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1. Task

A review of the programme is required as part of the supporting information for the 2009 LTCCP.  The review will give Council advice on how best to position Community (Villages) Planning in the next 3 years.  It will also assist staff improve the processes that support the programme.

Brian Hasell (Hasell Consulting Ltd) was briefed to carry out the review in July 2008 and required to provide a final report by 31 September.  A copy of the brief for the review is Appendix A. 
2. Background

The Village Development Programme was started in 2004 as a new way of involving communities (villages), outside the city centre, develop projects in their area.  The projects were to be developed after the production of a Village Plan by the community, assisted by the Council as appropriate.  Initially it was funded jointly with the Suburban Zone District Plan Review.  This changed in 2006 and the programme was separately funded in the 2006- 16 Long Term Council Community Plan (LTCCP).  The funding allocation was $1M for each of the three years, 2006/07, 2007/08, 2008/09 with a further $3M spread over later years.
For the first year of funding (2006/07) the following capital projects were to be funded:

1. Cannons Creek Shopping Lighting
2. Cannons Creek Shopping Urban Design (Mentor Lane Park)

3. Titahi Bay Design Scope

4. Streetscape Ngatitoa/ Te Hiko Design

5. Minor safety projects (Eastern Porirua) – funded separately to Village work
6. Graffiti education/ eradication – funded separately to Village work
7. Titahi Bay Rocky Bay

8. Plimmerton Promenade Stage 1 (Styne Avenue)

9. Boardwalk Wi Neera Dr to Onepoto- design scope

10. Waka Shelter, Wi Neera Drive – Design and Consents

11. Waihora Play Park Replacement

12. Titahi Bay Landscaping

13. Titahi Bay Beach Management Plan

Progress was slower than initially expected on several of these projects, but by the end of the financial year items 1 to 7 had been substantially completed.  Council agreed to carry forward the unspent funds to the next year.

For the second year (2007/08) the capital projects programme was

Eastern Porirua

Waitangirua New Park design and consultation $75,000

Cannons Creek safety works, lighting paving and parking

Works $100,000

Plimmerton 

Completion of Stage 1 of Promenade $100,000

Threshold works to Airlie Road $250,000

Pukerua Bay Miscellaneous play facility and safety works $150,000

Takapuwahia

Boardwalk develop design, consents, consultation $150,000

Titahi Bay

Titahi Bay Beach $75,000

Village Centre Community Safety Works $30,000

Landscaping $70,000

Minor Safety works - Funded separately to Village Programme $150,000

Urban Study - Funded separately to Village Programme $60,000

Whitby Community Planning assistance $5,000

Pauatahanui Community Planning assistance $5,000

Again, the programme capital budget was under spent as progress with developing and building projects continued to be slow.  The total capital expenditure for the first two years was $770,000 with a further $171,000 of operating expenditure
.
For 2008/09, work is programmed to continue on many of the capital projects listed above, and a small number of new projects listed below:
Eastern Porirua
Waitangirua New Park design, consents, initial markings 

Cannons Creek safety works- Bedford Street calming, pedestrian improvements 
Cannons Creek Lakes design and consultation  

Plimmerton 

Promenade - Completion of Stage 1 and design and consents for Stage 2 
Pukerua Bay 
Skatepark, Beach landscaping and Muri Road walkway 
Takapuwahia

Boardwalk/landscaping – design and consents
Te Hiko Street landscaping

Wineera Drive design and consents
Titahi Bay
Shopping Centre makeover- complete

Skatepark

Beach Management Landscape Plan- consents/design

3. Scope

The brief defined the scope of the review as follows. 

The review will consider the programme since its inception in 2004, but particularly focus on its activity since 2006 when Council decided to fund it as a separate strategic project.
The review will concentrate on the implementation of Village Plans, rather than their preparation.  It will, however, consider the way projects come into the programme – from an adopted Village Plan, as an addition to the Plan or separate from a Plan where no formal village planning stage has taken place.

The review will also obtain views on the possible future development of the programme from all participants and from community representatives in areas where the programme has not yet been active.

The review will consider the programme against the expressed Council objectives and guiding principles for the programme (see below).  It will not seek to determine project costings relative to other ways of delivering projects.  This could be a further investigation following the review, if required.

The review is not intended to be public consultation on the programme.  It will seek information and views from City Councillors, other community representatives, stakeholder representatives and Council staff

4. Programme Objectives

When the programme was initiated in 2004 Council set two over arching objectives:

1. To enable Council to set a strategic direction that promotes quality of life for city residents and economic development across the city

2. To enable Council to plan for and provide services that recognises and enhances the unique characteristics of the city’s geographical communities

Council has further resolved that it will work with communities within the following guiding principles

· Equity and fairness

· Advancement of the City’s vision while being true to the vision and character of the villages, enhancing community ownership (and ensuring that there are physical linkages with the wider City)

· Projects should add value, beyond normal business

· There should be an enhancement of the built environment, including social health and safety

.

5. Topics for Questions
From the objectives listed above it can be seen that measures of the success of the programme should not concentrate on the traditional project measures of achievement of time, quality and cost parameters.  Instead, there should be qualitative measurement of the satisfaction of participants with the processes carried out to implement Village plans and their satisfaction with the projects and relationships that resulted.  
Questions to be answered in the review look at each stage of Village plan implementation (using actual projects).  
· Project development, after adoption of the Village plan (or separate from a Plan)

· Project construction

· Communication and reporting

And ask what is working well and what could be done better, ideally by reference to individual projects.   Some of the respondents would only be able to comment on some of the stages and the questionnaire used was adjusted accordingly. Copies of the questionnaires are Appendix B.

Participants were also asked how satisfied they were, using a rating scale of 1 to 5, that the process and outcomes were

· Fair, equitable (all parties views valued, open process etc)

· Enhanced community ownership

· True to the vision and character of the village

· Added value, beyond normal business

· Provided an enhancement of the built environment 

· Developed a community/ Council staff relationship which was valued

These bullet points were summaries of the original objectives set by Council.
Questions were also asked to obtain their suggestions on improvements to Council processes for developing and constructing projects. 
 There are a variety of ways that are available to encourage good two way communication between the Council and the communities (villages) that are part of the programme.  They include one-on-one or group contacts by staff, meetings at the Council offices or in the community, and printed or electronic material about the programme and individual projects. Questions have been developed to get feedback on what is working well, and where improvements could be made.
Additional questions were developed for staff members who have been directly involved in managing projects or in the oversight of the programme.  These asked for their views on how best to staff the programme, including  training and support needed and their views on the practical aspects (such as delegations) when representing  Council in the community.  Other questions sought their views on effective ways of managing project duration, funding and quality.

For communities in particular, the original intention was to record face to face group responses from those who had been involved.  It was recognised that the communities were each at different stages of the programme.  The questionnaire was seen as providing a structure for recording a group response, without the format of the questionnaire constraining discussion. 

However, it proved very difficult to arrange such meetings.  When approached, the leading individuals in communities preferred to obtain a group view themselves, by circulating the questions within the community and collating the responses.  Eventually, most were completed and emailed or posted back.   Some respondents found it difficult to complete the questionnaire due to time or other problems.  In these instances face to face or telephone interviews were carried out.

6. Responses from Councillors
For Councillors, a brief questionnaire was prepared for them to post back with their views on the Programme and their role in it.  A briefing was provided on 31 July 2008, in the time period between Committee meetings.  A face to face discussion was offered as a follow up if desired.

Seven of the 14 City Councillors responded to the questionnaire.  One of these did not answer the questions and commented that it was not necessary to consider the implementation of the programme but, rather, Council should reconsider the policy on which programme objectives had been based.

The responses of the other six councillors are summarised for each question below. Responses are paraphrased, especially where several Councillors gave a similar comment. Direct quotes are indicated in parenthesis. 

What is Going Well?

Councillors commented that:

· The process of engagement was expanding to the wider community – past just Residents Associations.  This was occurring in most of the villages.  One councillor commented that specialist forums on heritage and sports were being established.

· Communities were feeling they have a say in how and what resources are spent in their villages, with Plimmerton a leading example – with huge community effort into the design of beautification projects.  This was “bottom up decision making”

· Waitangirua Park project was going well, with regular meetings, consultation, community involvement, and systematic implementation of the plan

What is not so good?

Councillors commented on:

· Slow progress, both in developing village plans or strategies and in getting construction underway

· Some confusion between village projects, business as usual projects and larger strategic projects that cross village boundaries.  The foreshore boardwalk to Onepoto should be a strategic project, not a Takapuwahia village project.

· From the Council’s perspective, the process for deciding “which village is a priority and how much funding we allocate” is not clear

· Prioritisation process needs to be managed with a wider view – to avoid agenda being driven by some Residents Associations’ “ideological imperatives and wish lists” “Youth voice is lost or not considered”
· Officers are overcommitted and this can slow progress. Would it be better to work on only some village areas in each year?

Overall, how would you rank Programme Implementation?

One Councillor rated implementation as OK, two as Good, two as Good trending to Excellent, and one as Excellent

Communications and Reporting to the Communities

What is Working Well?

Councillors commented that the following were working well:

· Public “one on ones”

· Forum or facilitated meeting with a specific topic-driven agenda

· Existing staff were working extremely hard and several of them were especially good communicators

· Meeting in the community (not centrally).

· Council General Managers make themselves available to present to communities when necessary. This is appreciated. 

What is not so good?

· Unstructured “general discussion”

· Any hint of predetermination or “lip service” to consultation “as with LCTTP in 2005”

· Uncertainty about budget expectations for villages, especially long term, including balancing available resources with other core services priorities coming from Residents Associations/ District Plan Reviews etc

· Keeping everyone happy. “Trying to please everyone is difficult and time consuming”

· Very small numbers of local people attending site meetings

Overall, how would you rate Communications with the Communities?

Three Councillors rated communications as Good, two as Excellent and one as OK.

Objectives?
Councillors were asked to assess the extent to which the programme has delivered on the original six objectives originally set by Council, using a rating from 1 to 5, with 5 indicating full achievement.  The range and average scores for each objective are given below. The scores are based on four complete returns and one incomplete return, several councillors commenting that they did not have enough knowledge of the programme to allow them to give ratings with confidence.

Objective





Range of scores
Average

Fair and equitable (all parties views valued,

2-5


4





fair process)

Enhanced community ownership


2-5


4.4
True to the vision and character of the village
3-5


3.8
Added value, beyond normal business

2-5


3.8
Enhanced the built environment


3-5


3.8
Developing a community/staff relationship

3-5


4




that is valued

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Looking to the Future, What Role should Councillors take in Village Planning and Development?

Councillors suggested that they:

· Should have no direct role other than observer status and to do that should be willing to attend community consultations

· Should be prepared to listen and then resource village planning as appropriate (balanced with demands for core business and strategic projects)

· Should have a supportive role and be prepared to ask questions of Residents Associations about the reasoning behind their views or decisions 
One Councillor suggested that their role was to “Ensure it continues into the next decade!”

Other Comments?

· Process needs to be “deepened”

· Huge demand on staff resources

· Need more meetings with Residents Association representatives and key staff involved in village planning- to follow up this review and as part of the preparation of the LTCCP

· Process is “democracy in action” 

7. Responses from Staff
For Staff, information was collected from project staff directly involved in the villages programme and from senior managers involved in programme oversight.  Other staff members interested in contributing their views were invited to do so by an invitation placed on the Council’s Intranet site as part of the Chief Executive’s August staff update.

Project Staff

Seven project staff that had been directly involved in the Villages Programme over recent years completed questionnaires or were interviewed.  They included all those currently working in a liaison role. They were all very positive about the Programme in principle, while having concerns about process and resources. Their responses to the topics are summarised below:

What Went Well?

Staff identified a number of process stages covering both project development and construction that they thought had gone well:

· For Waitangirua – the quality and skill levels of Council and consultants involved in consultation and presentation to the community on the Park project, leading to a high level of community agreement from those involved.  Also Council staff were able to engage early with planning process to avoid confusion.
· For Takapuwahia – the high level of cooperation between the Council and local community (Ngati Toa) on the Waka Shelter and Foreshore projects

· For Pukerua Bay – the formation of a subcommittee by the community who dealt extensively with the future users of a Skatepark project (skaters) to develop a design that would work well, and the peer review of this by expert designers and sign off  by community group/ skaters. Also, Council providing the community with clear parameters.
· For Plimmerton –the initial consultation with the Residents Association on Stage 1 (Styne Avenue) and the high quality of their input.  Also the good standard of work achieved on those parts of the project when the Project Manager was able to spend time on site and work in a dynamic partnership role with the contractor.

· For Pukerua Bay – the achievement of the community through a working group in obtaining a high residents response rate  for the information needed to develop a Neighbourhood Accessibility Plan

· For Cannons Creek and Titahi Bay under verandah lighting projects- a good relationship with a community partner (Porirua Healthy Safer City Trust) , good retailer management and a solid contractor leading to a successful project on time and cost.
· For other lighting projects at Cannons Creek and Titahi Bay – success was seen as the achievement of  providing the necessary extra lighting (but it was noted that there was very little effective community input into either the development or construction stages of these projects)

· For all projects, the introduction of the Council’s Urban Design Group as an internal review stage in the development of projects and the involvement of operational staff in the planning stages and in community engagement.          Also, strong commitment to the process of developing projects from Councillors has “kept it going when the going got tough”

What Was Not So Good? How could that be Fixed?

Staff identified the following problems and made suggestions about how these could be addressed (suggestions shown in italics):

· Getting support and feedback from Community.  People losing interest. (Waitangirua) For some projects, staff had little or no community input (Titahi Bay, Cannons Creek).  
Keep it simple.  Give people tasks to get them involved “its our job” Get results fast. 
· Lack of effective feedback to Community on detailed plans (Plimmerton Styne Avenue Stage 1)  Disconnect between concept and detailed drawings (Mentor Park)
Consider community as “partner, not as client or customer”. Build feedback loops into formal process. Use photo montages etc to make plans easily understood.
· Initial concept developed was too costly- leading to waste of time (Waka Shelter, Takapuwahia Foreshore)
 Provide early clarity about Council budget

· Misunderstanding and delay when Council project manager appointed part way through project development process

Project manager should be involved from start, with a clear brief. Work to ensure each Village has a key staff contact who has the time to stay in touch.
·  Lack of consultation with Council operational staff about future maintenance 
Involve Urban Design Group early
· Projects too slow 
Need more dedicated staff resource
· Poor project quality  (Styne Avenue, Mentor Park) 
Include internal peer review in all projects and feedback loop with community before construction. Use good contractors.  Project manager spend time on site.
· Getting Councillors to attend community planning events 
Better internal Council communications with Councillors and all staff
· Don’t know if programme intended to cover every Community in future, or just those that ask to do their own village planning
Overall, How Would You Rate the Project Development/ Construction Stage?
Staff gave a positive response to this question. Because some respondents combined the development stage with the construction of a project in giving an answer to this question, all the responses are pooled below.

The total responses are greater than the number of respondents as some rated more than one project;

Excellent
3
Good

5

OK

7
Poor

3
Very Poor
0

Was the Final Project You Developed with the Community Better than the Original?

Again, staff gave positive responses, indicating that despite some problems they thought the programme had been beneficial. 

Much Better 
2
Better

3
Same

4

Worse

1
Much Worse
0

Communications with the Community – What went Well?

There was some overlap in the answers to this question with the comments given above. The activities which were identified as particularly successful were:

· The extensive community consultation process on the Plimmerton Village Upgrade Stage 2, involving Open Days, Public Meetings, Community Displays at Libraries, Residents Association websites and Community Newspapers

· The survey for the Pukerua Bay Neighbourhood Accessibility Plan
· Being able to develop a relationship with the Village Planning Committee (Takapuwahia), Teamwork (Waitangirua)

· Attending local meetings to keep groups informed

· Briefing with Councillors and community representatives together

· City wide briefings so people can hear what is happening in other communities 

What Was Not So Good? How could that be Fixed?

Staff identified the following problems and made suggestions about how these could be addressed (shown in italics):

· “Not sure if project has full support of community”.
Always be upfront and honest. Get results and celebrate them with the public.

· Lack of publicity to the public and other staff about the “cool things happening in this programme of work”

Need a way of updating the (Council) web and making it live so villages can post their own stuff

· “Reports to this (village) committee are, I suspect, not read”
Need to follow up with oral discussion
Overall, how would you rate Communications with the Community?
Again staff were positive about this aspect of their work, with 3 ratings of Excellent, 3 of Good and 1 OK.

Other Comments on Communication with Communities?
Beyond direct villages project responsibilities, one project manager attended monthly Residents Association meetings and reported on other works being undertaken by Council in the area, along with work being done by other authorities with Council facilitation.  Others were not as involved, especially where Residents Associations were not very active.

Staff commented that support for their role had been available on request, from senior management (introductions to key people), Council Communications Group (Takapuwahia consultation), and from Policy Group administration staff.  However some thought that there was a need for a more focused allocation of administrative support for the tasks of record keeping, organising meetings and events to celebrate milestones. A clear assignment of staff to communities would assist in maintaining clear lines of communication in the future.
Reporting within Council on progress with projects?
Staff commented that the recently instituted quarterly reporting for Councillors was working well, and that when celebrations such as the Plimmerton Underpass and Titahi Bay shopping centre openings were held staff and councillors turned up. However staff members not directly involved hear very little. It was thought that many see the programme as a nuisance.
It was noted that working through a Council/ Community process to develop projects is always likely to take longer than the standard Council “Arrive and Build” protocol.

The administration staff support suggested above was also suggested as a way of assisting busy project managers with their Council reporting tasks.

Staffing Matters and Project Management Suggestions?
Most staff said that their responsibilities for work on the programme were clearly set out, though for one they were not completely clear despite having been clarified six months ago.  Another said that they were not clear.  In each case the problem would appear to be the work which is strictly outside Villages projects, but where the relationships built up are being used to facilitate other Council work in the same area.  All the staff members have a variety of other responsibilities outside of the Villages programme, and prioritise their time as they see the requirements on a day to day basis.  No over-riding priorities have been set for them by their managers. 

Staff were asked for suggestions on more effective ways to manage villages projects in future.  To manage project duration, quality and cost, it was suggested that it was essential that 

· a project manager be appointed from the start, ideally a permanent staff member, with a “sensible” work load.  They need to be practical people who understand the project management discipline and can relate well to dealing with the community.
· the Council project management manual templates be used, in the context of agreed standard processes for villages projects (flow charts under development)

· monitoring and reporting be regular (access and training in Council’s Proclaim system needed)

· appropriate design within a clear initial budget should be a key driver

· there is team work with all Council infrastructural units involved

· selection of quality contractors supported by project manager on site 
Objectives?
Staff were also asked to assess the extent to which the programme has delivered on the original six objectives set by Council using a rating from 1 to 5, with 5 indicating full achievement.  The range and average scores for each objective are given below.
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Objective





Range of scores
Average

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Fair and equitable (all parties views valued,

3-5


3.75





fair process)
Enhanced community ownership


3-5


4

True to the vision and character of the village
3-4


3.5

Added value, beyond normal business

3-5


4

Enhanced the built environment


3-4


3.75

Developing a community/staff relationship

3-5


3.75




that is valued

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Staff were also asked for suggestions for other possible objectives or performance criteria for the programme.  The following were suggested:
· Improved engagement of village representatives with Council on other issues

· Improved  collaboration with other agencies e.g. Government Departments in village area

· Village plans used to inform staff in provision of baseline and on going work in village area

· Improved community/ councillors relationships
· Cost of future maintenance

One staff member also suggested that an annual survey, such as this one, would be a valuable performance assessment tool.

Council Management

Face to face interviews were carried out with three senior Council managers, including the two Group Managers who are the sponsors for staff involved in the programme.  They were each asked for their views on the programme to date and on some of the issues raised by other respondents.

What is going well?

Managers commented that:

· The programme is a success story – particularly now that work is progressing and tangible results are apparent.  It taps into and focuses the energy of communities.

· Community can see that Council is engaged and that they can have a real and effective input

· Ian Barlow as programme leader and regular focused project meetings of Council staff are helping

· Use of Urban Design Team to peer review designs and CPTED audits.  This also provides a formal connection to others operating in the community, such as the Porirua Safer City Trust and Porirua Guardians

What is not so good?
Comments were:

· Progress is “very staff and community time hungry”: there is a shortage of suitably skilled staff and there is too much rework.

· Progress is still too slow.  There is a need to respond more quickly to community ideas. Staff need to be aware that a community idea may be an indicator of a deeper issue or problem, which could be addressed in various ways.

· At present, not sure if the line of authority for decisions is clear. Need a more efficient and systematic approach.  Community needs clarity about the process steps and where the Council will make the decision.

· Consultant designers have not always been well briefed and have produced designs to the community which are not affordable, leading to community frustration and rework. Plans need to be presented to the community in more pictorial ways, so they can be understood better.

· Not clear how much of the “big projects” get covered by villages money.  Should they be scoped with the community before being moved to a citywide process for prioritisation? 

Other Comments?

Should a Village Plan also be a guide for other Council activities?

Yes, but the community cannot dictate.  What is needed is advance notice to the community on the year’s work programme.  Where the community suggests change staff need to give the community feedback on what is practical and a reality check on long term maintenance costs.  If a higher cost option is supported then there also needs to be a discussion on funding this.

How to ensure that the community view is representative?
The way this is achieved will vary from community to community.  For specific projects may need to widen the consultation and planning group beyond the Residents Association to ensure that all interested groups are able to be involved eg youth where they will be users of a facility. This becomes more difficult where there needs to be priority setting between projects.  Councillors can assist through their governance role, with communities presenting directly to them on their aspirations when priorities are being considered.

Role of Councillors?

Councillors set strategic direction, encourage and monitor, but should not direct on details of projects.  They should be prepared to accept the outcome of agreed processes and be proud of them.
 Size and management of budget?

Don’t squash large, strategic ideas but move them into other Council processes if, say. over $100,000. Some projects can start big, and be refined down following a reality check.  AMO has no discretionary funds for recreation and community landscaping or aesthetic improvements as the former allocation is now part of the villages budget. There is also no separate budget for new footpaths; these would have to come out of villages funding. Traffic safety improvements funds have been concentrated in limited areas over each of the past 3 years to complement and support villages’ programmes in those areas – East Porirua, then Titahi Bay, then Pukerua Bay/ Camborne.

Staffing?

Options for more stable and adequate Council staffing of the villages programme are being explored

Other Staff. 

No responses were received from staff not directly involved in the programme, following the invitation posted on the Council Intranet site. 
8. Responses from Villages representatives and stakeholders

A total of 17 questionnaires were distributed to community representatives involved in the programme, including other community stakeholders. Fourteen were completed.  Responses were obtained from the following villages
· Plimmerton

· Porirua East

· Pukerua Bay

· Takapuwahia

· Titahi Bay

· Waitangirua

And the following stakeholders

· Housing New Zealand Corporation

· Porirua Guardians

· Porirua Healthy Safer City Trust

· New Zealand Transport Agency

Representatives of two villages that are still at the village planning stage (Whitby, Pauatahanui) supplied their views in a telephone interview and face to face, respectively, Their views are summarised at the end of this section..
What went well?
Community representatives identified the following development and construction successes
· Plimmerton- Stage 1, Styne Avenue is now generally supported “people are happy with result”

· Porirua East –Cannon Creek lighting and security improvements widely supported. “Project design was based on a Community Safety Survey that gave the Porirua Healthy Safer City Trust a clear steer on where and what areas to work on”;”People now happy to move around the area on foot”
· - Community Campus Working Group led to community organisations and agencies “trading building space” to mutual advantage
· Pukerua Bay- good initial meetings with Land Transport NZ and Transit staff, agreement to support the preparation by the community of a Neighbouhood Accessibility Plan (NAP) and “seemingly a level of commitment to future action”
· Takapuwahia –Very happy with Waka Shelter  
· Titahi Bay - shopping centre and police base – “results so far a huge improvement, very good work by some very good practical PCC officers charged with implementation” “The lighting upgrade has decreased the fear of crime. It has been a positive experience working with PCC.  There is a much more collaborative approach, which is excellent.”
· Waitangirua- Waitangirua Park Design Team – “community enthusiasm and willingness to engage”, “one on one communication between Council staff, consultant, landscape designer and community group representatives” “Thoroughly enjoyed working with the total team”
What Was Not So Good? How could that be fixed?

Community representatives identified the following problems and made suggestions about how these could be addressed (suggestions shown in italics)
· Plimmerton- Design for Stage 1 done by consultants who did not understand the community and its vision, leading to wasteful rework.  Council staff changes, some staff have inappropriate skills for community liaison work.  Council does not “come clean” on budget – project had to be pared back. Appoint a permanent project manager as a community liaison person from the start.  Be clear early on about budget and processes. 
· Plimmerton Stage 2 –the community vision is for distinctive street furniture, but council staff will only agree to standard seating Need an open discussion on options  recognising both community vision and future maintenance issues, before a decision is made 
· -Need clarity about strategic (City wide) elements of a village project eg maintenance/ rebuilding of sea wall?
· Slow response to security concerns and length of time taken to complete Mentor Lane and Cannons Creek lighting projects. Be Patient- had to work within the time constraints of the funder, the Crime Prevention Unit,  and accept that the necessary community consultation required for the project to work effectively will take time
· - lack of understanding of community concerns by landlords until recently; tension between owners and renters/community; Government agencies do not talk to each other.  Council staff need greater understanding of the multi cultural community and patience 
· - too many Council staff involved; some do not talk to community, “too cold”  “technical people took over” Need a permanent liaison/ project manager who is in regular contact with the community and agencies
· Pukerua Bay- the process of producing the NAP took longer than anticipated and stretched individuals time availability “we would enlist more paid help in future”
· -As soon as LTNZ decided to involve an additional stage, “they should have been proactive around sharing that knowledge with us and with Council”. Communities need to be given a clear understanding of the process to be followed
· Takapuwahia – Progress too slow, especially Te Hiko Street streetscape (but recognise that their own processes are not fast, and it is difficult to get feedback from individuals in the community  
· Titahi Bay- project development – poor budgeting, planning and coordination; no real milestones set (improved when a project manager was appointed) Earlier appointment of Project Manager, Better planning and communication within PCC and with other agencies, including residents.
· -Initially there was a degree of skepticism from some local residents that we could actually make a difference. Fixed – the proof being the actions taken.
· For Waitangirua – “a few negative people in the community who have tried to undermine the process from the start” Strong support from Council and staff – as was given in this case
· -“lack of coordination between divisions in the Council”, especially on district plan and parks and reserves issues early on  Identify project risks at the beginning and sort them out as a matter of priority
· As projects are being developed and built quite subtle elements that are vital to the creation of a safe environment can be left out A Community Safety Audit is needed as part of the development and approval of designs. Porirua Guardians have expertise that  could assist, within the Urban Design Team  process 
Overall, how would you rate the Project Development/Construction Stage? 

Some respondents felt unable to give a rating to the process. Ten responses were received. 

Four gave an Excellent rating, 2 Good, 3 OK and 1 Very Poor.

Was the Final Project Developed with the Community Better than the Original?
Many respondents were not clear what the “original” project was or had been involved at a later stage and therefore were unable to answer.  Four responses were received, two Much Better and two Better
Communication and Reporting – What Worked?
This question was slightly reworded; substituting “what worked” for “what went well” in the staff questionnaire. The following were commented on positively:
· A lot of face to face meetings with stakeholders (Titahi Bay)

· Feedback at a variety of community meetings.  Printed reports. (Cannons Creek)

· Radio spots on local language stations (Porirua East)

· Bringing groups together (Porirua East)

· Timely meetings with the right people (Pukerua Bay)

· Communicating through existing local systems; Hui, planning group reporting to Rununga (Takapuwahia)

· Printed material and updates on design progress (Waitangirua)
· Regular phone or email communications with Community Design Group members (Waitangirua)

· Getting to know the Council staff. A meeting with Council staff at the outset to set priorities. (Titahi Bay) 
What was not so good? and how could that be fixed?
· Some people seem to be missed out, most often by their non attendance at meetings (and then complain that they were not fully consulted). Encourage group members to share information with others. Reiteration of information at a variety of community meetings
· General meetings are good social occasions and good for PCC staff reporting back to the public – but is there any real progress? Report back with paper with budget in place.  Too often financial figure are produced to the public too soon. The actual final figures often bear no semblance to the discussed ones, leading to utter confusion to the residents associations.   Promote the PCC website and provide linking “village” facilities.
· Failure to follow Village Plan, by Council prioritizing a new project not in the Plan (Titahi Bay skateboard park) Go through "proper plan review process – community up, not council down”. 
Overall, how would you rate Communications with your Community?

Eight respondents provided ratings, 4 Excellent, 2 Good, 1 OK, 1 Poor.
Objectives?
Community representatives were also asked to assess the extent to which the programme has delivered on the original six objectives set by Council using a rating from 1 to 5, with 5 indicating full achievement.  The range and average scores for each objective are given below.

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Objective





Range of scores
Average

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Fair and equitable (all parties views valued,

1-5


3.7






fair process)

Enhanced community ownership


2-5


3.8
True to the vision and character of the village
3-5


4.4
Added value, beyond normal business

2-5


4

Enhanced the built environment


2-5


4.1
Developing a community/staff relationship

4-5


4.4




that is valued


---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Responses from Villages at the Planning Stage
Representatives of two villages, Whitby and Pauatahanui, that were actively developing a Village Plan commented that
· they appreciated the funding and expert assistance provided by Council, as they surveyed their communities 
· the Villages Programme had given them the impetus to do that work, and they hoped the result would help make their village a more cohesive place (Whitby)
· Pauatahanui were concentrating on the future development of the existing township, while preserving its special character and heritage. They had  involved  residents from the wider rural area.
· The outcomes from their planning were expected to be effective advocacy in areas of District Planning and infrastructure, rather than “improvement projects” 
· they expected their plans to be  strategic documents, that would guide their interaction with other agencies such as education and health, as well as the Council.  They will help them inform and negotiate with other parties.
9. Analysis
Support for the programme

The information obtained from participants in the villages development programme shows a high level of support for the programme and support for it to continue. Community representatives welcome the engagement with Council staff and the staff generally find it satisfying, despite their high workload.  It is clear that this is especially true now that some of the physical improvements have been built.  Responses from Council senior managers and councillors have also been very positive. The achievement ratings that have been given against the six original objectives set by the Council were high for all groups of respondents. The range of average scores, out of 5 was:

· Councillors 
   4 to 5
· Staff

3.5 to 4
· Community
3.7 to 4.4 
Comments from community representatives show that they appreciate that the programme has a strategic importance in the way the Council relates to communities.  They see it as “bottom up” planning, consistent with the Local Government Act’s provisions encouraging early and open community consultation and they support other villages becoming involved.  They want to be treated as partners with Council in that, rather than as customers.
None of the villages have reached the situation where all projects originally promoted for their area have been completed.  Some community representatives are thinking ahead to that time and would like an ongoing liaison to continue, even when the emphasis on projects has shifted to other communities. When that shift takes place they would like the liaison they have developed with the Council to continue.
Although there is support for the programme, respondents expressed concerns about the way it is carried out and what they saw as a lack of clarity about decision making and funding.  
This applies both at the Council strategic level – 

· Are the original objectives still appropriate?

· What is the process for prioritising projects?

· How should large strategic projects be dealt with?

· How should other Council activities be influenced?

· How large should future programmes be?

And at the more detailed project development and implementation level-

· How should the programme be staffed

· How to share and agree a process to follow?
· How to get greater clarity about budgets?

· How best to communicate and share information?

Information and views expressed on these topics is analysed below, and some tentative conclusions are drawn.

Council Strategic Issues
Are the original objectives still appropriate?

Although most respondents were happy to rate the achievement of the programme against the six summary objectives listed on the questionnaire this does not mean that the objectives are still the most appropriate. 
Staff were asked for suggestions as to other possible objectives or performance criteria for the programme.  The following were suggested:

· Improved engagement of village representatives with Council on other issues

· Improved  collaboration with other agencies e.g. Government Departments in village area

· Village plans used to inform staff in provision of baseline and on going work in village area

· Improved community/ councillors relationships

· Cost of future maintenance

Councillors were not specifically asked for suggestions, but one suggested that the programme should be “deepened”.  This suggestion would seem to support the idea that the success of the programme could include the way in which it improved cooperation with other agencies and Council performance on baseline activities or other work; three of the suggestions in the staff comment list.  

If supported by Council, a suitably worded additional objective could be added to the six.
What is the process for prioritising projects?
How should large strategic projects be dealt with?
Those communities that had developed a Village Plan were justifiably proud of it and wanted it to inform all work in their area.  There was concern from one Residents Association that the Council had prioritised a Skateboard Park project in their community, a project that did not arise from the Village Plan.  Another Residents Association was concerned that a Council standard style of seating was to be used in their area, rather than a more distinctive design as proposed in their Plan.  The decision had apparently been made on the basis of likely future maintenance costs. Some councillors however expressed a concern that an Association could become dominated by a strong personality, and the Council needed to maintain a wide view when setting priorities.

The type of Village Plan for an area varies.  Some involve consultation within existing structures, such as runanga, while others have a strong community safety focus.  Once they are in place they need to be “owned” by a community organisation, such as a Residents Association.  However it was apparent from some comments from individuals in the community and councillors that there needed to be a way for broad community input to continue to occur as the Plan was implemented.  This is a challenge for those involved in a leadership role in the community.

Suggestions were made that there needed to be an opportunity for discussion between the community and the Council, when decisions were being considered that were not in accord with the plan.  It was recognized that situations change and this needs to be allowed for in developing a robust community – Council partnership.  One way of developing this was for a formal process to be set out in a Memorandum of Understanding so that there is a clear understanding of the expectations of each other.

It was recognised that the Council had a governance role which required them to be responsible for the expenditure of public funds and that they would have to make the final decision on prioritising projects in different village areas. One respondent suggested that they should restrict the number of areas active at any one time to ensure that projects are speedily completed.

There was also concern that large projects of a City wide or strategic nature should not be included in villages project funding.  A ceiling of $100,000 was suggested for villages projects. [Comment: From a review of the present cost of Villages projects a ceiling of $200,000 may be more appropriate] If that is supported then the Council’s prioritisation process should move such projects into a parallel approval path, with the host community becoming only one of a number of parties interested in their priority.
How should other Council activities be influenced?

Some community respondents supported the community having more of a partnership role in the Council’s baseline renewals and maintenance work in their community.  They saw the vision in their Village Plan being extended to all activities. Staff suggested that advance notice could be given of the Council programme.  Where the community suggests change, staff need to give the community feedback on what is practical and a reality check on long term maintenance costs.  If a higher cost option is supported then there would also need to be a discussion on how this could be funded.

How large should future programmes be?

Community representatives generally supported the existing scale of the programme, targeted at $1M per year.  While they were concerned at the time taken to achieve results and the availability of staff resources to work with them, there was a view that as projects moved into construction the rate of spending would accelerate. 
Representatives of villages that had been early starters in the programme expressed a willingness to assist later villages with advice and some of these conversations have already happened.
Project Development and Communication Issues.
There was general recognition that the present process, with all its faults, was very  worthwhile. Ratings for the project development/ construction phase were generally OK, Good or Excellent, and almost all respondents had the view that the final project was the same, better or much better for having been developed in partnership. 

Project Implementation/ Construction?  Rating


Councillors

Staff

Community

Total

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Excellent

1

3

4


 8

Good


4

5

2

           11

OK


1

7

3

           11

Poor


-

3

-


 3

Very Poor

-

-

-


 1

Project Better?  Rating



Staff

Community

Total

------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Much Better

2

2


4

Better


3

2


5

Same


4

-


4

Worse


1

-


-

Much Worse

-

-


-
Most ratings given to communications with the community were either excellent or good.

Communications?  Rating


Councillors

Staff

Community

Total

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Excellent

2

3

4


 9

Good


3

2

2

             7
OK


1

1

1

             3
Poor


-

-

1


 1

Very Poor

-

-

-


  -
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
How should the programme be staffed?
Much of the delay and rework that has occurred in the past is blamed on a project manager not being in place early enough, or there being frequent changes in personnel.
There was general agreement that a permanent, suitably skilled Council staff member needs to be appointed as the Council contact person for each village engaged in developing projects in partnership with the Council.  That person needs to brief any other staff or consultants employed to assist. He or she would oversee the progress of the projects and the communication needed with the community and within the Council. Regular reports are needed quarterly to the Council and the staff member should also liaise with the Council sponsor of the project on any problems or concerns that need resolution.  It is expected that one staff member could service a number of villages
It was recognised that persons with good people skills and also strong project management abilities are not common.  The Villages team needs to be staffed in such a way that staff team can be mutually supporting, and training or expert assistance provided as needed.  Staff specifically identified a need for adequate administrative support for the task.
How to share and agree a process to follow?

In addition to concerns about staffing, community respondents highlighted what they saw as a lack of a clear process for projects.  This would help them understand the steps a project has to go through and where and when consultation and decisions would be needed. To be effective such a process needs to be shared with the village project team or representatives at the start of the project, and agreements reached on inputs needed from both the community and the Council.  
It was suggested that realistic time is needed for consultation within the community and within Council departments as the project progresses. The time needed to reach agreement within communities was seen as having been underestimated in the past. The use of the Councils cross-department Urban Design Team to peer review designs and CPTED audits were supported as ways to obtain agreement within the Council. 

Council has recently adopted a Project Management process and trained staff in its use.  This involves the preparation of a Project Brief and a Project Plan following standard templates.  Although this is being done for some projects, it is clear that Project Plans are not always kept up to date with changes being reviewed and signed off by project sponsors.  A Plan need to be a living document, and the pressure of immediate demands on staff time seems to be preventing that.  In recognition of the special nature of villages projects and the partnership fundamental to their success, a Flow Chart for villages’ projects has been prepared in draft form.  Once finalized, this could be used as the basis for initial discussions with village project teams and to assist staff with their use of project plans.
How to get greater clarity about budgets?

Community representatives expressed concern that they had found it difficult to know what the budget was for a project, and that sometimes a design had to be drastically pared back when they were advised that it was not affordable.  Staff also supported the presentation of budget information early in the process 
Project costing is an integral part of good project management.  Indicative budgets are needed as part of the Council’s determination of the annual programme.  These budgets will then be revised as projects are investigated in greater detail and options explored.  The inclusion of feed back loops in the process should ensure that there are no surprises for either the community or the Council.   Where there are indications that the budget is not going to be sufficient there needs to be early discussion on the options.
How best to communicate and share information?
Respondents made useful suggestions on the topic of effective communication.  There was a strong emphasis on verbal sharing of information, to support any written material.  Well focused meeting were preferred to general discussions. Local newspapers and radio stations were also seen as being effective, especially where the community includes numbers of people for whom English is their second language. The use of photo montages to supplement plans had been found to be invaluable.
10. Conclusions
The Villages Development Programme
1. Is seen as a very successful Council initiative
2. There is strong support for it to continue, at similar levels of funding as the past 3 years

3. The original 6 objectives set by the Council are being achieved.  There is some support for the programme to be “deepened”, with an additional objective relating to impact on other Council activities and relationships
4. Large projects, over $100,000 (or $200,000) should be considered outside of Villages projects

5.  The Council needs to address the staffing of the programme to ensure that a suitably skilled Council staff member is available to work with each village early in the development of their projects
6. The Council’s Project Management Process,  and a Villages Flow Chart should be used to manage projects, in partnership with communities

7. A  Memorandum of Understanding should be put in place by the Council with community organisations and other stakeholders to clarify responsibilities and processes
APPENDIX A    PROJECT BRIEF
1.Task

A review of the programme is required as part of the supporting information for the 2009 LTCCP, and will be needed as a report to Council in November 2008.  The review will give Council advice on how best to position Community (Villages) Planning in the next 3 years.  It will also assist staff improve the processes that support the programme.

2. Scope

The review will consider the programme since its inception in 2004, but particularly focus on its activity since 2006 when Council in the 2006 LTCCP funded it separately at $1 million per year for the 3 years 2006/07, 2007/08 and 2008/09, with further funding allowed for later in the 10 year planning period.

The review will concentrate on the implementation of Village Plans, rather than their preparation.  It will, however, consider the way projects come into the programme – from an adopted Village Plan, as an addition to the Plan or separate from a Plan where no formal village planning stage has taken place.

The review will also obtain views on the possible future development of the programme from all participants and from community representatives in areas where the programme has not yet been active.

The review will consider the programme against the expressed Council objectives, guiding principles and success factors for the programme (see below).  It will not seek to determine project costings relative to other ways of delivering projects.  This could be a further investigation following the review, if required.

The review is not intended to be full public consultation on the programme.  It will seek information and views from City Councillors, other community representatives, stakeholder representatives and Council staff.

3. Programme Objectives and Success Factors
When the programme was initiated in 2004 Council set two over arching objectives:

3. To enable Council to set a strategic direction that promotes quality of life for city residents and economic development across the city

4. To enable Council to plan for and provide services that recognises and enhances the unique characteristics of the city’s geographical communities

Council has further resolved that it will work with communities within the following guiding principles

· Equity and fairness

· Advancement of the City’s vision while being true to the vision and character of the villages, enhancing community ownership (and ensuring that there are physical linkages with the wider City)

· Projects should add value, beyond normal business

· There should be an enhancement of the built environment, including social health and safety

Success factors for the programme have not been specified, but can be deduced from the objectives and principles.  They should not concentrate on the traditional project measures of achievement of time, quality and cost parameters, but rather require qualitative measurement of the satisfaction of participants with the processes carried out to implement Village plans as well as satisfaction with the projects and relationships that resulted.  The review will need to identify what is working well and what could be done better, ideally by reference to individual projects.  Significant successes will be documented.

4. Topics for Questioning
 Questions to be answered in the review will look at each stage of Village plan implementation (using actual projects).  Some respondents will only be able to comment on some of the stages.

· Project development, after adoption of the Village plan (or separate from a Plan)

· Project construction

· Communication and reporting

And ask how satisfied each participant was that the process and outcomes were

· Fair, equitable (all parties views valued, open process etc)

· Enhanced community ownership

· True to the vision and character of the village

· Added value, beyond normal business

· Provided an enhancement of the built environment (specify)

· Developed a community/ Council staff relationship which was valued

.

Respondents will also be asked for suggestions for future improvement to processes and given an open ended opportunity to make comments outside the framework of a questionnaire.

For Councillors, a brief questionnaire will be prepared for them to send back with their views on the Programme and their role in it.  A briefing will be provided on 31 July, in the time period between Committee meetings.  A face to face discussion will also be offered as a follow up if desired.

For Staff, a separate questionnaire will be prepared to help focus face to face meetings with individuals or small groups.  The questionnaire will also be placed on the Council Intranet and any staff member interested in contributing their views invited to do so by email.  Staff members who have been directly involved in managing projects or in the oversight of the programme will also be asked for their views on how best to staff the programme, including  training and support needed and their views on the practical aspects (such as delegations) when representing  Council in the community.  They will also be asked for their views on effective ways of managing project duration, funding and quality.

For Community representatives and other stakeholders, face to face meetings will be offered with those who have been actively involved.  For those who have had a less active involvement or represent communities that are not yet fully involved in the programme a telephone discussion may suffice.     

5. Review Process 
It is intended to carry out the review by questionnaire and/or face to face interview with

· Mayor and Councillors (14)

· Chief Executive, senior staff with oversight of programme (Sue Veart,



 Peter Bailey, Moira Lawler, Ian Barlow, Geoff Marshall)

· Project Managers ( Michael Barnett, Karyn Stillwell, Pune Brown, 



 Francis Campkin, Bill Inge)

· Village representatives for Eastern Porirua/ Cannons Creek, Waitangirua, Plimmerton, Pukerua Bay, Takapuwahia, Titahi Bay (re active and past projects) and Whitby, Pauatahanui re future involvement

· Other stakeholders (Housing NZ, Transit Wellington Region, LTNZ)

6.  Responsibilities

HasellConsulting Ltd (Brian Hasell) will carry out the project as an independent consultant, reporting to Moira Lawler.  He will distribute questionnaires on Council letterhead, but ask for responses to his business address/ email/ phone to emphasise his independent role.

7. Timetable

1. Amend and agree Brief (this document)  

           by  4 July

2. Brief Village Planning Meeting (staff) 


   15 July

3. Prepare Questionnaire, Set up initial (staff) interviews      by 21 July

4. Brief Councillors 





   31 July

5. Questionnaires/  interviews complete 

          by  22 August

6. Analysis, Draft Report 


                      by 12 September

7. Final Report 





          by 26 September

8. Deliverables

a. Draft Report

b. Final Report

c. Summary for presentation to Council (this could be in Powerpoint )

APPENDIX B    QUESTIONNAIRES
Councillors Questionnaire
Introduction

The Villages Development Programme was started by Council in 2004 as a new way of involving communities (villages) in developing projects in their area.  Over the past 3 years there has been an annual budget of $1M and much experience has been gained.  This review of the programme will advise Council on how best to position Community (Villages) Planning in the next 3 years.  It will also assist staff improve the processes that support the programme.

Brian Hasell (Hasell Consulting Ltd) is collecting information from those involved in the programme – City Councillors, other community representatives, stakeholders and Council staff.  His report will be submitted to Council in October 2008.

If you would like further details or have any questions please call Brian on (04)4757989 or 0274 907 960 or Moira Lawler on 237 1522.

Please complete the questionnaire by 15 August based on your own knowledge and experience of the programme.

You can do this in 2 possible ways:

· Fill in the paper copy and post it back in the envelope supplied

· Or fill in an electronic version which will be emailed to you on request – to 

 
hasellconsulting @snap.net.nz)

If you would like to provide extra feedback on the programme or meet with Brian please indicate this at the end of the form and he will get in touch.

Thank you.





------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Name ................................................ ................Date............................................................

Contact Details (preferred): Phone or email.........................................................................

.

1. Over what time have you been aware of the programme? (eg 2005 – 08)









...............................

Implementing the programme
Thinking about implementing a programme with a community (village), this involves both developing  projects and then building them.  From your experience with the programme: 

2. What is going well? In general?......................................................................................




Any specific examples?…............................................................…

3. What is not so good? In general?






..................................................................................




Any specific examples?







..................................................................................

4. Overall,   How would you rate Programme Implementation?





Please circle or highlight one answer 

Excellent
 Good

OK

Poor

Very Poor

Communications and Reporting to the Communities 

There are a variety of ways that are available to encourage good two way communication between the Council and the communities (villages) that are part of the programme.  They include one-on-one or group contacts by staff, meetings at the Council offices or in the community, and printed or electronic material about the programme and individual projects.
5. What is working well?



 .........................................................................................................

6. What is not so good?




................................................................................................

7. Overall,    How would you rate Communications with the Communities?    






 Please circle or highlight 

Excellent
 Good

OK

Poor

Very Poor

Summary Views
Finally, from your knowledge of the programme as a whole, can you assess to what extent the programme has delivered on the original six objectives set by Council - summarised below.

8. Please rate the programme using a scale of 1 to 5,

with 5 indicating that the programme fully achieved against that objective,

and 1 indicating little or no achievement. 

Objectives







Rating 1 to 5
	

	

	

	

	

	


1. Fair and equitable (all parties views valued, fair processes)











...

2. Enhanced community ownership

3. True to the vision and character of the village

4. Added value, beyond normal business

5. Enhanced the built environment

6. Developed a community/ staff relationship that was valued 
9. Looking to the Future: 

    What Role should Councillors take in Village Planning and Development?
 
...............................................................................................................................

10. Any other comments?




………………………………………………………………………

THANK YOU
Staff Questionnaire

Introduction

The Villages Development Programme was started by Council in 2004 as a new way of involving communities (villages) in developing projects in their area.  Over the past 3 years there has been an annual budget of $1M and much experience has been gained.  This review of the programme will advise Council on how best to position Community (Villages) Planning in the next 3 years.  It will also assist staff improve the processes that support the programme.

Brian Hasell (Hasell Consulting Ltd) is collecting information from those involved in the programme – City Councillors, other community representatives, stakeholders and Council staff.  If you would like further details or have any questions please call him on (04)4757989. or 0274 907 960

or email  hasellconsulting @snap.net.nz.

Please complete the questionnaire on the following pages, for the projects you have been involved with.  Please email or call Brian when you finished and he will collect it from you.   Thank you 
Name ................................................Date............................................................

Contact Details: Phone......................Email..........................................................................

1. What has been your role in the programme?  When?  Where?

.

Thinking about implementing a programme, there are two stages – developing a project and then building it.  Can we talk about some specific examples where you have been involved ?

Developing projects: 

Project Name



 ..................................................................................................................

2. What went well?




 .........................................................................................................




……………………………………………………………………..

3. What was not so good?





................................................................................................





………………………………………………………………

4. How could that be fixed?





.............................................................................................





…………………………………………………………….

5. Other comments?




..........................................................................................................




………………………………………………………………………

6. Overall, How would you rate the Project Development Stage? Please circle 

Excellent
 Good

OK

Poor

Very Poor

7. Was the final project you developed with the community better than the original? Please circle 
Much Better

Better

Same

Worse

Much Worse

Developing Projects

Project Name



 ..................................................................................................................

2. What went well?




 .........................................................................................................




……………………………………………………………………..

3. What was not so good?





................................................................................................





………………………………………………………………

4. How could that be fixed?





.............................................................................................





…………………………………………………………….

5. Other comments?




..........................................................................................................




………………………………………………………………………

6. Overall, How would you rate the Project development Stage? Please circle 

Excellent
 Good

OK

Poor

Very Poor

7. Was the final project you developed with the community better than the original? Please Circle

Much Better

Better

Same

Worse

Much Worse

Project Construction
Project Name



 ..................................................................................................................

8. What went well?




 .........................................................................................................




……………………………………………………………………..

9. What was not so good?





................................................................................................





………………………………………………………………

10. How could that be fixed?





.............................................................................................





…………………………………………………………….

11. Other comments?




..........................................................................................................




………………………………………………………………………

12. Overall, How would you rate the Project Construction stage? Please circle 

Excellent
 Good

OK

Poor

Very Poor

Project Construction
Project Name



 ..................................................................................................................

8. What went well?




 .........................................................................................................




……………………………………………………………………..

9. What was not so good?





................................................................................................





………………………………………………………………

10. How could that be fixed?





.............................................................................................





…………………………………………………………….

11. Other comments?




..........................................................................................................




………………………………………………………………………

12. Overall, How would you rate the Project Construction stage? Please circle 

Excellent
 Good

OK

Poor

Very Poor

Communications and Reporting 

Now I would like your views on the Communications and Reporting that is part of the programme.  There are 2 aspects to this – communications with the community (by staff and Council) and reporting and oversight within the council systems.

Communications with the Community 

(individual contacts / group contacts and meetings/ printed material)

Project Name



 ..................................................................................................................

13. What went well?




 .........................................................................................................




……………………………………………………………………..

14. What was not so good?





................................................................................................





………………………………………………………………

15. How could that be fixed?





.............................................................................................





…………………………………………………………….

16. Other comments?




..........................................................................................................




………………………………………………………………………

17. Overall, How would you rate Communications with the Community?     Please circle 

Excellent
 Good

OK

Poor

Very Poor

Communications with the Community

 (individual contacts/ group contacts and meetings/ printed material)

Project Name



 ..................................................................................................................

13. What went well?




 .........................................................................................................




……………………………………………………………………..

14. What was not so good?





................................................................................................





………………………………………………………………

15. How could that be fixed?





.............................................................................................





…………………………………………………………….

16. Other comments?




..........................................................................................................




………………………………………………………………………

17. Overall, How would you rate Communications with the Community?     Please circle 

Excellent
 Good

OK

Poor

Very Poor

Communications with the Community – other matters
18. Are you involved in helping communities with other information, beyond your direct project responsibilities? Please circle
    Yes     No

If Yes, please give details





................................................................................................





………………………………………………………………

19. What support for this role is available? 





..................................................................................






……………………………………………………..

.

20. Suggestions for other support needed for this role?





……………………………………………………..






……………………………………………………..

Reporting (within Council) on progress with your projects

21. What went well? 




.........................................................................................................




…………………………………………………………………….

22. What was not so good?




..........................................................................................................




………………………………………………………………………

23. How could that be fixed?





.............................................................................................





…………………………………………………………….

24. Other comments?




..........................................................................................................




………………………………………………………………………

Staffing Matters
25.Are your responsibilities for work on this programme clearly set out? Circle


Yes    No

26.Do you have other responsibilities?


Yes    No

27.If Yes – What are they and how do you divide your time?






............................................................................






…………………………………………………

28. Do you have any over- riding priorities set for you? Give details



………………………………………………………………………

Project Management

Any suggestions on more effective ways to manage villages projects in future?


29. Managing Project duration?




........................................................................................................


30. Managing Project cost?




.........................................................................................................


31. Managing Project quality?




......................................................................................................


32. Selection of Project Managers?






.............................................................................

33.Any areas where you would welcome further training or support?  Specify


………………………………………………………………………………………


………………………………………………………………………………………


....................................................................................................................................

34. Any other comments about staffing matters?







........................................................................







………………………………………………

Summary Views

Finally, from your knowledge of the programme, can you assess to what extent the programme has delivered on the original six objectives set by Council - summarised below.

35. Please rate the part of the programme you have been involved in using a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 indicating that the programme fully achieved against that objective,

and 1 indicating little or no achievement. 

Objectives







Rating 1 to 5
	

	

	

	

	

	


1. Fair and equitable (all parties views valued, fair processes)











...

2. Enhanced community ownership

3. True to the vision and character of the village

4. Added value, beyond normal business

5. Enhanced the built environment

6. Developed a community/ staff relationship that was valued 
36. Are there any other objectives or performance criteria you think should be used in future?  


...................................................................................................................................


.....................................................................................................................................

37. Any other comments?




………………………………………………………………………

THANK YOU   
Communities Questionnaire

Introduction

The Villages Development Programme was started by Council in 2004 as a new way of involving communities (villages) in developing projects in their area.  Over the past 3 years there has been an annual budget of $1M and much experience has been gained.  This review of the programme will advise Council on how best to position Community (Villages) Planning in the next 3 years.  It will also assist staff improve the processes that support the programme.

Brian Hasell (Hasell Consulting Ltd) is collecting information from those involved in the programme – City Councillors, other community representatives, stakeholders and Council staff.  His report will be submitted to Council in October 2008.  If you would like further details or have any questions please call him on (04)4757989;  0274 907 960 or email  hasellconsulting @snap.net.nz.

Thank you 
1. Over what time have you been involved in the programme and what has been your role? (eg 2005 – 08)

Thinking about implementing a programme, there are two stages – developing a project and then building it.  Can we talk about some specific examples where you have been involved ?

Developing projects: 

Project Name



 ..................................................................................................................

2. What went well?

3. What was not so good?





................................................................................................

4. How could that be fixed?





.............................................................................................

5. Other comments?




..........................................................................................................

6. Overall, How would you rate the Project Development Stage? Please circle 

Excellent
 Good

OK

Poor

Very Poor

7. Was the final project you developed with the community better than the original? Please circle 
Much Better

Better

Same

Worse

Much Worse

Developing Projects

Project Name



 ..................................................................................................................

2. What went well?




 .........................................................................................................

3. What was not so good?





................................................................................................

4. How could that be fixed?





.............................................................................................

5. Other comments?




..........................................................................................................

6. Overall, How would you rate the Project development Stage? Please circle 

Excellent
 Good

OK

Poor

Very Poor

7. Was the final project you developed with the community better than the original? Please Circle

Much Better

Better

Same

Worse

Much Worse

Project Construction
Project Name



 ..................................................................................................................

8. What went well?




 .........................................................................................................




……………………………………………………………………..

9. What was not so good?





................................................................................................





………………………………………………………………

10. How could that be fixed?





.............................................................................................





…………………………………………………………….

11. Other comments?




..........................................................................................................




………………………………………………………………………

12. Overall, How would you rate the Project Construction stage? Please circle 

Excellent
 Good

OK

Poor

Very Poor

Project Construction
Project Name



 ..................................................................................................................

8. What went well?




 .........................................................................................................

9. What was not so good?





................................................................................................

10. How could that be fixed?





.............................................................................................

11. Other comments?




..........................................................................................................

12. Overall, How would you rate the Project Construction stage? Please circle 

Excellent
 Good

OK

Poor

Very Poor

Communications and Reporting 

There are a variety of ways that are available to encourage good two way communication between the Council and the communities (villages) that are part of the programme.  They include one-on-one or group contacts by staff, meetings at the Council offices or in the community, and printed or electronic material about the programme and individual projects.
Project Name



 ..................................................................................................................

13. What worked?




 .........................................................................................................

14. What was not so good?





................................................................................................

15. How could that be fixed?





.............................................................................................

16. Other comments?




..........................................................................................................

17. Overall, How would you rate Communications with your Community?     


Please circle 

Excellent
 Good

OK

Poor

Very Poor

Communications and Reporting 

Project Name



 ..................................................................................................................

13. What went well?




 .........................................................................................................

14. What was not so good?





................................................................................................

15. How could that be fixed?





.............................................................................................

16. Other comments?




..........................................................................................................

17. Overall, How would you rate Communications with your Community?     


Please circle 

Excellent
 Good

OK

Poor

Very Poor

.

Summary Views

Finally, from your knowledge of the programme, can you assess to what extent the programme has delivered on the original six objectives set by Council - summarised below.

35. Please rate the part of the programme you have been involved in using a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 indicating that the programme fully achieved against that objective,

and 1 indicating little or no achievement. 

Objectives







Rating 1 to 5
	

	

	

	

	

	


1. Fair and equitable (all parties views valued, fair processes)











...

2. Enhanced community ownership

3. True to the vision and character of the village

4. Added value, beyond normal business

5. Enhanced the built environment

6. Developed a community/ staff relationship that was valued 
36. Are there any other objectives or performance criteria you think should be used in future?  


...................................................................................................................................

37. Any other comments?




………………………………………………………………………

THANK YOU
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