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Southland, New Zealand 

 
ICMA International Best Practices 2004 
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Local Government Data 

Form of Government 
Southland Regional Council (known as 
Environment Southland.) 
 
Southland District Council 
Invercargill City Council 
Gore District Council  
Clutha District Council 

Provincial Structure involves 
Regional Council ( Responsible for 
environmental management planning, water 
catchments, air quality, coastal planning etc) 
Territorial Local Authority – Southland Province 
Territorial Local Authority - Southland 
Territorial Local Authority - Southland 
Territorial Local Authority – Otago Province. 

Legislative Body  
Southland Regional Council 
Southland District Council 
Invercargill City Council 
Gore District Council 
Clutha District Council 

 
12 member council – Chair elected by members 
12 member council – Mayor elected at large 
8   member council – Mayor elected at large 
11 member council – Mayor elected at large 
14 member council – Mayor elected at large 

Population 
Southland Regional Council 
 
     Southland District council 
     Invercargill City council 
     Gore District Council 
Clutha District Council 
Total: 

 
  91,000       (The regional council overlaps three 
other participants in service area & population) 
  30,000 
  49,000 
  12,000 
  17,000 
108,000 

Area (in square kilometres) 
Southland Region 
 
Southland District council 
Invercargill City council 
Gore District Council 
Clutha District Council 

 
32,279     (The regional council overlaps three 
other participants in service area & population) 
30,979 
     491 
  1,251 
  6,362 

Budget 
Southland Region 
Southland District council 
Invercargill City council 
Gore District Council 
Clutha District Council 

  $NZ  million                         $ AU million 
        20                                 18 
        36                                          33 
        62                                          54 
        16                                          14 
        24                                          22 

Major Types of Revenue Sources in FY2003 
Southland Region 
Southland District council 
Invercargill City council 
Gore District Council 
Clutha District Council 
 

 
Regional Council - 33% rates, 33% user charges, 
33% investments 
 
District and City councils – typically 60% rates, 
10 %  other income, 30% subsidies and user 
charges. 
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Number of Employees 
Southland Region 
Southland District council 
Invercargill City council 
Gore District Council 
Clutha District Council 
 

 
80 FTE 
120 FTE 
229 FTE 
65 FTE 
50 FTE 

Socio-Economic Indictors 
   Median Household Income (in local currency) 
   Median Household Income (in Australian $) 
   Homeownership Rate  
   Percentage of University Graduates 

 
$41,045 NZ 
$36,940 Au 
75% home ownership 
8.1% is the national figure. 

Leading Employers (including names of 
employers and industry sectors) 

Agriculture - milk production (Fonterra), sheep, 
beef (Alliance Freezing Company) and cropping. 
Aluminium smelter (Comalco), tourism – 
notably Milford Sound (Real Journeys) and 
Stewart Island  

Other Distinguishing Characteristics Southland has 3400 kms of coastline, 5300 
farms, 6,000 million tons of coal reserves, 6200 
kms of roading, and a great pride in its ability to 
make things happen.  

 
NOTE: One source for estimated currency conversions is the Website at: 
http://www.expedia.com/pub/agent.dll?qscr=curc&&zz=1008356586181&  
 
 
 

Currency Exchange Rates 
 
 1,000 Australian 

dollars =  
1,000 Indian 
rupees = 

1,000 New 
Zealand dollars 
= 

1,000 South 
African rand = 

1,000 US 
dollars = 

Australian dollars 1,000 31 871 204 1,353 
Indian rupees 32,237 1,000 28,064 6,562 43,611 
New Zealand dollars 1,149 36 1,000 234 1,554 
South African rand 4,912 152 4,276 1,000 6,646 
US dollars 739 23 643 150 1,000 
Other currencies (per 1,000 Australian dollars) 

410 British pounds 
996 Canadian dollars 
620 European euro 

6,361,510 Indonesian rupiahs 
80,507 Japanese yen 
54,365 Nepalese rupees 
39,843 Philippine pesos 
29,132 Thai baht 

 

11,642,896 Vietnamese dongs 
Rates as of April 20, 2004, quoted by Expedia.com 
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Our Way - Southland’s Shared Services Forum  

Southland District Council, New Zealand 
 

ICMA International Best Practices 2004 
21-22 May 2004, Melbourne, Australia 

 
 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The region of Southland, New Zealand used to be legendary for its conservatism, but that’s a thing 
of the past – in local government circles anyway. 
 
Three years ago, all four of the local authorities decided to explore ways in which they could 
cooperate and progress on cross-boundary issues while maintaining each council’s fiercely guarded 
political independence.  So in October 2000 the Southland District, Invercargill City, Gore District 
and Environment Southland (our Regional Council) joined with neighbouring Clutha District to 
form the Shared Services Forum. 
 
Each council appointed two elected members, an alternate plus its Chief Executive to the forum, 
under independent (non-elected member) chairmanship. The administration was also provided via 
contract. 
 
The initiative was a significant step for all our councils - following a sporadic and largely 
unpopular flirtation through much of the 1990s with the idea of setting up a unitary authority.  By 
late 2000 there was a wary acceptance that if the councils could cooperate, we could achieve some 
of the desirable outcomes of amalgamation without loss of sovereignty. 
 
In practical terms, the southern councils had already been working together on joint projects, 
ranging from gravel management to civil defence.  The Mayors and Chairs met regularly and so did 
the four Chief Executives.  But there was no strategy for moving forward and committing to 
reducing duplication or addressing cross-boundary issues.  
 
Clutha District, which is outside the Southland boundary, opted to join our Forum because it 
recognised a significant community of interest with Southland in many areas. 
 
The Shared Services Forum was formally established as a Joint Committee of the Councils, 
meeting once a month at first.  It has no authority to make binding decisions, but makes 
recommendations to its member bodies. 
 
One of the early meetings included a brainstorming session to identify services that had the 
potential to be shared to a greater or lesser degree.  The priorities that emerged from this were rates 
collection, regulatory and consenting services (permitting/licensing), planning and IT/GIS.  Since 
then, we have made progress in these areas as well as several others, to the point that the Office of 
the Auditor General is using our Forum as an example of best practice for inter-council 
relationships. 
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So what have we achieved?  
 
For a combined investment of less than $60,000, the Shared Services Forum has generated savings 
of more than $1.3 million for the four Councils in the first two years of operation. 
 
Here is a sample of the projects we have run:- 
 
• Three of the five councils have jointly purchased new software operating systems, with joint 

installation and training, plus one server for all three Councils.  
• We have begun a three-year joint project to undertake the community outcomes process 

required so each Council can prepare its Long Term Council Community Plan. Dubbed “Our 
Way – Southland”, it includes the collective employment of a project manager and a joint 
consultation programme that will cover our whole region. 

• One rural fire authority has been created for the whole of Southland, incorporating not only all 
the councils, but also the government landowner – the Department of Conservation – and the 
major forestry operators. 

• Established a combined economic, community and tourism development organisation known as 
Venture Southland. 

• Planning staff of the member councils have adopted a protocol on shared planning policy. We 
are aiming for greater commonality in our respective district / regional plans. 

• Three of the Councils have aligned rates collection dates, shared advertising, and struck an 
informal arrangement to accept payment of each other’s rates. 

• The Councils have established a regional landfill and are investigating setting up a joint waste 
management service.  
 

As a result of the Forum’s work, our councils routinely look at new projects to see whether they 
would benefit from a joint approach. It is fair to say that inter-council relationships are on a strong 
footing, both among staff and the elected members. 
 
The Shared Services Forum has just moved to reduce the frequency of its meetings, because so 
many projects are underway and inter-council cooperation has built up its own momentum. The 
Forum has also matured to the point where we have agreed to dispense with an independent 
chairman, and elect a chair from among ourselves. 
 
It is not always easy, but it can be done; and our ratepayers love it! 
 
 
PROBLEM ASSESSMENT/INITIAL POLICY ENVIROMENT 
 
Background 
 
The concept of shared resources or collaboration has its origins in the private sector - and of course 
can be readily applied to local government and the public sector generally. 
 
Shared services create improvements that can be made through simplification and standardisation, 
as well as scaling and consolidation.  Within the corporate sector there are claims that shared 
services can achieve cost savings of up to 35-40%.  Transaction-based processes are often focussed 
on outputs - such as billing, payroll, finance, public relations, HR, procurement, IT and call centres.  
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growers.  A Principal Rural Fire Officer was appointed for this new combined authority.  Prior to 
this, the role was performed by various staff from the individual authorities, and no one person was 
responsible for the wider region. 
 
Following some debate, it was agreed to locate that person in the local authority with most rural 
fire permit applications – which was Southland District Council.  Dollar savings will definitely 
emerge from this project.  These will come from the future rationalisation of plant and equipment 
used throughout the region.  When all the different agencies was analysed, it soon became apparent 
that there were needs in parts of the region which could be filled by surplus equipment in other 
areas.  
 
There will also be considerable benefits in organising training for our volunteers and fire-fighting 
staff.  No fire stations have been closed at this stage, and because of the voluntary nature of the 
rural fire fighting capability, no one has lost a job through this initiative. 
 
The biggest challenge in this useful collaboration was convincing the private sector forestry 
companies – as represented by Southern Plantations Ltd - to have confidence that local government 
was the place to base and run the operation. 
 
Venture Southland - Venture Southland is now well established as Southland’s independent 
economic, tourism and community development agency.  It was created from the activities 
previously managed separately by Invercargill City Council, Gore District Council and Southland 
District Council.  Its structure enables it to comply with current requirements for attracting 
government funding.  As such it is able to obtain significant grants for initiatives in Southland.  
Since its establishment it has attracted an estimated $4.5 million of outside funding to the region.  
Much of this has been in the form of economic development grants from Central Government. 
 
Under its own chief executive, the agency is housed in its own offices located independent of its 
council funders.  The agency employs approximately 30 staff who are working on up to 200 
projects at any one time. 

 
Governance of Venture Southland is by way of a joint committee or board made up of councillors 
from each of the contributing councils, as well as appointed private sector individuals with 
experience in tourism and business promotion.  This board determines the activities plan of 
Venture, having regard to the business plan requests made to it by the funding authorities.  Not all 
projects cover the whole region, and indeed many are specific to individual communities. 
 
Venture Southland reports quarterly to each of its council funders and to the wider community.  
Efforts are made to ensure that there is an even spread of activities across the councils – to reflect 
their budget input.  This budget was set at the levels of expenditure already in existence at the time 
it was agreed to merge the three agencies.  Each council has agreed to continue with that level of 
funding – inflation-adjusted each year - for a period of five years.  
 
One of Venture Southland’s major successes has been the Southland Broadband Project, which has 
just been launched with the infrastructure provided by Vodafone and Walker Wireless.  It is fully 
compliant with and receives funding from the Government as part of the Project Probe - broadband 
for schools - initiative.  Venture Southland’s role in this project was to facilitate the aggregation of 
potential demand for broadband capacity, and then go to the market with a major group of potential 
customers - to create a competitive bidding situation between the potential service providers.  As 
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part of that aggregation, we had support from both the education and the health sectors – both of 
whom wanted access to high speed capacity. 
 
The project will deliver via wireless technology high speed broadband into 95% of the homes and 
businesses in the region.  It will have the added benefit of significantly improving cell phone 
coverage throughout the region as a direct result of the installation of the additional 14 cell phone 
towers, which are also points of presence for wireless broadcast. 
 
Venture Southland is widely showcased to other councils throughout New Zealand and is certainly 
a shared service success. 
 
Shared Planning Policy - Our planning team developed the proposal for shared Planning Policy 
Development.  The result is that where there are opportunities to develop a regional approach to 
new planning issues, we now have an agreed way to capitalise on them.  The paper was presented 
in June 2002 and adopted by the councils in July of 2003. 
 
Waste Management. - The combined councils have been successful in negotiating a long-term 
contract for the disposal of the region’s waste.  Originally, the councils were working together to 
find and get consent for a council-owned landfill site.  This work had been highly controversial for 
the councils.  The “NIMBY” (“not in my back yard”) lobby was widespread and vociferous.  In the 
heat of public debate, bags of garbage were emptied on the floor of the Invercargill City Council 
chamber during one of their more colourful and malodorous meetings. 
 
At the final hour before the consenting process was about to commence, a proposal was brought 
forward by the AB Lime Company to develop a sanitary landfill at its quarry near Winton.   This 
was encouraged and supported by the combined councils.  They worked with the applicant to 
ensure the best outcome for the community.  It was a landmark day when the notification period for 
objections closed without a single objection to the final decision made by Environment Southland’s 
Consents Committee.  
 
Also underway is a combined waste strategy to target waste reduction to landfill, address funding, 
trade waste and organic waste targets.  Waste minimisation and education are significant elements 
of this strategy.  All the Southland councils have agreed that it would be sensible to collaborate to 
produce a combined waste strategy for Southland.  It is expected that once this work is completed, 
the councils will then work towards establishing a single management unit to control and manage 
all the waste activities for Southland. 
 
Civil Defence - Well in advance of the passage of the Civil Defence and Emergency Management 
Act 2002, Southland’s civil defence officers were working on a combined civil defence and 
emergency management (CDEM) structure.  As it happened, the legislators did eventually catch up 
with us and the CDEM Committee is now well established.  
 
Multi Employer Collective Agreement - MECA - The councils have also worked with the Public 
Services Association (PSA) Union to create what was the first local government multi-employer 
collective agreement reached in New Zealand under the new Employment Relations Act.  This has 
recently been reviewed as part of the two-yearly contract re-negotiation.  This required all the Chief 
Executives to be gathered at the negotiating table along with the Human Resources staff from each 
of the councils. 
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As at the time of preparing this report, there is some feeling that this particular initiative may not 
work to the advantage of the member councils.  What tends to happen is the unions try to cherry-
pick the best of conditions from each of the employer schedule agreements, and apply those 
conditions to all the staff covered by this agreement. 
 
Thus, while the agreement has been signed off for a further two-year period, it is likely the council 
employers will be seeking to break up the MECA.  Terms can still be compared between councils, 
but negotiating on behalf of employees for different sized and shaped organisations with different 
sets of responsibilities may be more than we can cope with. 
 
 
COSTS/SAVINGS/FISCAL IMPACT 
 
The share of funding was agreed as follows: 
 
Southland District Council 25% 
Invercargill City Council 25% 
Environment Southland 25% 
Gore District Council 12.5% 
Clutha District Council 12.5% 
 
It was agreed the Southland District Council would administer the Joint Committee, which 
involved sending invoices to the contributing councils and paying the costs involved in running the 
Forum. 
 
Note:  There has been no overhead charge by the Southland District Council for this service.  
Amounts payable for the initial fund year: 
 
Southland District Council $7,500 
Invercargill City Council $7,500 
Environment Southland $7,500 
Gore District Council $3,750 
Clutha District Council $3,750 
Total     $30,000 
(All figures in New Zealand dollars)  

 
It was agreed that the above amounts would be invoiced in two separate six-monthly payments.  
This has proven sufficient to fund the annual operation of the Joint Committee (as meetings fees 
were the responsibility of each member council).  The annual fees budgeted have recently been 
reduced by 50% as a result of the reduction in meeting frequency. 
 
The above budget covered the costs of the meeting fees for the Chairman, secretarial fees, 
photocopying, travel fees for guest speakers, and the like.  The prime function of the Chairman was 
to preside over the meetings of the forum.  While he was in regular contact with the Chief 
Executive of the administrating authority and with the Forum secretary between meetings, this time 
commitment was minimal. 
 
Surpluses retained from these funds have been used to study project opportunities (e.g. Planning 
Policy) and more recently to fund the initial “Our Way – Community Outcomes Project” costs.  
(See above). 
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SUMMARY 
 
The above projects are some of the key initiatives which the partnering councils of the Shared 
Services Joint Committee have worked on over the past 30 months.  Each has contributed to 
making local government operations in the wider region more efficient, without compromising the 
independence or sovereignty of any member council.  
 
Several projects are still under development by various staff teams.  In anyone’s terms, the activity 
has been considerable and in the views of the combined Chief Executives, has been very 
successful.  We believe that we have managed to develop a new paradigm for local government in 
southern New Zealand.  Collaboration is now part of day-to-day decision-making.  Regular 
meetings between the Chief Executives and other managerial groups (human resources, rating 
officers, planners, IT and communications staff and others) are assisting with this. 
 
Recently the Shared Services Forum resolved to decrease the frequency of its meetings from two-
monthly to quarterly because of the large number of projects underway, which are stretching staff 
resources.  The number of projects completed has contributed towards breaking down the internal 
barriers, and there is more widespread acceptance of collaboration. Indeed, it would seem that 
sharing has become “Our Way of Working.”  
 
For a combined investment of less that $60,000, the Southland Shared Services Forum has 
generated savings for projects within the group totalling in excess of $1.3 million.  This does not 
include projects and funding generated by Venture Southland.  It has also created an ongoing and 
positive attitude for collaboration.  Relationships between the councils and staff are very positive.  
Accordingly, the Chief Executives believe that the Forum has been and will continue to be a great 
success. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
• Memorandum of Understanding  
• Inaugural Meeting Minutes 
• Workshop Minutes 
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Southland, New Zealand 
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WORKSHOP – GROUP DISCUSSION EXERCISES 
 
1. Briefly share amongst your table group any examples of collaboration with your neighbouring 

authorities or agencies.  In your experience, is collaboration becoming more common as a mode 
of delivering local government services?                                            5 minutes 
 

2. Take an example of a local government initiative that could be pursued collaboratively, and 
splitting your group into two, have one half brainstorm (at a high level) the possible benefits 
and the other half the likely risks.  Record your work and highlight the 3 most relevant benefits 
& risks.                                 10 minutes    

 
The next 3 questions are shared amongst Tables                

 
3. In the context of your brainstorming example, how would you deal with potential political or 

employee/labour group opposition to sharing services? 
 
4. How would you structure a partnership to prevent one jurisdiction from gaining undue 

advantage, such as in economic development?   
 
5. What services would you never share, and why not?               10 minutes 
 

Final Question for all Tables        
 
6. Is sharing services simply a preliminary step towards consolidation of local authorities? What 

does this process achieve that might counter such a threat?   5 minutes 
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Southland Shared Services Forum -- Memorandum of Understanding  
October 2000 

 
1. BACKGROUND 
 

1.1 The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) is to define and agree 
upon the responsibilities of the Southland District Council, Environment Southland, 
Invercargill City Council, Gore District Council and Clutha District Council (the 
primary parties), who have committed to advance the sharing of local government 
services in Southland. 

1.2 The Forum has been initiated to foster understanding between the parties and promote 
a regional approach to shared services. 

1.3 The scope of this MoU covers the intentions of the parties, their responsibilities, 
measures of effectiveness and the ongoing administration of the MoU. 

1.4 The parties will at all times seek a co-operative approach to addressing issues of 
regional significance. 

1.5 The parties believe that this MoU is an important step to formalise, build and 
strengthen the constructive relationships that already exist between them (see 
attached). 

1.6 This initial MoU will be completed between the primary parties responsible for 
development of a Shared Services Strategy, namely: 

 
 • Southland District Council 
 • Environment Southland 
 • Invercargill City Council 
 • Gore District Council 
 • Clutha District Council 
 
1.7 Subsequent Memoranda of Understanding may be entered into by the parties with 

other regional implementation agencies, such as: 
 
 • Transit New Zealand Limited 
 • Transfund 
 • Other utility companies 
 • Other central government departments and agencies, eg health and education 
 • Private sector organisations 

 
together with any other bodies which may be created as a result of central and local 
government service delivery reviews. 
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2. INTENTION OF THE PARTIES 

2.1 The parties are committed to the vision, outcomes and principles of the Forum.   

2.2 The parties will implement the Strategy through the various statutory and non-
statutory mechanisms available to them. 

2.3 The parties agree to form strategic relationships with regional infrastructure service 
providers, regional implementation agencies and Central Government agencies, 
through understandings and agreements expressed via this MoU. 

2.4 The parties undertake to fund their own costs associated with the Shared Services 
Forum to the extent necessary to confirm the ongoing relevance of the strategy and to 
share information of regional significance. 

2.5 The parties also agree to ensure regional consistency between, and to give effect to, 
other regional management strategies, namely: 

 • The Regional Land Transport Strategy 
 • The Passenger Transport Action Plan 
 • The Regional Stormwater Strategy 
 • (Any others) 

 subject to these strategies being adopted by the respective parties. 
 
 
 
3. RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
3.1 The parties agree to resource the implementation of the Shared Services Strategy 

through their Annual Plans, subject to commitments that have already been made 
under their longer-term plans and strategies (see 3.2).  The parties also agree to report 
on how they have supported the implementation of the Shared Services Strategy, 
through key result areas and clear financial disclosure, in their Annual Reports. 

 
3.2 The parties agree that by no later than the 2003/4 financial year their: 
 
 • Strategic plans 
 • Long term financial strategies 
 • Asset management plans; and 
 • Funding policies 
 
 will clearly identify and support the implementation of the Shared Services Strategy, 

through key result areas and clear financial disclosure. 
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3.3 The parties acknowledge that there are likely to be three layers of understandings and 
agreements about the location and capacity for sharing services: 

 
 • Regional - the Strategy itself 
 • Sector activities - involving more than one territorial authority 
 • Local - within a particular territorial authority 
 
3.4 The parties agree to develop agreements encouraging economic development growth 

in both urban and rural areas.  Economic development generally is likely to be a 
primary focus of the Forum. 

3.5 The Shared Services Forum will review and endorse sector and local area agreements 
as may be developed from time to time to ensure regional consistency and integrated 
management. 

3.6 The parties also agree that within a reasonable time frame they will initiate changes to 
the  relevant sections of their Regional and District Plans under the Resource 
Management Act 1991 to ensure consistency with the Shared Services Strategy, and 
to implement the endorsed sector and area based agreements. 

3.7 The Shared Services Forum will identify the timing and sequencing of regionally 
significant infrastructure to promote regional consistency and integrated management 
of the provision of services. 

3.8 The parties also agree that a consistent approach to meeting the regions capital needs 
in a timely manner is an important implementation pre requisite.  The parties agree to 
fully adopt the approach to capital allocation and funding modifications as specified 
in the Local Government Act and to reach a common understanding about how assets 
are valued and how services are funded. 

 
 
 
4. MEASURE OF EFFECTIVENESS 
 
4.1 The parties agree that an annual Shared Services Forum performance review will be 

undertaken by the Forum which will identify the effectiveness of the strategy and 
commission any further research necessary to either confirm or support changes to the 
strategy. 

 
 
5. EFFECTIVE DATE, AMENDMENT AND RENEWALS OF THIS MoU 
 
5.1 This MoU will take effect when all of the parties named in Section 7 have signed. 
 
5.2 This MoU may be amended from time to time by agreement between the parties. 
 
5.3 This MoU will remain in effect until superseded or suspended by mutual agreement 

by all parties. 
 
5.4 The parties will at all times seek a co-operative approach to addressing issues of 

regional significance and mutual interest.  
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5.5 The intention of the parties is that approval of work programmes, and sector or area 
based agreements, will be achieved by co-operation and consensus.  However, in a 
situation where matters remain unresolved, the parties concerned will use mediation 
to resolve these matters. 

 
5.6 The parties agree that this MoU will be reviewed within five years of its signing or at 

any time agreed to by the parties. 
 
 
 
6. ADMINISTRATION 
 
 This agreement will be administered by the Shared Services Forum on behalf of the 

signatories. 
 
 
 
TECHNICAL APPENDIX 
A key tool for implementing the Shared Services Strategy are sector and local area 
agreements. These agreements may manifest themselves as plans or strategies.  They should 
include, but not be limited to, descriptions of the following components: 

• How the sector, or local area agreement, meets the vision, outcomes and principles of 
the Shared Services Strategy. 

 
• How communities were involved in the development of the agreement. 
 
• Indicative timing and sequencing of significant elements. 
 
• The distribution of costs and benefits that are expected from the sector or local area 

agreement. 
 
• How key components will be funded. 
 
• The risks and contingencies of implementing the sector or local area agreement. 
 
• Any statutory changes that may be required. 
 
• The roles and expectations of different parties, eg Forum members, Central 

Government agencies and the private sector; 

• How the relative success of the agreement will be monitored and the process for its 
review. 
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CONFIDENTIAL 
 
MINUTES OF THE FIRST MEETING OF THE JOINT COUNCIL WORKING PARTY – 
SHARED SERVICES FORUM, HELD IN THE EVE POOLE LIBRARY MEETING 
ROOM, DEE STREET, INVERCARGILL ON WEDNESDAY 25 OCTOBER 2000 AT 1.00 
P.M. 
 
PRESENT:  Mr M Ross, Chief Executive Southland District Council   

Cr S Anderson 
   Cr B Dillon 
   Cr J Frew 
 
   Mr R King, General Manager Invercargill City Council 
   Cr N Boniface 

Cr L Crimp 
 
Mr O Pickles, Chief Executive Gore District Council 
Cr J Wairepo 
Cr C Bolger 
Cr J Cunningham 
 
Mr L McKenzie, General Manager, Environment Southland  
Cr T Tapper 
Cr T Hicks. 
 
Mr C Keogh, Chief Executive Clutha District Council. 
 

IN ATTENDANCE: Mr M Cockeram, Secretarial Services. 
 
1. APPOINTMENT OF INTERIM CHAIRMAN. 
 

Proposed Cr Boniface, seconded Cr Hicks and AGREED that Cr J Frew be the  Chairman 
of the current meeting. 

 
2. APOLOGIES 
 
 Cr D Carter 

Mr C Keogh for late arrival  
 
Proposed Cr Hicks, seconded Cr Tapper and AGREED that the apologies be accepted 

 
3. MEETING SCHEDULE/TIMING. 
 

Mr Ross advised that the Chief Executives have been meeting regularly and that similar 
matters to those on the agenda of this meeting have been part of their discussions. It was 
now recommended that there should be regular meetings of elected representatives on the 
same theme. 

 
Proposed Cr Hicks, seconded Cr Tapper and AGREED that the next meeting be held on 22 
November 2000 at 1 pm and the following one on 13 December 2000 at 1 pm.. 
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It was also agreed that the next meeting would be held in the Library Meeting Room (but 
see paragraph 11.1 in these minutes). 

 
4. PROTOCOL AND LEGAL MATTERS 
 
4.1 Representatives attending and voting. 
 

Discussions on the protocol for the meetings included the following points: 
• Decisions should be by consensus, even if this requires that items require more 

discussion. 
• When the time comes to make recommendations to Council some form of formal 

structure will be needed. 
• The idea of consensus discussions is good, but there should only be two voting 

members from each Council. 
• It will be difficult for alternate representatives to pick up the thread of the 

discussions if they do not attend meetings. 
• All should attend, if possible, but I agree with only two voting. 
• All representatives should get the minutes. 
• If all three attend there should be care to avoid excessive debate 

 
The Chairman advised that he saw the consensus decision as being that there would be  
two votes per Council, that alternates could attend if they chose to do so and that 
decisions would be made by consensus whenever possible. 

 
4.2 Chief Executives. 
 

Discussion included: 
• If the meeting structure became that of a Joint Committee, then Chief Executives 

could not vote as staff cannot be on a formal Council Committee. 
• The Chief Executives do not want to vote, so it’s academic. 
• It would be unwise for Chief Executives to vote but they should have full speaking 

rights. 
 

The Chairman advised that he saw that the consensus decision to be that Chief 
Executives should have speaking rights, but not votes. 

 
Note: Mr C Keogh joined the meeting. 

 
4.3 Meeting Status 
 

Discussion included: 
• The status of the meeting would be best as a workshop, to allow full and free debate. 
• It will be critical as to just who is the facilitator. 
• This Committee has a recommending role and, if we make recommendations that’s a 

decision, which a workshop cannot make. 
• We have to work to the Local Government Act if we are making recommendations. 
• There will be a long process to get to the point of making any recommendations. 
• If we structure the meeting as a Joint Committee we will need to vote to exclude the 

public, and to give reasons for such a vote, if we want confidentiality.  
• Discussion has to be as open as possible. 
• If staff are to be affected we do not want discussion in open forum. 



 3

• This must wait until we have a facilitator in place. 
 

The Chairman advised that he saw the consensus decision to be for this matter to be 
held over to the next meeting.  

 
4.4 Payments and Co-opting 
 

Councillors accepted that payments to them was a matter for their own Councils. 
 

Members agreed that there was no barrier to them co-opting an additional member from 
time to time to assist them in areas requiring special expertise of experience. 

 
5. FACILITATOR 
 

Discussions included: 
• A professional person is needed and it has to be recognized that such a person will 

require funding commitments from participating Councils. 
• The person will need to be someone who can negotiate and coordinate, and be 

prepared to buy into the process. 
• A person from outside the province may be seen to be more independent. 
• The job will be, in effect, one day a month, involving the meeting and preparation 

time. 
• Whilst it would be a good idea to get our preferred people to do a presentation, the 

level of person we want may not wish to work that way. 
 

On a question being raised as to the involvement of the Clutha District Council, Mr Keogh 
stated that it was impractical for his Council to be on the sidelines in view of their links with 
the Gore District Council and the Southland District Council and also due to the information 
technology (IT) cooperation with the Invercargill City Council. 

 
Members suggested names for a facilitator. 

 
Proposed Cr Anderson, seconded Cr Hicks and AGREED that Cr Cunningham and Mr 
Ross approach the preferred candidates, those being Mr J Grant, Mr N McRae and Mr T 
Savage. 

 
Some Councillors advised that they did not know all the candidates so it would be useful to 
have a one-page CV of them 

 
There was additional discussion as to how the decision on who should be the facilitator 
could be made and on the factors that might affect the availability of those preferred. 

 
The Chairman advised that he saw that the consensus decision to be that, after the 
initial approaches were made by Cr Cunningham and Mr Ross they, together with Crs 
Hicks and Boniface, should combine to bring a recommendation for a facilitator 
forward and that each member of the forum should be given a brief CV of that person. 

 
Members AGREED that the role of the Facilitator, as described in the agenda of the current 
meeting, was appropriate 

 
6. BUDGET AND RESOURCING. 
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Mr Ross took the meeting through his suggestions , as outlined in the agenda. 
 

It was AGREED that Mr M Cockeram would be the provider of independent secretarial 
services and that he should use the resources of Councils as appropriate, e.g. for copying 
mailing etc. 

 
Members AGREED that they could accept the proposed budgets on behalf of their 
Councils, subject to formal ratification by each. 

 
Comment was made that there might be variations in the budget when the payment that 
would be appropriate for the facilitator was known 

 
The question was raised again as to the situation for the Clutha District Council and Mr 
Keogh advised that they wished to be actively involved and that there was political support 
in his Council for this.  

 
The Chairman advised that he saw the consensus decision to be that the Clutha 
District Council be invited to join the Joint Council Working Party Shared Services 
Forum. 

 
The impact of the participation of the Clutha District Council on the budget was discussed . 

 
Mr Ross suggested that all the costs should be paid, initially, by one Council and then be 
charged on to the others. 

 
Proposed Cr Boniface, seconded Cr Anderson and AGREED that funding be: 
Southland District Council 25% 
Invercargill City Council 25% 
Environment Southland 25% 
Gore District Council  12.5%  
Clutha District Council 12.5% 
and that the Southland District Council be the lead agency. 

 
7. AUCKLAND REGION SHARED SERVICES DOCUMENT. 
 

A copy of the document had been circulated. 
 
Mr Ross advised that it would be good to look at what was already in the market-place 
rather than just start with a blank sheet and, to that end, he had obtained the Auckland paper. 
He added that it would be possible to get a speaker from the Auckland Committee to talk 
about their work and that he had been invited to speak to their Committee about the 
Southland Forum’s’s plans. Mr Ross also briefed the meeting on his involvement with a 
Local Government New Zealand Working Group. 

 
Discussion included: 

• The document is good base material. 
• We would need our group to come up with a similar strategy document, which 

would then be made public. 
• One issue in which we differ from the Auckland situation is, of course, the size of 

our operations. 
• The process for the development of candidate services, in their paper, is a good way 

to filter things through. 
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• We will need a considerable amount of time to work through this. 
 

In response to a question Mr Ross advised that the CEO’s meetings would continue on the 
regular fortnightly basis, as at present 

 
Cr Cunningham asked that the CEO’s prepare a more refined paper, based on the Auckland 
version. 

 
Mr Ross pointed out that there was a need to handle the work progressively and suggested 
that, as the first sections were generic, they could be handled together. He stated that input 
from Councillors was imperative when it came to considering the vision . 

 
Proposed Cr Boniface, seconded Cr Cunningham and AGREED that the Chief Executives 
be requested to bring back to the forum a version, suitable for Southland, of the appropriate 
parts of the Auckland paper. 

 
8. MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.  
 

A proposal document had been circulated. 
 

It was questioned as to whether this could be recommended for adoption at the current 
meeting, or if it should wait until the Shared Services Forum was further down the track, but 
both Cr Boniface and Mr Ross stated their belief that it had to be taken to the constituent 
Councils promptly, to be signed off, for their commitment to the “vision, outcomes and 
principles” of the forum. 

 
Mr Ross also stated that Councils, as they became committed to the Forum, should forward 
further activities for consideration by the Forum. 

 
Proposed Cr Boniface, seconded Cr Hicks and AGREED that the Memorandum of 
Understanding be approved and forwarded for adoption by each of the five Councils. 

 
Mr Keogh asked that the IT cooperation between the Clutha District Council and the 
Invercargill City Council be added to the list of Inter-Council Cooperation Projects 
appended to the Memorandum. 

 
9. SHARED SERVICES CONFERENCE 
 

Mr Ross re-iterated his remarks in the agenda to the effect that he recommended Councils 
consider sending their Chief Executives and one Councillor to this Conference, despite its 
expense. He pointed out the value of networks between Regions. 

 
Mr Keogh added his support for the recommendation, stating that the value of networking 
should not be underestimated and that it would be good to see that the Southern Region was 
not alone in the work it was doing. 

 
The Chairman stated that attendance at the Conference was a matter for each of the 
individual Councils to consider. 
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10. COMBINED JOINT ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT UNIT – “THE ONE STOP 
SHOP” 

 
A proposal document had been circulated. 
 
Mr Ross advised that this idea had been discussed by the Invercargill City Council, the 
Southland District Council and Progress Southland and that the Chief Executives had been 
told to find a way forward. He suggested that the Tourism Southland model should be 
considered, recognising that economic development was a much larger concept to cover. 
 
Mr Keogh pointed out the cross-boundary issues, such as the Catlins, could well be 
incorporated. 
 
Cr Wairepo stated that she would not like to see the Tourism Southland model used too 
closely as the Gore District Council had put considerable funds into that enterprise, with not 
a lot of return. 
 
Comment was made that such matters were part and parcel of such an activity and that the 
Gore District Council would need to decide just what shared activities they wished to be 
involved in. 
 
Mr Pickles noted that more than they had contributed had come back to Gore. 
 
Continuing discussion included: 

• Invercargill doesn’t benefit greatly from Tourism Southland as most tourists just stay 
one night and move on. 

• Some areas win on the one hand and some on another. We have to maintain a 
regional approach. 

• Auckland haven’t included economic development, as such, in their list of potential 
candidates for shared services.  

 
Mr Ross confirmed that the Auckland effort was not primarily directed that way, but added 
that it had created a cluster of people who were definitely talking about the idea. 
 
Continuing discussion included: 

• Will ordinary ratepayers expect that the one stop shop will save money, because it 
may not do so directly, with another structure being created ? Can we convince them 
that development costs money? 

• The idea has to be considered in terms of collective strategic planning. 
• An example is the team from both the Southland District Council and the Gore 

District Council working on a concept plan for Mataura. The idea is to pull in 
resources when needed, not to recruit more staff. 

• We need to consider the personalities involved. The Executive Officer will need to 
be a strong person so that the idea doesn’t fall over when we bring it all together. 

• There may well be a cost spike when the structure is set up. 
• The matter would have gone through this group, but was already underway through 

Progress Southland. 
• Is the name Development Southland suitable ? 
• We don’t want the final set up to be too close to Progress Southland as the enterprise 

will be Council’s responsibility and Council funded, but the next step has to be that 
the proposal goes back to Progress Southland and then to Councils for debate. 
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• We have to be sure we don’t create a “tiger” of a structure, but a coordinator will be 
needed.  

 
Mr Ross pointed out that it had been the intention to form the unit from existing employees 
and that no additional head count was envisaged. 
Cr Cunningham spoke on the advantages of the idea for the Gore District Council as it 
presently had no economic development unit. 
 
Continuing discussion included: 

• We know that Tourism Southland is successful but not everyone believes this. 
• The public will support bringing the disparate functions together. 
• Different local authorities will do various things for the development work. 
• The only change will be the reporting structure. 
• Staff will have services contracts, essentially to do what they do now. 
• A great deal will depend on the Executive Officer. 
• Economic Development can be a big and dirty job. 

 
Mr Ross asked for feedback on the proposed make up of the Joint Committee of Councils, in 
light of the Chamber of Commerce saying that it was too heavy with Mayors and 
Councillors. 
 
Discussion included: 

• The four appointees will have to be very much the right people. 
• Would that mean a Joint Committee of fourteen if Clutha District Council join in? 

 
Mr Ross noted that he was a little uncertain of the Clutha District Council formal 
involvement in the combined unit as that Council had links with Tourism Dunedin. 
 
Mr Keogh stated that his Council may have relationships with both Southland and Dunedin 
and that, in the future, he could envisage a combined Southland and Otago tourism 
enterprise. 
He added that his Council already had many economic development cross border interests, 
e.g. dairy farming, water supplies, etc.   
 
Mr Ross pointed out that combined unit idea would have to go to the Clutha Economic 
Development Board for serious consideration of its future. He added that the  Southland 
District Council Tourism Committee would be disbanded if the unit went ahead and that it 
might mean the Clutha Economic Development Board would be disbanded also. 
 
Mr Keogh suggested that the Clutha Board might just have some political input. 
 
Mr King stated that, if the Councils were doing nothing at present, this structure might be 
just how it would be set up as a separate unit, but all the Councils were doing something at 
present so the idea and structure had to be viewed as project-based.  
 
Mr Ross suggested that the Joint Committee would set up the lines of the primary work 
contracts, in view of the present Invercargill City Council and Southland District Council 
employment situation. 
 
Mr King suggested that there could be difficulties with the “one employee having two 
bosses” situation, so the structure could evolve to be autonomous in time.  
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Mr Ross agreed with this concept, but suggested that it could only happen when all were 
sure that the model worked. 
 
Cr Boniface stressed the need to avoid losing good strong staff. 
 
Proposed Cr Wairepo, seconded Cr Anderson and AGREED that this Shared Services 
Forum endorses the general principles of the Single Economic Development Agency. 
 

11. GENERAL ITEMS 
 
11.1 Venue 
 

Dissatisfaction was expressed with acoustics of the Library meeting room and Mr Ross 
explained that he had tried to book the Community Trust of Southland Board Room as 
neutral venue, but it had not been available. 
Members expressed the opinion that the Working Party need not be too concerned about the 
use of Council venues as long as they were varied somewhat. 
The invitation from Cr Tapper for the use of the Environment Southland Board Room for 
the next meeting, subject to no prior booking, was accepted. 
 

11.2 Additional Ideas for Working Party Consideration. 
 

It was AGREED that this should wait until a facilitator was appointed. 
 

11.3 Press Contact. 
 

It was AGREED that Cr Frew, as interim Chairman, should make a press release, with the 
assistance of Mr Ross.  
 

There being no further business the meeting closed at 3.15 pm. 
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CONFIDENTIAL 
 
REPORT FROM A WORKSHOP HELD AT THE CLOSING OF THE THIRD MEETING OF 
THE JOINT COUNCIL WORKING PARTY, SHARED SERVICES FORUM, IN THE COUNCIL 
CHAMBER OF THE INVERCARGILL CITY COUNCIL, TOWN HALL, TAY STREET, 
INVERCARGILL ON WEDNESDAY 13 DECEMBER 2000.  
 
PRESENT:   Mr J  Grant Chairman 

 
Cr B Dillon, Southland District Council 

    Cr S Anderson 
   
    Cr N Boniface, Invercargill City Council  
    Cr L Crimp 
    Cr D Carter 
 

Cr J Wairepo, Gore District Council 
Cr C Bolger 
Cr J Cunningham 

 
Cr T Tapper  Environment Southland  
Cr T Hicks. 
Cr D Wilson 

 
Mayor J Hayes Clutha District Council  
Cr P McPherson 

 
IN ATTENDANCE:  Mr M Ross, Chief Executive Southland District Council  

Mr R King, General Manager Invercargill City Council 
Mr O Pickles, Chief Executive Gore District Council 
Mr L McKenzie, General Manager, Environment Southland 

     Mr C Keogh, Chief Executive Clutha District Council. 
Mr M Cockeram, Secretarial Services. 

 
1. APOLOGIES : Cr J Frew, Southland District Council  
    Cr S Anderson for late arrival. 
 
2. CHAIRMAN’S OPENING REMARKS 
 

Mr Grant’s opening comments included: 
• As well as discussion of the benefits of any proposal there is a need to consider risks. 
• On the agenda items “What services should be considered, Evaluating services” and 

“Examples” it is my suggestion that we aim to develop a list and assign some priorities, 
with a follow up by setting stronger priorities at the next meeting. 

• It seems from the discussions that a lot is being done already. 
• We have to be clear just what’s in and what’s not, ie there are joint efforts that should, 

perhaps, only come in front of this group for information. 
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3. DISCUSSIONS ON THE BASICS OF THE SHARED SERVICES FORUM 
 

Mr Ross advised that the Southland District Council had held a workshop on the possibilities for 
the Shared Services Forum to work on and asked if other councils had done so. The other CEO’s 
advised that there had been informal discussions in all cases, but nothing formal. 
 
Discussion included: 

• Clearly there will be debate over what should be considered. There has been between 
senior staff and there will be between us here. 

• The sharing must not dilute local democracy and local representation. 
• Of the candidates for sharing on the agenda there are a number already in place. 
• Sharing “back office” services will have different challenges from sharing outwards 

looking functions. 
• If the work we do changes the administration of local government in Southland then so be 

it. 
• If there is to be reshaping of democracy it must be by evolution and not be forced. 
• The “One Southland” initiatives have shown that everyone wants to keep their own patch. 
• Surely the Forum is about doing what’s doable and changes in local democracy may be an 

eventual outcome. 
• Logic must drive us toward efficiencies and we cannot achieve them artificially. 
• Scale of operation has to be considered, e.g. in Gore there are no specific payroll staff. 

That work is done by multi-skilled people, so combining Council payrolls could leave us 
short of staff for other functions. 

• There will be a need for networking and the basis could be different from that existing at 
present, e.g. Gore District Council and Clutha District Council might do the “back office” 
work for all, with the larger Councils doing the engineering and RMA work. 

• A lot revolves around the cultures of the various Councils. 
• Staff could be seconded for work, but still with each organisation having its own staff 

team.   
• We’re far too ahead of ourselves if we’re talking about staff at this stage. 
• There has to be recognition of existing facilities, e.g. the Environment Southland 

registered laboratory.  
• IT could bring us all together to give better service, not necessarily to make savings. For 

example GIS could be in one team which, with the same staff, give us a stronger 
organisation, but no huge savings. 

• Definitely critical mass issues are relevant. 
• We must not move ahead of, or against, public opinion. 
• Is it a matter of showing strong leadership or just going along with the public? 
• The public are expecting outcomes from the sharing of services. 
• We should storm ahead and forget about what the public think. To do otherwise is just a 

way of staying on at the next election. 
• There are so many things happening already, at officer level, I wonder just what the role of 

this Forum is going to be. 
• It is essential that the Forum gets behind whatever changes occur as there is a vital need 

for the Councillors on this group to push through the changes at Council meeting level.  
CEO’s and staff alone will never be able to sell the ideas fully to those Councillors who 
have not been part of the Forum.   

• There is a very strong public expectation of benefits from sharing services, so perhaps we 
should concentrate on a few things that we can do, initially. 

• The consents process is one we could tackle early on. 
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• Collectively, we in this room are not aware of what sharing is going on already, so how 
can we expect the public to be so. There has to be proper promotion and we have to tell the 
good things that are happening. 

• Part of the problem is that we have not clearly defined just what shared services means. 
• We should “look outside the square” for example PowerNet has 24 hour attendance, GIS 

systems and covers a substantial part of Southland  and into Otago. 
• We should definitely look at the involvement of third parties.   
• We have to consider three things when we look at any candidate for sharing: 

 Is it useful? 
 Is it helpful? 
 Will it do the job better? 

• There is a need for more promotion of Southland outside the region. Should there be 
VIN’s, with a Southland emphasis, established by us in northern centres. 

• There has to be an awareness of the benefits of multi-skilling and the danger on the other 
side of  people finishing up in “vertical silos” with no cross-communication. 

 
Mr King spoke on some of the risks that must not be lost sight of. His points included: 

• Loss of direct control 
• Loss of political identity 
• Reduction of staff security leading to the loss of good staff. 
• Conflicts of interest. 

 
As an example of how control could be lost Mr King explained the situation with electricity when 
United Electricity, in which the Invercargill City Council had a 25% shareholding, decided to go 
high-tech and close call-in service centres, of which the Invercargill City Council Administration 
building was one, and go to an 0800 number with no face to face contacts. There followed an 
history of wrong bills going out, up to 10% of callers dropping off the line without getting 
answers and people still approaching Council Staff who could only phone the 0800 number 
themselves.  Mr King pointed out that the only action available to Council, despite Council still 
being accountable, was to dismiss Council’s director on the United Board, this being a two-month 
process. 
 
The Chairman stressed the need for whatever the Forum did not to undermine local democracy 
and the need to keep matters in balance. 
 
Mr McKenzie spoke on the possible “dis-economies” of scale and cited an example of wok that 
had cost trhe Otago Regional Council $250,000 and Environment Southland $100,000. 
 

4. DISCUSSION KEY POINTS. 
 
 Some of the major points from the discussion included: 
 

• Shared Services is about doing what is doable.  
• Shared Services: 

 Needs further definition. 
 Must not undermine local democracy. 
 May include third parties. 
 May result in the re-shaping of administration. 
 Must tell the public what is being done as there is an expectation of outcomes. 

• Risks include: 
 Vertical Silos – ie lack of cross communication and multiskilling. 
 Loss of control. 
 Loss of identity 
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 Lack of flexibility 
 Moving too quickly ahead of Council and public opinion. 

• Initial ideas included sharing of: 
 IT. 
 GIS. 
 Waste reduction efforts. 
 Laboratory Services. 
 Resource Consenting. 
 VIN. 

• Ideas agree to be outside the frame for the time being, as already being worked on, were: 
 Civil Defence/Emergency Management. 
 Economic Development. 

 
It was agreed that this last two were to be the subjects of brief monthly reports on progress. 

 
5. IDEAS FOR CONSIDERATION 
 

The Chairman invited all present to put forward any, and all, ideas that came to mind for possible 
consideration for the sharing of services. The list included: 
 

 
IT 
GIS 
Waste reduction efforts. 
Laboratory services – 
Environment Southland  
Resource and Building 
Consenting 
Resource Planning 
VIN 
Call Centres 
Customer Service 
Libraries – rural 
 

 
Payroll 
Rates 
Valuations 
Roading 
Finance Services 
Human Resources 
Property Management 
Community Facilities 
Waste Water 
Crematoria 
Regulatory – Dogs and Liquor 
Forestry 

 
6. PRIORITIES 
 

The Chairman then polled Committee members to determine a ranking for the ideas put forward. 
The results were: 

i. Rates. 
ii. Regulatory and Consenting. 

iii. Planning 
iv. IT/GIS 

 
Other items were well down in the number of indications for attention. 
 
Note: Cr Wairepo left the meeting and Cr Anderson joined the meeting. 
 

7. DETAILS TO CONSIDER 
 

The Chairman then lead the meeting through a consideration of the details to be examined in the 
four highest priority items. The points raised are as listed, but are not necessarily listed in order of 
priority. 
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RATES 
Perception 
Striking 
Notification 
Posting 
Collection/Receipting 
Valuation 
Enquires 
Cashflow benefits 
 
 

REGULATORY AND CONSENTING 
Building 
Land use 
Sub-division 
Liquor  
Dogs 
Parking 
Discharge 
Water etc take. 
DoC/Iwi/Fish and Game 
Other statutory agencies. 

PLANNING 
Policy 
District Plans – mutual compliance, 
leading to combined versions. 
A common “book of rules.” 
Rationalisation. 
Common Policies 
 
 

IT/GIS 
Integration of software. 
Scarcity of skills. 
Need to have more to attract staff with. 
“$$$” – costs. 
Trends 
An internet portal for the five councils 
and others promoting the region. 
An 0800 number – implications. 

 
 

8. THE PROCESS 
 

It was AGREED that each of these four priority items should be the subject of a scoping report 
from one CEO and be reported on to the next meeting of the Shared Services Forum. 
The CEO’s advised that they would decide who would undertake which at their meeting on 19 
December 2000. 
 

 It was also AGREED that the reports would consider, but not be limited to the following. 
• What is possible, in a broad sense. 
• Benefits. 
• Potentials. 
• Risks. 
• Short and Long term objectives. 
• The size of the resulting “business” in terms of its impact, the people involved and the 

necessary budget, again in a broad sense. 
 

The idea of involving an elected person with each CEO was considered, but not taken up as it was 
accepted that the reports, at this stage, needed to be on facts, not judgements, this latter being part 
of the function of the forum as a whole. 
 
The Chairman asked the Committee Members all to continue to think laterally about the activities 
of the Shared Services Forum and not to see the first cut as being set in stone. He stated that the 
ideas suggested for sharing, but not given high priority, would be considered at the next meeting. 
 
There being no further business the meeting closed at 3.25 pm. 


