';..

LA TROBE

BN, N I VERSITY

Sustainable communities: the important role of local government in
building social capital

Glenys Butler

Introduction

Local Governmentsire electedto representheir local communitiesto be a responsibleand
accountablesphereof democraticgovernanceto be a focusfor communityidentity and civic
spirit; to provideappropriateserviceso meetcommunityneedsn an effectiveand efficient
manger;and to facilitate and coordinatelocal effortsand resourcesn pursuitof community
goal

This quote from the Australian Local Governmentsl997 National General Assembly
highlights that local governmentin Australiashouldbe concernednot only with generic
peopleservicedbutalsohaveanawarenessf specificcommunityneedsandgoalsandhavea
willingnessto addresgheselt is clearthatlocal governmentannotfacilitate and coordinate
local effortswithout high levelsof supportandcooperatiorfrom communitiesandthrough
participatory relationships with all levels of government.

Theideal of enablingandfacilitating strongcommunityrepresentatiomcrossall sectorsof
the communityin local governmentecisionmaking presents significantchallengeto local
governments.

SocialCapitaltheoryprovidesa (another)theoreticalframework/perspectivédrom which to
draw knowledgeand ideasfor engagingpeoplewithin communities.Understandinghe
importanceof trust andthe strongcorrelationwith communityinvolvementandreciprocal
behaviour shouldinfluencethe designof engagemenstrategiesandhelp usunderstanavhy
one community engagement model or strategy will not suit all communities.
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In this paperl will furtherexplorehow local governmentandraw on the conceptof social
capitalto engagecommunitiesandbuild the trusting relationshipghat underpinsuccessful,
collaborative partnerships.

For clarification, throughouthis paperl will bereferringto Ocommunities®the contextof a
group of peopleassociatedhroughtheir geographidocation. Within thesepeoplegroups,
collectivismstemsfrom commonalitiesassociateavith the sharedexperiencesf ruralliving.

There is no assumption of existing homogeneity outside geographic proximity.

Political context

Before enteringfurther into this discussionaroundlocal governmentsocial capital and
communityengagementi is importantto haveanunderstandin@f the political contextand
statutoryprovisionsunderpinningAustralianLocal GovernmentThis informationidentifies
a diverselocal governmensystemacrossthe nationthat underpinsand stronglyinfluences
the relationships between local governments and the communities they represent.

In Australia, constitutionalresponsibilityfor Local Governmenties with the Statesand

Territoriesthat provide the Legal Frameworkfor councilOsperationsLocal Governments
arenot referredto in the federalconstitution.VictoriaOgonstitution(alsoNew SouthWales

andsomeotherstates)acknowledgeshe role of local governmenin a limited way. Section

74A(1) provides:

Thereis to continueto be a systemof local governmentfor Victoria consistingof
democraticallyelectedCouncils having the function and powersthat the parliament
considersare necessaryto ensurethe peace,goodorder and good governmenbf each
municipal district.

(Victorian Constitution Act 1975)

Local Governmentsrecommonlyreferredto asthethird tier of AustraliaOfederalsystemof
governmentAlthoughthereis anexpectatiorfrom federalgovernmenthatlocal government
will addressvide rangingresponsibilitiesjocal governmensystemswork differently in each
stateandall local governmentiaverelatively limited capacityto raiserevenueDollery et al
emphasiseshe importanceof understandindghe diversity of local governmentwith some
municipalitiesservinglarge populationsin big cities with budgetsmeasuringbillions of
dollarswhile othersservicea small populationdispersedicrossa very largegeographiarea
(2003:3).

In relation to the taxation powersof the tiers of government,in 2000-01,the federal
governmentollected82% of total taxes,the statescollected15% while local government
collected 3% (NOLG2001-02:9).

Local governmentsareunderincreasingpressurédrom both the communitiesthey represent
andotherlevelsof governmentThis situationhascomeaboutdueto increasedxpectations
from the community to meet the needsof broadeningdiversity and from increased
expectationgrom Stateand Federalgovernmentdor local governmenimplementationof
policy objectives.Theseincreasedexpectationsre not counteractedby anincreasdn local
governmentGability to raiserevenueandprovideexpecteutcomesLocal governmentlso
facesincreasingpressureto perform functionstraditionally undertakenby other tiers of
governmentThis seemdo havebeencausedoy the withdrawaland centralisatiorof most
stateandfederalservicegDollery et al 2003:48).The overallresultis costshifting from the
state and federal government to local government.



In addition,local governmentunding is beingslowly erodedby reductionsn thereal value
of grantsfrom commonwealthand stategovernmentsThe NOLG 2000/01Reporton the
Operationon the Local Government(Financial Assistance)Act 1995 states:cost shifting
occurswhena stategovernmentails to ensurethereare sufficientfundsor increasedaccess
to revenueto coverthe impositionof functionsand/orcoststo local governmentor which
the state government is normally regarded as responsible (2000/01:82).

In Victoria, the Local GovernmeniAct 1989providesthe legal frameworkthatunderpinghe
enabling powers of local governments, detailed in Section 8 (3):

A Council hasthe powerto do all thingsnecessaryr conveniento be donefor or in
connectionwith the performanceof its functionsand to enableit to achieveits purpose
and objectives.

Councilsareexpectedo conductbusinessandprovideservicesaccordingto local needsand
the requirementsf the variousLocal GovernmentActs. Examplesof Local Government
functions and services include:

* Engineeringpublic worksdesign,constructiorandmaintenanc®for exampleroads,
bridges, footpaths, drainage, cleaning, waste collection and management)

* Recreation(golf coursesswimming pools, sportscourts, recreationcentres halls,
kiosks, camping grounds and caravan parks)

* Health (water sampling,food sampling,immunisation,toilets, noise control, meat
inspection and animal control)

* Communityservices(child care,elderly careand accommodationtefugefacilities,
meals on wheels, counselling and welfare)

* Building (inspections, licensing, certification and enforcement)

* Planning and development approval

* Administration (aerodromes, quarries, cemeteries, parking stations and street parking)

* Cultural / educational (libraries, art galleries, and museums)

* In some States, water and sewerage

* Other (abattoirs, sale-yards, markets and group purchasing schemes)
(NOLG 2001-02)

In additionto specific businessand serviceprovision The Act clearly outlinesthe roles,
objectives and accountability requirements of local governments to:

* Provide democratic leadership

e Community vision

» Strategic and integrated planning

* Advocacy to other levels of government

* Management of community assets
(MAV 1996)

In abroadpolitical senseheresponsibilitiesof local governmenseemlesssignificantwhen
comparedvith theresponsibilitieof federalandstategovernmenhowever thereality is that
local governmentis the first Oportof callOfor residentswho are not satisfiedthey are
receivingadequateservices whetherthis dissatisfactiorrelatesto the maintenancef their
roadsor the availability of healthandeducationservices Thereis an expectatiorthatlocal
governmentwill actto rectify suchissues,regardlesof which level of governmenthas
statutory responsible.

Dollery etal explainsthatwhile Communityexpectation®f local governmentreincreasing
at an alarmingrate, at the sametime councilsattle with increaseccostsandrestrictions
over their revenue-raisingability. This hasresultedin a gap betweenthe communityOs



expectationof municipal authoritiesand the amountof funds availableto meetthese
expectations (2003:37).

The CommonwealthGrant CommissionO@001) analysisof local governmenexpenditure
over the period1961-62to 1997-98supportsthis view. Expendituredatain this document
(p.53) indicate the following trends:

* A move away from property based services to human services

* A declinein the relative importanceof road expenditure(althoughit remainsthe
largestfunction, its level of importancehas declinedfrom nearly half of total
expenditurén the 19600 a little morethana quarterin the 19990s) Councilshave
tendedto defer road servicesratherthan reducehumanservices(Dollery et al.
2003:49)

* An increasen the relative importanceof recreationand culture,and housingand
community amenitiesb each areanow accountsfor nearly 20% each of local
government annual expenditure.

* An expansiorof educationhealthandpublic safetyservicedanincreasdrom 4%in
1977-78 to 12 % in 1997-98 of total expenditure.

This dataindicatesthereis growingcommunityexpectatiorfor morefrom their municipality
thanthe traditional Oservice® the propertyOThereis growing demandfor social service
delivery which constitutes Oservices for the peopleO (Dollery et al 2003:50).

The NOLG 2000/01 Report on the Operationon the Local Government(Financial
Assistance)Act 1995 statesthereis clear evidencethat the role of Local Governmenthas
expandedindchangedsignificantly overthe pastfew decadesndit continuedo changeand
respondto communityexpectationgandaspirationsLocal Governments shifting its focus
from Ohardidfrastructureprovisionto a greaterrelativeimportanceon spendingon social
services such as health, welfare, safety and community amenities.

Local Governmenimustcontinueto respondto communityneedsalthough,for manyrural
municipalitiesthe resourcepool from both stateand federalgovernmentandratesrevenue
continuesto shrink. Local Governmentmust be continuouslylooking for waysto better
utilise the scarceresourceghey can accessand exploring alternativeprocesseshat will
assistand enablethem to assistcommunitiesto meet their needs.The more local
governmentsengagewith communities,the more obviousit becomesthat communities
themselvesare an extremely valuable resourcegenerally overlooked, or at least
underestimatetly local governmentThe capacityof communitiego work collaborativelyto
meetidentified communityneedss greatlyinfluencedby the levelsof socialcapitalwithin
communities.

Social capital and the relevance to local government community engagement

According to social capital theory, communitiesrich in social capital will demonstrate
outcomesof strongsocialconnectionhigh levelsof participationanda willingnessto work
togetherfor the commongood (exampleon page6, Figure 1). Suchcommunitiesare more
likely to engagdn local governmenstrategiesiesignedo involve communitiesn decision
making.

Social capital however,is not a conciseconcept.As weOvaliscussedijt relatesto the
resourcesavailablewithin communitiesas a consequencef networksof mutual support,
reciprocity,trustandobligationandit can beaccumulatedspeopleinteractwith eachother
in abroadrangeof informal andformal meetingplaces Winter (2002)emphasisetherole of
relationship building, describingsocial capital as Osociakelations of mutual benefit
characterisedby normsof trust and reciprocityOGuentherand Falk (2000) emphasisehe



importanceof socialnormsandvaluesthat form the basisof socialidentity, networksand
socialinteractionsandprovidethe vehiclefor productiveoutput. Throughthe developmenof

relationshipstrust and cooperationdevelopproviding the necessarygohesionin the social
contextto ensurethat collaborativeefforts areintegratedn a sustainedmutually beneficial
output(Guentherand Falk 2000). Putman(1993) definessocial capitalasthosefeaturesof

social life that enable participantsto act togethermore effectively to pursueshared
objectives.

It is importantto alsoemphasisehat social capital Ostocksée not specificto a particular
networkbut areareaspecificresourcesTheycanbe drawnon by the networksin a particular
placeandthe socialcapitalis augmentedatherthandepletedwith use(Wallis and Dollery
2002:76).

As highlightedin the sectionon the role of local governmentcommunityinvolvementin

local governmentdecisionmakingis animportantaspectof good governanceCommunity
involvementis also becomingmore and more importantto local governmentsas they
recognisecommunitiesas an assetthat can assistand enablelocal governmento achieve
outcomes that benefit greatly from local knowledge and partnership development.

In orderfor local governmento benefitfrom the positive outcomesof communitieswith

high stocksof social capital, they are requiredto build relationshipswith communities.
Trusting relationshipscan be forged betweencommunitiesand local governmentas local

governmentnakesa clearcommitmentto work with communitieso achievetheir identified
priorities. Engagemenstrategiessuchas community committeesand community building

projects are tools that can be utilised to build stronger relationships.

Thesearejust someof thereasonghatdemonstratéhe needfor local governmento havean
understandingof social capital theory and a commitmentto function as an effective
Obridgingrganisation®y facilitating processeshat enablecommunitiesto increasetheir
stocks of social capital.

Most social capital researchsupportsthe view that social capitalhasa rangeof beneficial
effects.In additionto thosealreadymentioned thereare also indicatorsof social capital
positively related to governmental efficacy and good social and economic outcomes.

The Australianinstitute of Family Studiesconceptuakocialcapitalframework(seeFigurel.

below) demonstrateshe rangeof determinantsand outcomeshat social capitalcanhave,
influencedby Onetworkypes@n threesocialrealmsin which trustandreciprocity operate.
Thesesocialrealmsare:the informal, the generalisedandtheinstitutional. This framework
identifies Onetworlkcharacteristics@crossnetwork types that will influence a range of

possible outcomes and determinants. All have interaction effects between them.

This frameworkdemonstrateshe critical, interactingdimensionsassociatedvith the way
institutionsoperateandshapethe creationandmobilisationof socialcapital.lt alsoshowsthe
link betweeninstitutional relationshipsthat come about through involvement with
institutional systemdeadingto increasedrustin institutions.Thesenetworksthenlink into
participatory democracy and quality governance.

Thesenetworktypesbthosecharacterisetby trustin institutions- arealsocloselyalignedto
the notions of active citizenshipand democraticgovernmentthrough voting, political
representationparticipationin the democratigprocessandaccesgo information. Theseare
four key political rightsandobligationsnormally associatedvith citizenship.In a paperttitled



RejuvenatingCitizenshipEA Role of Local Government(2000), the author David
Williamson putsforward a compellingargumentor the needto supportlocal governmenin
rejuvenatingOcitizenship&hd nurturing the expressiorof political rights and obligationsat
the local level.

Researchundertakenn the UK (Lowndes& Wilson 2001, Newton, 1999) exploreshow
institutional designcan assistto explain how governmentsan shapethe developmenbf
social capital and the potential influence of social capital on democraticperformance
(Lowndes& Wilson 2001:629). This researcthasbeenconductedvithin a differentpolitical
systemhoweverit is worth consideringthe impactthatunderlyinginstitutionalframeworks
of governmenthave on determining the long-term prospectsfor social capital in
communities.

Robert Putnamundertooka twenty year comparativestudy of the Italian regions,and
concludedthe mostimportantfactorin explaininggoodgovernmenis Othelegreeto which

socialandpolitical life in a regionapproximatesheideal of a civic community@1993:120).
Putnamcontinuesthis discussionby saying that civic communities(and their un-civic

counterpartspare self reinforcing: civic engagemenand good governmentecomelocked
togetherin a OvirtuousircleCDin contrastto a parallel Oviciousircle®of distrust,disorder
andpoorgovernmen{1993:117) Putnanreinforcesthe notionthatsocialcapitalcanhavean

importantrole in positive social outcomesexplainingthat Opeopléarnto trustoneanother
throughfaceto faceinteractionin associationsndinformal socialnetworks;normsof trust
andreciprocity spill overinto societyat largeOa capacityis createdfor collectiveactionin

pursuit of shared goals (Putham 1995b:67).



Figure 1. Australian Institute of Family Studies Social Capital Framework
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Source: Stone and Hughes (2002)

Community projects — building social capital

Local governmentcan and does engagewith the voluntary sectorof communitiesto
encourageand build social capital, through establishingpartnershipsthat provide the
opportunity to develop trusting relationships.An excellent example of community
relationshipbuilding is the procesaundertakerby the Shireof YarraRangesandMt Evelyn
Township ImprovementCommitteein the developmentof the OTownshipDevelopment



Toolkit 20020 The membershipf the Mount Evelyn TownshipImprovementCommittee
(METIC) includesrepresentativegrom all major community groupsin the town; for
example Police,Artists, Youth, Environment BusinessTraders ChurchesElderly Citizens,
Schools Sport,CountryFire Authority, local residentslocal CommunityHouseandthe shire
throughalocal councillor. METIC meetingsenableinformationto be communicateccrossa
broadrangeof communityinterestgroups,organisation@ndindividuals.Needsare readily
identifiedandprojectsareinitiated, bringingtogethera broadrangeof skills. The publication
producedasa resultof this projectstateghatcommunitybuilding andtownshipdevelopment
are not theoreticalscienceso be administeredby experts.Local knowledge;a senseof
communityteamwork purposeandadventureppportunismanda commonsenseappraisabf
what s or isnOsustainablén your community D theseare invaluabletools that can build
townshipsandcommunitiefrom theinsideout (A TownshipDevelopmeni oolkit: Learning
Towns in Action, 2002: 8).

This Toolkit alsoemphasisethe import role a representativéownshipor communitygroup
plays in successful community building.

A truly representativéownshipgroupis ableto representa Owholef community@iewto all
levelsof governmentsothat all planningbecomedargetedto meetlocal requirementsand
aspirations.Sucha representativeumbrella group can give real supportto the work of
existinggroupsand bring all communitysectorstogetherto createa strong, effective local
network.

(Township Development Toolkit 2002:17).

The Township DevelopmentToolkit Model illustrates how local governmentsand
communitiescanwork collaborativelyto developprocesseshatwill bring togetherexisting
stocksof social capitaland provide opportunitiesto build on thoseexisting stocksto bring
aboutimproved community capacity.This illustration supportsthe AustralianInstitute of
Family Studiesconceptualframework (page6) demonstratinghow social capital canbe
developedhroughdifferent networktypes(in which trustandreciprocity operateyesulting
in beneficialcommunity outcomessuch as public wellbeing and vibrant civic life with
increased volunteerism and community cooperation.

The Victorian State Governmentalso recogniseshe value of building the capacity of
communitiesthrough the developmentand implementationof community strengthening
initiatives. Suchinitiatives seekto resolvebasiceconomic,socialandenvironmentaissues
andbuild the capacityof communitiesso that local peoplebecomeempoweredhroughthe
involvementthey havewith governmentgenciesand programmesThe key understanding
underpinning this community strengthening concept is that:

strongerconnectionsand networksamongcitizens,and improvedcollaboration between
governmenagenciesand keyprivate and civic organisationsare the building blocksneeded
to strengthencommunities. Strong communitiesmay then makebetter use of their own
embeddedresourcesand talents and enjoy better relationshipswith businessesand
governments.

(Considine 2005:3).

It could be arguedthatthe succes®f communitystrengtheningnitiativesis closelylinked to
the levels of social capital that exist within the communitieswhere initiatives are
implemented.Social capital theory supportsthe needto build strongerconnectionsand
networksof socialrelationsandthat suchnetworkswill be characterisedby normsof trust
and reciprocity. Thesecharacteristiccombined,becomethe elementsthat are arguedto



sustaincivic societyandwhich enablepeopleto actfor mutualbenefit(Lochneret al 1998;
Winter 2000a).1t is the quality of the socialrelationshipsgormed betweenindividualsthat
effectstheir capacityto addressaandresolveproblemstheyfacein common(Stewart-Weeks
and Richardson 1998:2).

This information highlights the needfor local governmentto spendtime and resources
developingrelationships that will carry forward into strong networksand collaborative
practiceanddecisionmaking.Collaborativepracticeis an essentialingredientin sustaining
strong viable communities.

Opportunities for local government to develop ‘bridging’ and ‘linking’ social capital

A majorchallengeto the establishmentf strongrelationshipsetweernocal governmenand
communities stemsfrom the existencewithin manycommunitiesof a high level of distrust
toward Local government and politicians generally (Guenther and Falk, 2000, Hughes, 2003).

Currentresearchndicatesthatlevelsof trustarelower in rural communitieshanin urbanor
metropolitanareas(Slatteryand Murray, 1999, Woolcock, 1999, Hughes.2003).In 2000
John Guentherand lan Falk completeda researchproject titted OMeasuringrust and
communitycapacity:Social capital for the commongoodQThis researctprojectsurveyed
two rural Victorian townsin closeproximity andin the sameshires.The economyof both
townswasbasedprimarily on agriculture .Both townshadexperiencedignificantpopulation
decline over previous years and were situated approx. 200km from the nearest capital city.

This study is of particularinterestto me becauseof the similaritiesin demographicand
geographigsituationto manytownsacrosgural Victoria, including Wellington Shire Council
where | live and work.

The Guentherand Falk researchprojectidentified the primary reasonfor high levels of
communitydissatisfactiortowardslocal governmeniwithin the communitiessurveyed)as
the forced amalgamatiorof shiresin the regionresultingin cynicismanddistrust,reduced
civic / community cooperationand reducedcivic participation.Respondent&xpressed
concernsaboutloss of communityidentity and lack of control in the processe®f local
government.Residentstalked aboutamalgamatioras if it had occurredyesterday.The
respondentstatedthat prior to amalgamationwhenthe shirewaseffectively the town, there
was strong community identity and ownershipwhich resultedin civic participationand
cooperativecollaborationbetweenthe shire and the community. The belief wasthat since
amalgamationdisparateand unconnecteacommunitieshave beenforcedto work together
(Guentherand Falk, 2000). An understandingf social capital theory will assistlocal
governmentdo betterunderstandhe importanceof facilitating opportunitiesfor a broad
range of community members to interact.

Social capitalliteraturedistinguishesetweenbonding,bridging and linking social capital.
Bonding social capital refersto relationsamongrelatively homogenougroups(suchas
ethnic, religious or socioeconomigroups),and it strengthenghe social ties within the
particulargroup.Bridging socialcapitalrefersto relationsbetweerheterogenougroups,and
it strengthensies acrosssuchgroups.Examplesof bridging socialcapitalarethe civil rights
movementand ecumenicaleligious organisationsLinking social capital refersto relations
betweenindividualsandgroupsin different social stratain a hierarchywherepower,social
status and wealth are accessed by different groups (Productivity Commission 2003).

When consideringsocial capital theory, processeshat encourage enabledisparateand
previously unconnectedcommunitiesto work togethercooperativelydemonstratethe
developmenbf Olinkingsocial capitalOThe study undertakerby Guentherand Falk (2000)
however,found thatlevelsof socialtrustwerehigherin communitieswvheretherewaslow
social fragmentationbut this did not extendoutsidethe local community. This finding



indicatesthe existenceof bondingsocial capital which Putnam(1995:23)indicatesmay
create negative effects:

Bondingsocial capital, by creatingstrongin-grouployalty, mayalso createstrongout-group
antagonismE.forthat reasonwe may expectnegativeeffectsto be more commonwith this
form of social capital

The findings from the reportundertakerby Guentherand Falk revealedthat the kind of
engagementequiredto makea differenceto the socio-economisustainabilityof the small
rural communitiesresearchedrequired more than information exchangeb it required
engagement anexchangef ideasthatfacilitatedthe opportunityfor a broadersetof norms
and valuesto be incorporatedinto the life of the community. The datafrom this study
suggestdhat whenthis exchangetakesplace,the resultis greatercivic participationand
cooperation(Guentherand Falk 2000:65).This information strongly supportsthe needto
establish strategies that enable and support the developmentging social capital.

Community engagement strategies — building social capital

Many local governmentsacrossVictoria haverecognisedhe needto establishcommunity
engagemenprocesseshat will enablebroad community input to decisionmaking and
facilitate the developmenbof bridging socialcapital. Oneexampleis the establishmenof the
Wellington Shire Council District Advisory Networks.

Wellington Shire Council is situatedin Victoria and coversa geographicareaof approx.
11,000squarekilometres.In 1994, five local governmentareaswere amalgamatedo form
Wellington Shire, which has a population of 40,000 people. The municipality is un-
subdividedand thereforethe councillors are not electedto representa specific town /
communitybut ratherWellington Shireasa whole. The electedcouncil is expectedo have
intimate knowledgeof all communitieswithin the shire and is requiredto represent
communityinterestsand concernsandadvocateon behalfof thesecommunitiesto stateand
federalgovernmentThis structurehasmadethe establishmendf processeshat enableand
encourage strong community involvement a high priority.

The currentDistrict Advisory Network modelhasevolvedover the pasteight yearshaving
beeninitially establishedn 1998asDistrict LeisureandArts Advisory Groups.Thesegroups
wereestablishedpecificallyto liaise betweentheir local communitiesand council on local
arealeisureandthe artsissuesWith particularemphasison the needsof recreatiornreserve
and communityhall committeesTherewere sevengroupsrepresentingpecifictownsand
surroundingdistricts. The membersof thesegroups(approx10 in each)were originally
nominatedhavingrespondedo an invitation in the local paperfor volunteersto represent
their local communityadvisingcouncil ontheissueshatwereraisedat regularcommunity
meetings.Two representativefrom eachDistrict Leisureand Arts Advisory group were
nominatedo be membersf the OForumd:orum prioritisedthe issuesraisedby the groups
and formally presented them to council via a council briefing.

In 2002memberf the sevenDistrict Leisureand Arts Advisory Committeescouncil staff
andcouncillorsparticipatedn a workshopto review andrevisethe rolesandresponsibilities
of the groups.This workshopdeterminedhe needto re establishthe networksas District
Advisory Networks, with a broader community engagement responsibility.

The restructuredroles and responsibilitiesof the Networks have now beenin place for

approximately3 years.Over that period of time the roles and responsibilitiesof these
networkshavebeensignificantly increasedAt the time of the reviewin 2002 the existing
groupstructurewasnot reviewedor assessetb determineits capacityto managencreased

1C



responsibilities/ expectationsCouncil hascontinuedto increaseits expectationf these
groupsin the belief that this engagemenprocessprovides representativeeommunity
opinion. Over the pasttwo yearsthe DANOshave liaised with council over community
concerns regarding issues such as:

* An audit of all community halls

* Arange of concerns put forward from committees of management

* The review of public toilets and subsequent closures

* Closure of camping areas

* |nadequate waste collection and waste disposal issues

* Requirements for pedestrian crossings (not council road but public safety issue)

The networks have also been required to facilitate public meetingsfor community
involvement in Council decision making on items such as:

* The Council Plan

* Population Analysis

* The White Paper b water issues

* Urban Design Frameworks

* Inappropriate sub-divisions

Thereis currently anotherreview of the DAN structureunderway.The DANOshave
highlightedconcernsaroundthe needto strengtherthe breadthof communityrepresentation
within their structureb to enableand encouragehe further developmenbf bridging social
capital; the needfor clearly statedroles and responsibilitiesand the needfor improved
resourcing / support from council.

ThisreviewincludesWellington ShireCouncil partneringwith MonashUniversity Gippsland
to undertakearesearctprojectinvolving the currentDAN, titled TrustandVolunteering.The
aim of this researchs to clarify the importanceof existing trustin relationshipsand to
determinewhatimpactlevelsof trusthaveon the behaviourof volunteersTheresultsof this
researchwill guide the developmentand implementationof improved community
engagement processes.

A communityengagementodelcurrently being consideredy the DANOsand Wellington
Shire Council is the Township CommitteeModel. This modelis usedby severalLocal
GovernmentQOacrossthe stateincluding Shire of Yarra Rangersand eight towns within
CardiniaShire.LangLangestablishingheir TownshipCommitteein 1996.The membership

of the TownshipCommitteeis madeup of a delegateandalternatedelegatdor eachof the
communitygroupsandassociationsn the designatedown / townshiparea. Eachdelegate
representsone committee. This model builds bridging social capital as groups and
associations that would normally not work together, come together for a common purpose.

Where Town committeesare operating,they are acknowledgedy the community as its
representative to council and other tiers of government.

Wellington Shire Council District Advisory Networksare exploringthis model becauset
ensuredbroadcommunityrepresentatiomnd encouragesind supportsexisting community
groups.This modelhasthe potentialto build relationshipdetweercommunityorganisations,
providing opportunitiedor themto establisirelationshipsandenterinto joint venturesLocal
Governmenfacilitation of the establishmenof this modelis an excellentexampleof how
Local Governmentanprovideopportunitiesfor communitieso developmorediversesocial
networks / connections and build social capital.
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Conclusion

As outlinedanddiscussedn this papertherearemany,variedwaysLocal Governmentgan
supportcommunitieso build socialcapital. Froma communitydevelopmenperspectiveas
the social capital of communitiesgrows, so shouldtheir desireand capacityto take more
control of their future, with lessdependencé relianceon governmentas the driver or
instigatorof projectsandinitiatives. Thereis a role for local governmento provide support
to communitieswantingto take more control of their future. Thereare excellenttools and
resourcesavailablethat havebeendevelopedandtrialled throughcommunitydevelopment
and community building initiatives that assistcommunitiesto identify and build on their
strengths.

Local governmentcan enablelocal communitiesto accessinformation and supportin

relation to specificinitiatives suchas community bankingand the developmenof Rural
TransactiorCentresLocal governmentanfacilitate the developmenbf networksof service
providersandfundingagencieghatcanbe linked with communitycommitteego supportthe
achievement of community priorities

Local governmentis in an excellentposition to be the facilitator of State Government
Community Strengthening Community Building initiatives. Throughthe developmenbf
township committeesand community developmentprocessessuch as township based
community planning, local governmentis able to work with communitiesto prioritise
community needsand considerhow they can be addressedSuchprocessesre extremely
importantin building trustingrelationshipsvith the communitythatwill enablecollaborative
practiceto take place.ldeally the role of the stategovernmeniould be to providefunding
with broadenougheligibility criteriato enablecommunitieso developinitiativesto address
their specificprioritiesBratherthanapplyfor fundingto addresgprioritiesidentified by other
levels of government.

It couldbearguedit is neithertherole of the stategovernmennor local governmento drive

community building initiatives, rather,they shouldbe identified and actedupon by local

communities.The role of governmentcan be one of facilitator, partnerand wherever
possible providerof resourcesupport. Ultimately for communitybuilding initiatives to be

successfuland sustainable}hey mustbe developedand implementedoy the community.
This processcanbe facilitatedby governmenbut the successvill be stronglyinfluencedby

the existenceof trust and the willingness of both communitiesand governmentto work

together toward outcomes of mutual benefit.

Sustainablecommunitiesare those that have developedtrusting relationshipsat the
community level; have worked together cooperatively to identify community priorities;
and are preparedto work with community groups,serviceprovidersand governmentto
achievetheir desiredoutcomesThe importantrole of local governmenin this processs to
initiate and facilitate practicesthat will encouragecooperationand interactionwithin
communities betweencommunities serviceprovidersandall levelsof governmen®local
governmenthasa responsibilityto the communitiesit servesto nurturenetworksof social
relationswhich are characterisedy norms of trust and reciprocity and which lead to
outcomes of mutual benefit (Stone and Hughes, 2002).
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