the Council on social issues, and should be the avenue through which the Council engages with Local Boards on those issues.

Communities have a key role

16. There is, however, a significant risk that seeking to address all social issues at a whole of Auckland level will fail to recognise the importance of ‘grass-roots’ initiatives at a local community level.  Councils currently are key funders of community initiatives.  It is imperative that Council and community funding continues to be available for truly local priorities that make a big difference in that community.  Some examples are set out below.
Case-studies of local community initiatives funded by Councils
Massey Matters (Waitakere City Council)

Massey is a low-decile suburb in West Auckland with high numbers of youth and sole-parent beneficiary households.  Massey Matters is a Waitakere City Council-funded, long-term project aimed at improving the quality of life in Massey.  Waitakere City Council has initiated the project and wants to work alongside the local community and other partners to build and strengthen community activity, networks and sense of local identity and pride in Massey and to improve the way Massey looks, feels and functions. 

The Massey Matters Fund provides small sums of money (up to $3,000) to assist groups and individuals to carry out new projects that will specifically contribute to build a stronger sense of community in Massey and to provide more local community events. The project also aims at encouraging local Massey organisations to work together in new ways to build skills, leadership and confidence within the local communities of Massey. This local initiative has been successful to date in meeting its objectives. The total funding available was $25,000 in 2007/2008.

Community Houses (Manukau City Council)

The Manukau City Council's seven Community Houses run programmes and activities as well as offering rooms for hire.   The Council spends approximately $350,000 per annum on its Community Houses, and in addition provides additional funding to community houses such as Friendship House ($50,000).
In particular, the Mangere Community House provides no- or low-cost programmes to the local community, such as parenting, English literacy, safety in the home, and falls prevention.  The House also provides a venue for support groups including Alcoholics Anonymous, Age Concern, and local interest groups such as the Niuean weaving group and Pacific Island Early Childhood group.  

The house is always looking for what the community is interested in and is currently determining demand for exercise classes, self-defence classes and budget cooking.
Wiri Improvement Programme (Manukau City Council and Government Agencies)

The Wiri Improvement Programme is directed at improving the quality of life for all the residents of the Wiri / Rata Vine area of Manurewa by co-coordinating the work of a number of organisations. The work focuses on Health, Social and Economic Wellbeing; Community Safety, and Renewal of the built environment, and is led and part-funded by Manukau City Council. 
The Wiri Improvement Programme involves working with the community to develop appropriate services and facilities and supporting residents to create neighborhoods which they enjoy living in. The project is led by Manukau City Council with partner organisations including Housing New Zealand, the Counties Manukau District Health Board, Police, the Ministry of Social Development, the Salvation Army and the Sisters of Mercy. 

The Wiri Improvement Programme will contribute to a number of Tomorrow’s Manukau community outcome themes, including Educated & Knowledgeable People, Healthy People, Safe Communities, and Vibrant & Strong Communities.
17. Failure to recognise the importance of Council and community commitment (including financial commitment) to well-being at the local community level, then it is inevitable that more gaps will appear and central government will be asked to fill those gaps and to foot the bill for dealing with the consequences of the removal of funding.  For example, a lack of community recreation facilities for young people and support for youth activities has been linked to youth crime and youth gang activity of which the consequences have a high cost for communities and the government.
18. The Government decision for 20 to 30 Local Boards across Auckland provides an avenue for ensuring that local priorities are recognised and acted on.  Local Boards must have a definite and substantive role in the priority setting process on social issues.
19. I believe Local Boards need to have ways of securing funding for community amenities and facilities. In developing a mechanism to enable Local Boards to have a central role in such a system there are a range of options; 
a) For the Auckland Council to establish a ring fenced fund for investment in local initiatives, for example funding a programme to work with street kids in Manurewa. The entire fund would be distributed to Local Boards to spend on local initiatives at their discretion, to advance strategic goals agreed by the council. 

b) For the above fund to be distributed by Auckland Council. Local Boards would bid for funding for their local initiatives in a bilateral process. Different sections of the fund could be reserved for projects of different scales and resource intensity.

c) For the Auckland Council to distribute half (or some other proportion) of the fund to Local Boards to spend on local initiatives at their discretion. The remainder of the fund would be allocated by the Council to larger projects meeting the criteria for grants from the fund.

20. It would also be beneficial to have a separate fund to enable members of the local community to access funding for a specific larger project through their Local Board, i.e. a new Community Centre.

Co-ordinating local and central government

21. Effective local processes also need to be co-ordinated with central government. There is a clear need for central and local government activities to better complement each other through greater alignment of direction setting, planning, strategies, and action, and through avoiding inadvertently undermining each other’s efforts.  Some case studies illustrating the value in aligning central and local government activities are set out below:
Case-studies of the value in alignment between central and local government

Youth gangs

Central government, with some support from local government, is investing significant multi-agency effort and funding in addressing youth gang activity in Auckland.  Greater alignment between central and local government priorities and actions means that the gains from central government’s investment may be more effective.  For example, willingness by Councils to invest in local sport and recreational opportunities in the right locations to support youth activities can enhance central government’s effort in addressing youth gang activity.  A mechanism by which we could obtain effective agreement on the priority for tackling gang activity, and agreement on the timing, locality, and extent of investments and activity by local and central government across Auckland, would strengthen the effectiveness of the overall response to tackling youth gangs.

Future land use and urban development
Auckland requires approximately 10,000 new homes per annum to meet population growth. Auckland’s future growth will include both ‘greenfield’ development (such as the Flatbush development in South Auckland), and the regeneration of existing areas like Tamaki.  Positive social outcomes require integrated planning and action to ensure timely and effective responses to the needs of communities, including the social infrastructure of libraries, sports and educational facilities and a broad range of support services from government and other services. 
Central and local government working closely together to align activity to support future growth will ensure that residents obtain timely access to appropriate social services and community infrastructure, and avoid the unexpected costs of retrofitting social infrastructure after growth has occurred.   
22. The Royal Commission proposed a Social Issues Board where local and central government would share decision making and accountability for improving social well-being.  The Board, envisaged as the main governance body for social issues, would be a direction-setting body responsible for developing a Social Well-Being Strategy for Auckland and an Implementation/Funding Plan.  The Royal Commission proposed that the Board would be supported by a dedicated organisation of central and local government officials called the Social Issues Advisory Group.

23. However, for a number of reasons, this proposal is problematic.  It would:

· cut across the constitutional and key governmental processes by which central government prioritising and funding decisions are made and accounted for;
· place the Ministerial member in an untenable position as a Minister of the Crown yet having responsibility to the Board as a member;
· conflict the departmental chief executives between their responsibilities to serve Ministers and their responsibilities to the Board as members; and
· require a dedicated organisational structure to support it.

We need a simple but effective forum to ensure that central government, Auckland Council, Local Board and community views all contribute to direction setting.  This is a precondition to aligning social sector activity and achieving best value for the significant social sector spend in Auckland.

Proposed Social Policy Forum
24. I propose an Auckland Social Policy Forum (the Forum) that from October 2010 would comprise the Minister for Social Development and Employment as Chair, the Mayor of Auckland Council, and Chairs of relevant Auckland Council Committees.  Some select representation from Local Boards is proposed.  While communities each have their own needs and priorities, revolving representation from Local Boards would ensure that the Forum is appropriately involving the local perspective in its discussions.   
25. The role of the Forum would be to demonstrate strong leadership, set a clear strategic direction, highlight the roles and responsibilities of central and local government and drive alignment of thinking and action.  This would include:
· identifying guiding social priorities and discussing proposed social policy responses and strategies, both at a regional level and for specific geographic communities;
· considering and agreeing on joint venture action plans and projects;
· identifying duplicated activity, identifying gaps and highlighting activity that would undermine positive social outcomes;
· influencing wider regional strategies to actively support good social outcomes; and
· monitoring and reporting on agency activities plus social outcomes at regional and prioritised neighbourhood levels.

26. The Forum would be a closed Forum (although publishing minutes or similar) that meets regularly throughout the year.  The Forum would be supported by the Auckland Social Policy Advisory Group consisting of the Chief Executive of the Ministry of Social Development and the Chief Executive of the Auckland Council, with the secretariat role provided by the Ministry of Social Development, other agencies as appropriate and Council officers.
27. The Auckland Social Policy Forum proposed in the recommendations above will not commence until late 2010 and transitional arrangements will need to be considered.

Consultation
28. This paper has been prepared following an officials process involving the Ministries of Economic Development, Transport, and Environment, the Treasury, the Departments of Building and Housing and of Internal Affairs, and Te Puni Kökiri.  The Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet was kept informed on the development of the paper.  
Financial Implications
29. The proposed Social Policy Forum requires no additional funding, with support functions funded from within agencies’ baselines.

Legislative Implications

30. While the proposed Forum could be established by legislation, this would not be necessary to its functioning. 
Regulatory Impact and Business Compliance Cost Statement
31. Due to the time constraints in preparing this paper no Regulatory Impact and Business Compliance Cost Statement has been provided. 
Ethnic Perspectives, Gender Implications and Disability Perspectives

32. Improved co-ordination and focus on social well-being in Auckland will better serve the needs of different population groups, including Mäori and Pacific peoples, sole parent households (the majority of whom are headed by women) and people with disabilities.   Mäori and Pacific peoples and sole parent households will be a significant focus in improving social outcomes in Auckland.
Publicity

33. The Government’s response to the Royal Commission’s recommendations on social issues will be part of a co-ordinated press release. 

Recommendations 
34. I recommend that Cabinet:

1. note the Royal Commission’s conclusion that Auckland needs a governance structure for social well-being that enables local and central government to share decision making and accountability for improving the effectiveness of resources spent, and addressing the critical social issues in Auckland;
2. agree that in the development of the Auckland Council consideration be given to a Social Services Committee or equivalent, which will align effort between central and local government, and within local government, to promote positive social outcomes;

3. note that much work important to good social outcomes is done, and must continue to be done, at the local community level and that decision-making mechanisms must support this imperative and preserve funding for grass-roots initiatives;

4. note that Local Boards are the appropriate mechanisms to provide community views on priorities, and that as work progresses on their design, options for their formal role in securing funding for community initiatives will be developed and considered;
5. agree that the Social Issues Board as proposed by the Royal Commission not proceed;
6. agree to establish the Auckland Social Policy Forum to progress social issues in Auckland at the political level, the Forum to comprise the Minister for Social Development and Employment as Chair, the Mayor of Auckland Council, and Chairs of relevant Auckland Council Committees together with some select representation from Local Boards, with the role of the Forum being to demonstrate strong leadership, set a clear strategic direction, highlight the roles and responsibilities of central and local government and drive alignment of thinking and action.  This would include:
6.1 identifying guiding social priorities and discussing proposed social policy responses and strategies, both at a regional level and for specific geographic communities; 

6.2 considering and agreeing on joint venture action plans and projects; 

6.3 identifying duplicated activity, identifying gaps and highlighting activity that would undermine positive social outcomes;
6.4 influencing wider regional strategies to actively support good social outcomes; and
6.5 monitoring and reporting on agency activities plus social outcomes at regional and prioritised neighbourhood levels.

7. agree that the Auckland Social Policy Forum be supported by an Auckland Social Policy Advisory Group of officials from the Ministry of Social Development, from other agencies as appropriate, and from Auckland local government;
8. note that the Auckland Social Policy Forum proposed in the recommendations above will not commence until late 2010 and that transitional arrangements will need to be considered.
Hon Paula Bennett 
Minister for Social Development and Employment
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