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About this guide:
This good practice guidance framework has been developed to support two youth deliberative democracy pilots aimed at increasing meaningful engagement with young people across Tāmaki Makaurau Auckland. 
It is hoped that this guidebook will support teams at the local board level to run their own deliberative democracy engagement sessions with youth to help inform the development of local board plans. It is also hoped that the outcome of the pilots and this guidance framework will encourage the wider council group to adopt deliberative democracy processes to improve community engagement across Auckland.
How to use this guide:
The following guide is made up of five key sections based on good practice engagement principles developed by the Australia and New Zealand School of Government (ANZSOG), MosaicLab, and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). You are encouraged to work your way through each section and refer to sections as needed, while designing and delivering your pilot.
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Deliberative democracy overview
The following section provides an overview of deliberative democracy and deliberative processes. It includes information about:
· Understanding deliberative democracy 
· When to use deliberative democracy processes?
· What can deliberative democracy help us achieve?
· Forms of deliberative democracy
· Principles of deliberative democracy








Understanding deliberative democracy 
About deliberative democracy:
Deliberative democracy is a school of thought in political theory that claims political decisions should be the product of fair and reasonable discussion and debate among citizens. 
Specifically, it is a process in which:
· a broadly representative body of people weighs evidence
· deliberates to find common ground 
· develops informed recommendations on policy issues.

Deliberative democracy is different from other forms of democracy, such as electoral democracy or voting, in that it ensures participants are given sufficient background information and time to fully understand the subject matter before making an informed decision. Common examples of the approach include citizens assemblies, juries, and panels, where citizens are randomly selected to deliberate on a policy problem, similar to how juries weigh evidence to determine a verdict. 

A growing body of international evidence shows deliberative democracy approaches help decision makers make difficult decisions and enhance trust among the public by: 
· making better policy outcomes because deliberation results in considered public judgements rather than public opinions and stakeholder influence
· creating greater legitimacy to make hard choices 
· enhancing public trust in the government and democratic institutions by giving citizens a significant role in public decision making.

Why now?
The Koi Tū Reimagining Tāmaki Makaurau report and Future for Local Government Review draft report is encouraging Auckland Council to consider more deliberative approaches to democracy for youth to improve local decision making. It is proposed that a shift is needed in how we enable broad citizen participation and deliberation in future planning by incorporating deliberative approaches, including those with a genuine focus on youth to help influence decision making processes.
The Koi Tū report indicated current consultation approaches, such as requesting input into standardised questions posted online are mainly unknown or inaccessible to younger people. That these processes do not reflect the broader perspectives and iterative discussions that are needed, particularly for complex issues with multiple consequences to any one decision. Deliberative democracy has also been identified through the Future for Local Government Review process as an enhanced approach to community engagement that would help lead to greater youth involvement and trust in local government.
When to use deliberative democracy processes?
Deliberative processes have been shown to work well for the following types of problems:
1. Values-driven dilemmas: many public policy questions are values-driven. Deliberative processes are designed in a way that encourage active listening, critical thinking, and respect between participants. They create an environment in which discussing difficult ethical questions that have no ‘right’ solutions can happen in a civil way and enable participants to find common ground.

2. Complex problems that require trade-offs: representative deliberative processes are designed to provide participants with time to learn, reflect, and deliberate, as well as access to a wide range of evidence and expertise from officials, academics, think tanks, advocacy groups, businesses and other stakeholders. These design characteristics enable citizens to grapple with the complexity of decision making and to consider problems within their legal, regulatory and/or budgetary constraints.

3. Long-term issues that go beyond the short-term incentives: many public policy issues are difficult decisions to take, as their benefits are often only reaped in the long term, while the costs are incurred in the short term. Deliberative processes help to justify action and spending on such issues, as they are designed in a way that removes the motivated interests of political parties and elections, incentivising participants to act in the interests of the public good.
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Reform
Deliberative democracy can help public authorities achieve change by building a ‘social licence’. Deliberative democratic processes are perfect for the toughest of issues, those which don’t have a simple solution.

Get beyond the ‘squeaky wheels’ and understand the public 
Random selection of participants (a commonly used tool in deliberative processes) helps access a broader cross section of society than is attracted to traditional open access engagement processes such as town hall meetings and online consultations.





Activated communities
In many circumstances government cannot achieve change alone; achieving sustained society wide change requires the additional support and combined action of communities and industry. Deliberative processes can be used to mobilise communities and stakeholders. 


Reconcile disparate views 
Deliberative processes are useful when the trade-offs are not simple and there are strong disparate views. These processes can help polarised groups to find common ground, expand their horizons and as a result, find a way forward. 





Prioritised budgets
One of the greatest challenges for governments during fiscally constrained times is engaging the population (including stakeholders) in addressing budget issues. Deliberative democracy can help build understanding of the ‘trade-offs’ involved in budgeting and enable community involvement in the prioritisation of expenditure. 


Understand an informed mainstream view
There is an information imbalance between what is easily available to those in decision-making roles and what is available to the public. Given this, communities, stakeholders, and citizens generally form opinions about the merits of a policy proposal in a vacuum and based on personal bias. Deliberative processes can provide a microcosm of how issues are considered in real life. 






Positively engage stakeholders
Deliberative democracy enables you to design and utilise a process that involves key people and organisations in a way that is cognisant of their knowledge, influence, and interest. 


Innovative ideas
Ask the same people you will get the same answer! Deliberative democracy helps bring together a diverse range of people, with different skills, knowledge, and backgrounds to reach new innovative ideas.




Forms of deliberative democracy:
Over the years, due to the combined efforts of policy makers, academics, and civil society, numerous models of representative deliberative processes have been developed, tested, and implemented across the world. As their use has spread, some models have come to be named differently depending on the country but remain essentially similar. 
The most commonly used approaches to deliberative democracy fall under the category of “informed citizen recommendations on policy questions”. This category of processes requires a minimum of four days, and often longer, to allow citizens adequate time and resources to develop considered and detailed collective recommendations. They are appropriate for complex policy problems that involve trade-offs, or where there is entrenched political deadlock on an issue. Processes under this category include, but are not limited to: 
· Citizens’ Assembly
· Citizens’ Jury/Panel.

Prominent examples include: 
Irish Citizens’ Assemblies (2016-2018): on abortion, same-sex marriage, divorce, blasphemy, and climate change – that have all led to either referendums, constitutional changes and/or new legislation 
Read more here: About the Citizens' Assembly - The Citizens' Assembly (citizensassembly.ie)
Watercare Citizens’ Assembly (2022):  on what should be Tāmaki Makaurau’s next future water source – led to recommendation that direct recycled water would be the best solution to meet the city’s water needs beyond 2040.
Read more here: Watercare - Citizens’ Assembly recommends direct recycled water for Auckland’s future water source
French Citizens’ Climate Convention (2019-2020): on how to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 40% by 2030, in a spirit of social justice that influenced France’s Climate Act. 
Read more here: Home - Convention Citoyenne pour le Climat
Canada’s Citizens’ Assemblies on Democratic Expression (2020-2022): on examining the impact of digital technologies on Canadian society, reporting to the Canadian Commission on Democratic Expression, to the federal government and the public.
Read more here: Citizens' Assembly on Democratic Expression (commissioncanada.ca)
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Citizens Assembly vs Citizens Jury/ Panel

Citizens’ Assembly:
A Citizens’ Assembly is considered one of the most robust and elaborate models of deliberative processes. They are often used to address questions to do with institutional setup and constitutional changes. They have also tended to be used in contexts of political tension. On average, Citizens’ Assemblies gather 90 citizens, for 18 days. These days are typically spread over numerous weekends. 
Citizens’ Assemblies begin with a learning phase, where participants become familiar with the policy question and consider a range of perspectives presented by experts, stakeholders and affected groups, a diverse mix of whom present to the participants in person and answer their questions. It is also common for citizens to be able to request additional information, experts or stakeholders if they feel they are missing information or need additional clarifications. This is one of the reasons why meetings tend to be spread out over numerous weeks, to allow the organisers to invite additional experts and prepare extra information if needed. 
Often, an independent advisory group of researchers is formed prior to the assembly with a mandate to prepare a diverse information and evidence base for this purpose. Assembly members also consider inputs from other citizens, either holding citizen hearings and calling for online submissions or drawing from various citizen consultation and engagement processes that have been done in preparation for the assembly.

Citizens’ Jury/ Panel:
Used at all levels of government, Citizens’ Juries and Panels are often initiated to address a broad range of policy questions, the most common ones being infrastructure, health, urban planning, environment, and public services. Most are ad hoc but can also be utilised as an institutionalised model of an ongoing Panel. 
Citizens’ Juries and Panels follow the same learning, deliberation, and decision-making phases as Citizens’ Assemblies. They are the most adapted deliberative democracy model, with three main sub-categories:
1. processes that have taken place over consecutive days
2. processes where meeting days are spread out over numerous weeks, and
3. ongoing panels over much longer periods of time (e.g., two years).
Citizens’ Juries and Panels have often been combined with a rich array of other citizen participation practices that precede the jury or are conducted as parallel citizen engagement activities. These include community meetings, surveys, and online calls for proposals, advisory committees, community discussions, public consultations, focus groups, neighbourhood meetings, and others.


Principles of deliberative democracy
Deliberative processes are built around several key principles that help ensure that the process is fit for purpose. The principles are drawn from common principles and good practices identified by the OECD and Mosaic Lab.  
1. [bookmark: _Hlk124968811]Clear remit: the group responds to a clear remit - a plain English question that goes to the heart of the issue being shared. 
2. Transparency and accountability: the deliberative process should be transparent and announced publicly. Process design, briefing documents and final recommendations should be made publicly available in a timely manner. The commissioning authority should also publicly commit to responding to or acting on participants’ recommendations in a timely manner.
3. Representative: the process is representative. Participants are selected randomly via a random, stratified selection process. Inclusion is achieved by considering how to involve underrepresented groups.
4. Integrity: the process should be run by an arms’ length co-ordinating team, ideally, different from the commissioning public authority. The final call regarding process decisions should be with the team rather than the commissioning authorities.
5. Information and learning: participants will have access to the information they need to have an in-depth conversation and information will be neutral, balanced and from a range of different sources.
6. Group deliberation: participants are given the time they need to deliberate, which allows them to consider complex information, grapple with trade-offs and weigh up options and ideas to find common ground.
7. Report: the group starts with a ‘blank page’ report - detailing their own thinking and developing their recommendations.
8. Influence: the deliberative group is given a high level of influence over outcomes or decisions.
9. Privacy: There should be respect for participants’ privacy to protect them from undesired media attention and harassment, as well as to preserve participants’ independence. All personal data of participants should be treated in compliance with national and international good practices.
10. [image: Icon

Description automatically generated]Monitoring and evaluation: participants should be given the opportunity to evaluate the process anonymously. An internal evaluation should also be conducted against the good practice principles to assess what’s been achieved and how to improve future practice.
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Before deliberative democracy
The following section provides an overview of the planning and preparation that needs to take place before holding deliberation sessions with youth. It includes information about:
· Principle 1: setting a clear remit & purpose
· Understanding Auckland Council’s commitment to Māori and Pasifika communities
· Principle 2: creating transparency and accountability
· The role of decision makers  
· Principle 3: how to recruit a representative sample of youth
· Overcoming barriers to participation
· Principle 4: maintaining integrity 
· Assessing the quality of youth participation
· 



]
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Principle 1: Setting a clear remit & purpose

The first step to planning a deliberative democracy process with youth is to identify if there is a genuine problem/ issue that youth can help solve. 
Identifying and detailing the problem youth will help solve, or the question that they will answer is the start of the design process. A poorly defined problem is much more difficult to solve, as the way a problem or situation is understood and framed has an impact on the range and types of possible solutions.

Below are some considerations for the appropriateness of an issue for youth deliberation:
	An issue is appropriate for youth deliberation if: 
· broad concern exists within a community
· choices must be made, but there are no clear “right” answers
· youth perspective is needed to effectively move forward
· youth have not had the opportunity to consider the different courses of action and their long-term consequences
· the decision-making of office holders and other leaders needs to be informed by youth judgement, as well as experts’ views.

	An issue is not appropriate for youth deliberation if it: 
· is solely technical and requires a technical solution
· needs only a “yes” or “no” answer 
· has a specific solution that has already been decided and the youth’s role would only be seen as a “box ticking” exercise
· requires an immediate response 
· is relevant only to a narrow interest group
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What is a clear remit? 
Once an appropriate issue or problem is identified, it needs to be refined to a clear remit by the advisory team and framed as a question or issue. This remit must go to the core of the issue and provide a strong platform for discussion.
A clear remit is a plain English challenge or question that is placed before a group.
It should be sufficiently broad to allow for numerous recommendations to be possible but should be narrow enough to prevent the youth from getting side tracked during deliberation sessions. It is also important that the question encapsulates the trade-offs or constraints involved. To avoid confusion and ambiguity, simple and clear language should be used. 
A clear remit is crucial as it is one of the key distinctions of a deliberative process. It is not merely a consultation exercise, where people are being asked feedback or input. In a deliberative process, they have a mandate to address genuine challenges and provide practical recommendations. 
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The do’s and don’ts for defining the remit of a deliberative process:
	
Do’s
· start with a question, not merely a subject description
· ensure that it is a neat fit for what the decision maker will ultimately decide
· aim for brevity and clarity
· make sure it is neither too broad nor too narrow
· do not lead the youth towards a pre-determined answer or even give the unintended impression that you are
· sometimes it will be useful to precede or follow a question with an explanatory statement
· embed the trade-offs in either the question or supporting statement
· test your remit with someone outside the organising group – check that it makes perfect sense to an everyday citizen
· share the problem/dilemma; don’t sell a solution


	
Don’ts
· don’t frame a question that can be answered with either ‘yes’ or ‘no’
· avoid compound questions (two questions in one). Keep each question separate
· avoid words like ‘should’ or have a good reason for using them
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Defining the expected objectives and results:

Before recruiting youth, it is essential to have a clear understanding of the objectives or expected results of the deliberative process. This will enable clarification about the desired inputs or contributions from the youth and the impact they will have on the final decision. It is very important to set clear expectations on the results as well as the process.

In addition, the youth need to understand the future outcome of their contribution. This manages expectations and enhances trust in the process and its result. 

As a public authority, you should decide and communicate in advance how you plan to use the inputs received from the youth during a participatory process and the impact they will have on the final decision. The expected outcome of the inputs gathered through a participatory process can vary from informative purposes (information) or a consultative exercise (consultation), to more impactful outcomes, potentially with binding results (engagement).


Key questions to consider when defining the desired inputs and expected outputs:
1. what is the objective of involving youth in this deliberation process?
2. what type(s) of inputs or contributions would you like to receive from the youth? 
3. how will you use these inputs to solve your problem?
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[bookmark: _Hlk124254982]Understanding Auckland Council’s commitment to Māori and Pasifika communities
There is an opportunity for deliberative democracy to provide Māori and Pacific youth more opportunities to contribute to decision making processes at the council and to develop a better understanding of the role of local government. The Future for Local Government Draft report has indicated that both Māori and Pacific youth are underrepresented in decision making initiatives and processes and that it is fundamental to recognise Māori and Pacific youth voices through meaningful engagement and participation with local government.
 
[bookmark: _Hlk126331022]Our key commitments to Māori arise through Te Tiriti o Waitangi, the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA) and the council’s Māori Outcomes Framework - Kia ora Tāmaki Makaurau, these include:
· considering ways to foster the development of Māori capacity to contribute to decision-making
· providing opportunities for Māori to contribute to its decision-making processes
· considering treaty principles
· recognising Māori cultural values and perspectives
· enabling and promoting Māori wellbeing. 
· Honouring the 10 priorities of the Māori Outcomes Framework

Our key commitments to Pacific People are outlined through the council's Pasifika Strategy Ara Moana, these include: 
· empowering Pacific People to thrive and lead
· recognising, valuing and celebrating Pacific cultures, identity and diversity
· promoting effective engagement, meaningful participation and partnerships with Pacific People
· providing services that meet the needs of Pacific People to enable prosperous, thriving and vibrant Pacific communities in Auckland.
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Identifying impact on Māori and Pasifika youth
Considering impact on Māori and Pasifika youth and managing any impact appropriately, helps the council group to honour our commitments and comply with legislation. For this, you are encouraged to carry out an impact assessment (see page 62 of the appendix for a template) against your primary question or issue.

Once you have identified your primary question or issue, it’s important to start considering the impact the chosen topic or issue could have on both Māori and Pasifika youth, especially as you begin planning for the deliberation sessions and information gathering. 

This consideration needs to take place after the question or issue is identified to allow for sufficient time to make necessary adjustments, if any negative impacts are identified. 

[bookmark: _Hlk124272120]To determine if the primary question or issue will have a negative impact on Māori and Pasifika tamariki, begin by asking the following two questions:

1. Does your primary question or issue have relevance for Māori and Pasifika, especially youth?
2. Can your primary question or issue contribute to the council group’s commitments to Māori and Pasifika? 

If you answer ‘no’ to either question, explain in your impact statement how you reached this conclusion. 
If you answer ‘yes’ to either question, explain in your impact statement how you reached this conclusion and develop your engagement process so that it will identify and manage any impacts on Māori and Pasifika youth. This means it will: 

· contribute to the council group’s commitments to Māori and Pasifika
· realise any benefits for Māori and Pasifika (positive impact) 
· reduce any negative effect on Māori and Pasifika (negative impact) 
· be implemented in a way that supports Māori and Pasifika aspirations 
Need more guidance? 
Visit Kotahi for more information about our commitments to Māori and Pasifika communities:
· Te Tiriti o Waitangi and our commitments to Māori 
· Our Pasifika strategy
Identifying impact on all youth
In addition to conducting an impact assessment for Māori and Pasifika youth, you are also encouraged to complete the Ministry of Social Developments Child Impact Assessment Tool. The Child Impact Assessment (CIA) Tool has been developed to help government and non-government organisations in New Zealand assess whether policy proposals will improve the wellbeing of children and young people.
The tool includes templates that agencies can use to test and assess any proposed law or policy for consistency with the intent of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (Children’s Convention).
For more information, please visit: Child Impact Assessment Tool - Ministry of Social Development (msd.govt.nz)
Principle 2: Creating transparency and accountability 
Transparency
The deliberative process should be announced publicly before it begins. The process design and all materials that will be developed to support deliberation– including session agendas, briefing documents, audio and video recordings of those that will be presenting, the participants’ report, their recommendations (the wording of which participants should have a final say over) and the random selection methodology – should be made available to the public in a timely manner. Any funding source(s) should also be disclosed. 
Additionally, the response to recommendations and the advisory team’s final report after the process should be made publicly available via a pre-determined public communication strategy.

Accountability
As the commissioning organisation, there is a decision that needs to be made about whether the recommendations that are produced by the youth in the deliberative process should be advisory or binding. In the vast majority of deliberative processes, the remit is advisory. 
Even with advisory processes, there are nonetheless various levels of commitment possible. It can be a legal obligation for public authorities to respond (publicly or not), which does not necessarily mean there is a commitment to accept all recommendations. Or it can be a prior political commitment from public authorities to respond to or consider the recommendations.
It is a key consideration at the stage of setting the remit to determine what will be done with the recommendations. 
Participants devote a significant amount of time and effort to learn, deliberate, form consensus, and write a report. As such, they will want to know that their time is valued and receive assurance that their recommendations will be taken seriously. A commitment to listen and respond to the recommendations is therefore important. 
What does this mean in practice? 
· prior to deliberation, there needs to be a public commitment to respond to or act on the youths’ recommendations.
· there needs to be a clear decision-making timeline publicly available via a public communication strategy
· there needs to be clarity on how the outcomes of deliberation will fit into existing decision-making structures
· [image: ]implementation of any accepted recommendations needs to be monitored and supported with regular public progress reports.


Understanding the role of decision makers
To show young people that their input is welcome and valuable, and that it is a privilege to represent fellow youth in a deliberative process, it is good practice to highlight the importance of the duty in which they will be invited to participate. 
Having strong political support can help you achieve this by giving the deliberative process credibility and motivating youth to invest their time by participating.

Securing the support of elected members is an important precondition to running a deliberative process. There are four key reasons for this:

1. they have good knowledge and understanding of local issues and views on the topic
2. they are the ideal people to champion the process Internally and to the wider public
3. they understand the political constraints of office better than anyone else and can share this knowledge for the design process
4. they ultimately decide whether the recommendations are enacted or not.

There are several things to keep in mind when trying to bring elected members and other senior figures in the council on board with the process:

· it’s not uncommon for decision makers to be hesitant of deliberative democracy, this is often due to misunderstanding the process. Clear and transparent communication, backed by guidance can help decision makers improve their understanding 
· deliberative processes can give decision makers a powerful mandate, helping them to act confidently on difficult issues. Trying to understand any reservations is a good way to start a conversation with elected members and address any concerns
· it’s worth considering what else motivates decision makers and modelling your initial conversations accordingly. Is there reason to think that deliberative democracy will benefit Auckland, a board, etc? Could deliberative democracy increase public confidence and participation, if done well?
· deliberative democracy requires elected members to play a different type of role – that of the enabler and the convenor rather than the driver. Training and induction will go a long way at the start of the process, helping to create new norms and expectations in the council that may continue to have positive effects long after the process is over. It works best when decision makers themselves can share their learnings with their counterparts 
· deliberative democracy is a complement to representative democracy, not a replacement. Elected members will still have the final say but can make this decision armed with a strong evidence base and the express support of a cross-section of their younger constituents. In this way, it helps them to fulfil their duties as a local representative.

What can the support of decision makers look like in practice?
1. Invitation letters:
Invitation letters can be signed by a person with a high level of authority, such as local board members or councillors. Evidence suggests that the commitment of elected officials is one of the key factors for why response rates are high and dropout rates are low amongst participants in representative deliberative processes for public decision making. As this process is designed for youth, it’s important to explain the role of a local board member so that they understand their role in the overall process. 

2. Co-design:
Elected members can help co-design the remit of the deliberative process and have a say over some design decisions, both in their capacity as representatives (speaking on behalf of the wider community) and in a political capacity (making clear their problems, constraints and aspirations). Ultimately, they are making a commitment to seriously consider and directly respond to the recommendations of the youth, so they need to be brought in from the early stages of the planning process. 

3. Attending the deliberative sessions:
To highlight the value that a public authority sees in having citizens participate in a deliberative process, an elected representative often opens the deliberative process and welcomes the participants or attends as an observer at one of the sessions. Depending on the level of government, it can be a head of a public enterprise or organisation, a mayor, councillor, local board member, or a president (for example, the Irish Taoiseach opened and welcomed members to the Irish Citizens’ Assemblies and the French President Emmanuel Macron spoke at the fourth session of the 2019-20 Citizens’ Convention on Climate).

4. Accepting the final report on behalf of the public authority
[image: ]Another way to involve elected members is to have them accept the final report prepared by participants. Not only is it a gesture of respect towards the participants, it also shows commitment from the organisation by having those in a position to enact change accept public recommendations.
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Principle 3: How to recruit a representative sample of youth
The “representative” principle of deliberative democracy denotes that the participants should be a microcosm of the public. In the case of the pilots, the sample of youth that will be recruited for the deliberative process should be representative of the youth that reside within each respective local board area. 
This is achieved through random sampling from which a representative group is selected, based on stratification by demographics (to ensure the group broadly matches the demographic profile of the community against census or other similar data), and sometimes by attitudinal criteria (depending on the context). Everyone should have an equal opportunity to be selected as participants. In some instances, it may be desirable to over-sample certain demographics during the random sampling stage of recruitment to help achieve representativeness.
Selecting your recruitment criteria(s)
Before you start recruiting youth for your deliberative process, you need to decide what you would like the eventual demographic make-up of the youth to be. In deliberative democracy, most groups of participants are recruited to reflect the wider public in terms of gender, age, location of residence, ethnicity and a few other chosen criteria. The local context and your primary question or issue can also help shape the criteria you choose, e.g.:

· The question/ issue: depending on your focus, you might want to recruit people according to their behaviour, their understanding of an issue or their beliefs. For example, the national Climate Assembly UK recruited assembly members to ensure they reflect wider public concern with climate change (i.e., from not at all concerned to very concerned). Having diverse perspectives represented in the assembly tends to improve the quality of deliberation.

· The context: the local context and nature of your topic might also influence the criteria and quotas you choose to recruit by. For instance, if the issue you have chosen disproportionately affects disabled people, disability should at the very least be one of your selection criteria. In some cases, it might be right to oversample certain groups, though you should be prepared to defend this decision as it would undermine the ‘representativeness’ of your deliberation group

If you struggle to get a response from a particular demographic group, it might help to supplement sortition with more targeted recruitment, perhaps in partnership with ‘community ambassadors’ who are trusted by that community.

Standard recruitment criteria to consider for the youth pilots:
· 
Page 1 | 1

· age – at the council, youth are defined as those aged 14 – 24 years old
· gender
· ethnicity
· local board
· identifies as a member of the Rainbow Community
· Identifies as a member of the Disabled Community.
Two-stage random selection process (civic lottery)
The most utilised approach to recruitment for deliberative democracy is a two-stage random selection (civic lottery) process. In a civic lottery, there is randomisation at multiple stages of the recruitment and selection process. This allows public authorities to convene a broadly representative group of people. The principle behind a civic lottery is that everybody has an equal chance of being selected by lot. 
A civic lottery has two stages. First, a very large number of people receive an invitation to be part of the process from the convening public authority. These randomly selected recipients can volunteer by opting into the lottery. Secondly, amongst the volunteers, members/ participants are chosen by lot to be broadly representative of the public.

The first stage of a civic lottery process:
The first stage involves sending many invitations to randomly selected individuals or households. This entails first deciding on four criteria:
1. the population that will be represented through the civic lottery
2. the number of individuals to be selected
3. the stratification criteria – meaning the demographic criteria that will be used to ensure the selected group broadly represents the wider community (e.g., gender, age, geography), as well as attitudinal criteria if appropriate for the context
4. the method for inviting that set number of randomly chosen individuals from within that population to participate.
Public authorities are encouraged to use a universal contact list, which can vary from the electoral register (in places where registration is compulsory or automatic) to the national post database, registry of landline and mobile numbers, or other similar resource. In many places, a universal contact list is not available, or not always available to the organisers of deliberative processes due to data privacy rules. 
For the youth pilots, there are no universal contact lists for youth in Auckland. You are encouraged to partner with community groups, schools etc, to create your own contact list. The principle should be to ensure that the largest number of youths can be eligible to receive an invitation as part of this first stage. As there is no universal contact list, it is important to acknowledge this shortcoming as part of your overall evaluation. 
[image: Mailbox with solid fill]


[image: Open envelope with solid fill]


	
Invitations:
The invitation typically contains an introduction to the process, an information sheet, and a response form and envelope if by post (or a phone number or a link to an online registration form). 
Seven important pieces of information that the invitation should contain:
1. an introduction to the convening public authority (Auckland Council & local boards)
2. an introduction to the problems or issues (your remit)
3. an introduction to the selection and engagement process (civic lottery)
4. an outline of the rules and exclusions of the selection process (civic lottery recruitment criteria)
5. an introduction to the specific issue to be addressed and commitment from decision makers (i.e., elected members – local board members)
6. the request to volunteer, which includes volunteer dates, deadlines, methods of registration and other information pertaining to the process
7. an outline of the responsibilities of the youth, if selected via civic lottery
8. a pitch highlighting the personal value to be gained in participating in a civic process on behalf of the community.

Depending on the size of the wider population (i.e., if it is a small town (i.e. a ward), a big city, a region, or a state), the size of the initial round of random invitations varies. For small populations, usually there are at least 2,000 people initially contacted; for national-level processes, a first round of random invitations can go out to around 30,000 depending on the population size. 
According to interviews with practitioners in different countries, the number of people to contact to have the desired number of participants depends on the anticipated response rate. This will vary depending on the level of government (due to the size of the population affected), issue salience, level of commitment required from participants, and other contextual factors. Response rates can also vary due to factors such as mode of invitation (i.e., by post, telephone, online), invitation wording, who sends the invitation (i.e., whether it is from someone with authority, like a local board member or a mayor), and other design elements. The larger the overall population and the lower the anticipated response rate, the larger the initial invitation pool should be.
Previous deliberative processes run in New Zealand show a response rate of around 2% for email invitations and around 3.8% for postal invitations. These response rates are in line with comparable processes run in Australia. 
A good rule of thumb to ensure adequate demographic representation is to ensure your pool of interest (i.e., the people who respond to invitations) is 10 times larger than your expected group size. For a deliberation group of 30 people, the interest pool should be around 300 people. However, if selection is not done randomly through a universal contact list and is instead done through self-selection (such as responding to advertising about deliberative process), the pool of interest should ideally be larger than 10 to 1 to ensure adequate representation of certain groups who typically don’t respond to open call invitations (such as youth and people with low income or education levels).
The second stage of a civic lottery process:
The second stage of the civic lottery relates to the stratification by demographic criteria of all the individuals who volunteer to participate in the deliberative process. Stratification criteria are essential for bringing together a group of citizens that broadly mirrors the composition of society. From the individuals who volunteer, a random draw is made using the stratification criteria, to compose the final sample. In most cases, there are four standard variables of stratification:
1. age
2. gender
3. geographic locality, and
4. demographic indicator that ensures a mix of income and education levels (this will vary depending on the context)
Census data by Statistics New Zealand can be used to determine the broad representation figures of a local board area. This can then be used to break down the second stage of the ballot process to stratify a representative sample of youth.
How?
· Visit Census Auckland or Stats NZ for census place summaries of your local board
· Or contact census@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz for more help with finding board census data
Need a randomisation tool? 
Below is a free to use tool that can be used to generate a randomised group of numbers
· Research Randomizer
Consent forms:
For youth aged 15 years and younger, a signed consent form will be required from a parent or guardian of the youth. You can include a consent form as part of the invitation or have them sent once your final group has been stratified. For more information, see the following guidance from the Office of the Children’s Commissioner: Ethical considerations
Deciding the size of your group
Larger groups can more accurately reflect the demographics of society at large. If you
recruit more youth, you can apply more selection criteria which helps to ensure a
more diverse group of participants.

But there are many things to consider other than meeting demographic targets. If a group is too large it can be hard to sustain high-quality deliberation and finding
common ground will take much longer. It will also cost you a lot more money.

There is a trade-off between breadth and depth. The right balance will always depend on
circumstance (for instance, how much money you have, how much time you have, how
complex the issue is and the level of support available). To give an indication, local councils in the UK have tended to recruit between 45 and 60 participants for assemblies and juries. 
What about in Auckland?
· For the wider region: 45 – 60 participants
· For a ward or board: 20- 25 participants
Overcoming barriers to participation
Ensuring that all youth have equal opportunities to participate is key to achieving inclusiveness and representativeness. The difficulty of this varies depending on the time commitment required and the salience and interest of the policy issue. People have other commitments, different levels of financial stability, and low trust of government institutions. 
For the youth pilots, this can be an even greater challenge as recent figures from the Future for Local Government Review draft report shows youth, especially Māori and Pasifika youth, are less likely to exercise their civic rights by participating in engagement and consultation processes. Nevertheless, below are several ways to lower barriers to participation amongst youth and achieve higher response rates when recruiting.

Duration
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Time is one of the factors that distinguishes deliberative processes from most other types of stakeholders and citizen participation. Deliberative processes tend to require much longer amounts of time to conduct a proper recruitment and to prepare the educational materials and agendas. The average duration of deliberative engagement is 3.7 full meeting days, spread out over the course of 6.6 weeks. The difference in the length of assemblies is usually explained by one or more of the following factors:
· budget: money is time - the larger the budget, the more time you can afford
· size: the larger the group, the longer it will take for them to deliberate, negotiate and reach shared judgements.
· remit: issues involving a single dilemma (the allocation of a budget, for instance) will require less time to unpick, but issues with multiple cross-cutting trade-offs and unintended consequences will take much longer 
· scale and influence: when engagement is operating at a significant geographical scale, or when it carries a substantial degree of influence, organisers might decide to set aside more time.

Allowing enough time for the in-person deliberation is crucial to achieving detailed and considered recommendations, building trust between participants, and instilling public confidence in the process and its outputs. A common finding is that rushing the time process leads to a rushed decision, which undermines the integrity of the process but to great of a time commitment can also dissuade participants from committing to the process.
Remuneration
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Remunerating youth is one way to encourage participation. Compensating young people for their time spent in a deliberative process, especially when it comes to longer, more time-consuming processes such as Citizens’ Assemblies and Citizens’ Juries/Panels, makes the process affordable and worthwhile. 
How much?
Often, participants in a deliberative process are remunerated based on either the rate of the national hourly wage ($21.20), the national hourly living wage ($23.65) or at the rate that people are reimbursed for jury duty. Studies suggest that payment does encourage demographics that generally do not participate, notably young people and those with lower incomes, to participate for the duration of the deliberative process.
Note: hourly rates are based on national averages from 2022 and may need updating

Covering transportation
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There are other ways to reimburse participants beyond direct payments. Such as transportation costs for youth coming from areas that are far away from the location where deliberation takes place. 
How much? 
For the youth pilots, the following is a good benchmark for transportation costs:
· bus & train: travel to and from a venue (2 zones) for one deliberation session, per youth = $16
· taxi: travel to and from venue (2 zones) for one deliberation session, per youth = approximately $50
· wheelchair taxi: travel to and from venue (2 zones) for one deliberation session, per youth = approximately $80

Note: These rates are based on averages from 2022 and may need updating


Clear communication
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Clear and targeted communication in plain English about the deliberative process is essential for supporting the recruitment process and beyond, especially for youth. Having the full picture of the purpose, how the process will unfold, the level of commitment required, and how decision makers will respond is key. Effective communication during the selection stage (as well as throughout the deliberative process) can help to ensure a higher response rate, active participation, and lower dropout rates.

Accessibility
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One in five Aucklanders have some form of disability. That means 20% of this city’s population may not be able to engage with council using traditional methods of communication or may not be able to attend engagement events due to lack of accessibility. Taking this into consideration and having a plan in place to address any accessibility needs can encourage youth with a disability to participate in the pilot.
For more guidance, see: Engaging with Aucklanders who have a disability

Structural support 
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Providing or paying for childcare and reimbursing the costs incurred for elderly care is another consideration for reducing barriers to participation. Some youth may be parents/ a single parent, and some may care for elderly family members to support their wider family unit.
How much?
For the youth pilots, you can consider:
· covering day care costs for the duration of the engagement sessions
· reimbursing for elderly care costs for the duration of the engagement sessions 
Principle 4: Integrity
The process should be run by an arms’ length co-ordinating team (an advisory team) that is different from the commissioning public authority. The final call regarding process decisions should be with the team rather than the commissioning authorities.
If an independent advisory team is unable to be established a detailed explanation will need to be included in the final evaluation. 
Creating an advisory team:
An advisory team should be established to support the delivery of the youth pilots in an efficient and effective manner. The team is essential to the success of the pilots and overseeing planning and operational issues associated with the overall delivery. The advisory team oversees:
· remit setting
· recruitment
· information preparation 
· oversight of all planning and operational issues for engagement sessions
· evaluating and reporting to the public

This group must be perceived to be impartial, or at least balanced to ensure integrity. It is not uncommon for groups to aim for a mix of ‘impartiality’, ‘balance’ or ‘cross-party representation’.

1) ‘Impartial’ advisory groups tend to be made up of experts and specialists with no
direct ‘influence in the game’ who provide a strategic perspective on the issue.

2) ‘Balanced’ advisory groups invite a range of different stakeholders on board to reflect
the different perspectives on the issue.

3) ‘Cross-party’ advisory groups aim for political balance rather than a full spectrum
of perspectives. The group will include politicians representing their parties (probably
proportionate to the local balance of power if applicable).

Commitments 
Each member of the Steering Group should be available to meet at least three times for a minimum of approximately 4 hours to carry out planning and preparation for the engagement sessions. Members of the group should also be available to deal with issues (by e-mail, phone call & video call etc.) on an ad hoc basis as they arise during the run-up to engagement session weekends. 




Key members of the advisory team
· Lead advisor (local board lead): to take a leadership role in the planning and preparation of pilots. Oversee evaluations and final reporting.
· Lead facilitator (external): to lead the facilitation of engagement sessions
· Co-facilitators (can include a youth facilitator and other members of the advisory team). Will support the lead facilitator in the delivery of engagement sessions
· Youth representative (external – ideally a youth from the local board area). Will bring youth perspective and voice to the planning and preparation of the youth pilots
· Youth engagement specialists (internal staff). Will bring youth engagement expertise in the planning and preparation of the pilots
· Decision makers – (elected members/ senior council staff). Only present when necessary to bring elected member voice and perspective into the planning and preparation of the process (see page 20 & 21 for more information).
· Subject matter experts (internal staff) – to join the advisory team once remit/ issue has been identified: to provide the advisory team support and guidance on the issue and help support the identification of relevant experts (e.g., community groups, academics, external subject matter experts, people with lived experience etc) for the pilots.
Note:
· External subject matter experts can also join the advisory team, this will be at the discretion of the advisory.

Ethical considerations of engagement for the advisory team:
Key to the principle of integrity are ethical considerations. Your engagement with youth should never cause harm. As well as seeking consent, you will need to ensure that:
· adults working directly with youth are experienced or trained to work with young people i.e., are screened and police vetted
· if the nature of your engagement is deeply personal for youth, you should seek ethical advice and approval from an ethics committee. The council has a Research Ethics Advisory Group that can help you assess your pilot against key ethical principles
· if youth will be sharing information that identifies risks to themselves or others, the right support is provided to them
· youth are not stigmatised or discriminated against in your process.
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Assessing the quality of youth participation
Hart’s Ladder
Once you have identified your remit and before you begin planning deliberation sessions, it’s a good time to assess the quality of youth participation that your pilot will aim to achieve. 
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Description automatically generated]There are many models of youth participation, Hart’s Ladder is a model that can be useful when developing and reviewing youth participation on projects. The model can help you decide the most suitable level of youth participation for your project. 
Hart’s Ladder also provides an easy way to evaluate the quality of youth participation in any project. It does not intend to suggest youth participation on projects should aim for the top level of participation on Hart’s Ladder. Instead, it encourages people to climb off the lower levels of non-participation and think of ways to genuinely engage young people in the higher levels of participation.
For the youth pilots, Hart’s Ladder can help you identify and remedy non-participation practices. Projects can fall into non-participation practices when adults are genuine about youth participation but have not planned how to make sure it is effective. Using youth participation principles will help you avoid non-participation practices. 
Youth participation that falls within the top levels of the ladder can be considered good and appropriate practice, depending on the context of the decision-making, the environment and the reasons for involving young people.
Key questions to consider:
· [bookmark: _Hlk124946722]Which level of Hart’s Ladder is our pilot/ deliberation sessions on?
· [bookmark: _Hlk124946838]Which level of Hart’s Ladder should our project/ deliberation sessions be on?
· [bookmark: _Hlk124946856][bookmark: _Hlk124946857]What do we need to do to move to the right level on the ladder for our project?

For a detailed breakdown of Hart’s Ladder, visit: Hart’s Ladder
An assessment template with the key questions listed above can be found on page 64 of the appendix, this should be completed and included in your overall evaluation.
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During deliberative democracy
The following section provides an overview of the necessary steps that will need to take place when holding deliberation sessions with youth 
It includes information about:
· Principle 5: information and learning
· Principle 6: group deliberation
· Approaching the deliberation sessions with a youth centric approach
· Principle 7: report







Principle 5: information and learning
What do we mean by ‘information’?
The successful running of deliberative engagement sessions relies on participants having access to a wide range of accurate, relevant, and evidence-based information. For participants to be able to have quality discussions over the primary question/ issue and reach informed decisions on recommendations, quality information is essential to any deliberative democracy process. 

The three sources of information:
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1. government/ local government
[image: Lecturer with solid fill]

2. experts, stakeholders and active voices
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3. sources requested by participants


Forms of information:
· introductory reading material prior to the first meeting (50 – 200 pages)
· experts and stakeholders available at meetings for presentations and/ or questions
· community groups, stakeholders, advocates and members of the community with lived experience at the meetings for presentations and/ or questions
· reading material between meetings to help participants prepare
· workshops during the meetings
· opportunities for participants to request information – experts etc, that they feel are missing.



Selecting experts and stakeholders
An extensive range of information sources is important. Having a wide breadth ensures that participants encounter and consider different points of view and that the diversity of participants is complemented by a diversity of viewpoints in information sources. The type of information provided also matters in terms of public perceptions of fairness (i.e., this cannot be government brochures highlighting their successes or arguing for certain solutions).

Types of experts:
When we say ‘experts’ we don’t simply mean academic specialists and those with technical
understanding of a topic. 

Experts can include:
· knowledge experts (SMEs): individuals with specialist scientific, subject matter, technical or legal knowledge 
· stakeholders: representatives from interested parties (lobbying or interest groups) who usually provide evidence advocating a certain perspective.
· experts by lived experience: members of the public who have knowledge about an issue as a result of their personal experience, who can share their personal insights.
The advisory team responsible for designing and organising the deliberative process chooses the experts and informational material. They do not necessarily need to have expertise on the policy issue – their role is as experts of participation and deliberation. 

What does this mean in practice?
· The advisory team needs to identify the final line-up of experts and stakeholders who will address the participants. 
· The line-up must include a range of different points of view, opinions, and voices of groups that have a stake in or are involved in the policy question at hand. 
· All experts and stakeholders that will be presenting should be on an equal footing and have similar conditions/ opportunities to present their point of view to the participants.

Questions to ask yourself before asking relevant experts and stakeholders to present at the pilot:
· who is an expert/ stakeholder in this topic?
· what themes or issues should be discussed in the learning phase of deliberation? 
· which expert(s) can present this information in a clear and easy to understand manner that is appropriate for youth?
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In most deliberative processes, participants are provided with an introductory pack of information ahead of the first meeting. The pack needs to be in plain English and appropriate for a wide range of reading levels. The pack tends to cover the following information:
· the problem and what answers are needed from the participants
· the context of the process
· what is on the table
· the current approach or thinking on the topic
· evidence based data required to make a decision
· information from other government agencies whose responsibilities interact with the decision
· the authorities view and position of the problem so that this is transparent to the participants i.e., the council’s position, if any.
These introductory information packs should be 50-200 page documents that explain as much of the problem as possible, as this provides a foundation for forming informed decisions. While this sounds like a lot of reading, which may be perceived as an issue to inclusiveness as not all participants will have the time nor capacity to read such a large amount of information, the idea is not for everybody to read the entirety of the pack. Participants will be naturally more interested in certain aspects than others. Between them, they will have covered everything and added to the collective intelligence of the group.

Going beyond the traditional:
There is also increasing interest in digital materials being used to complement text-based ones in recognition that people have different learning styles. This is particularly important for youth who are digital natives and would benefit from having content delivered in engaging and manageable chunks. To support this, it is important for organisers to consider alternative approaches to complement the introductory information packs, such as:
· digital platforms – i.e., a dedicated and interactive websites
· videos i.e., expert recordings, YouTube videos, Ted talks etc
· audio recordings
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Group deliberation
What is deliberation?	
Deliberation involves weighing evidence and considering a wide range of perspectives in pursuit of finding common ground. It is distinct from: 
· debate: where the aim is to persuade others and to ‘win’ 
· bargaining: where people make concessions in exchange for something 
· dialogue: which seeks mutual understanding rather than a decision 
· opinion giving; where individuals state their opinions in a context that does not first require learning, or the need to listen to others
The timeline of deliberative engagement sessions
Allowing enough time for the in-person deliberation is crucial to achieving detailed and considered recommendations, building trust between participants, and instilling public confidence in the process and its outputs. A common finding is that rushing the time process leads to a rushed decision, which undermines these goals.
The OECD shows that the average duration of deliberative engagement sessions varies greatly across the world, depending on the model of deliberative process. The most common models, Citizens’ Jury/Panel lasts for 4.1 days over five weeks on average.

What does this mean for the youth pilots:
Based on guidance from the OECD, it is recommended that engagement for the youth pilots be split across a minimum of 4 engagement sessions, each occurring on a different week to allow for planning and preparation, for both the advisory team and youth participants.

Six guiding principles for the deliberation sessions
Openness: the deliberation sessions will operate with transparency, with all documentation freely available. The participants should be open to hearing from all stakeholders and experts.
Fairness: the full spectrum of views will be heard on every issue and that briefing material for participants will be of the highest quality
Equality of voice: each participant will be given an opportunity to voice their opinions, should they wish to do so
Efficiency: each session will make the best use of the groups limited time together and ensure that all documentation is circulated in advance so that participants can properly prepare for meetings
Respect: all participants can freely and confidently make contributions and express their views without fear of personal attacks or criticism
Collegiality: participants will work together in a spirit of friendship as they embark on the task together
The role of facilitators and facilitation
It is important to acknowledge that the role of facilitators in conducting the meeting is crucial to its success. 
They are responsible for:
· creating a warm atmosphere
· building trust among the participants
· ensuring the credibility of the process 
· supporting the participants to formulate their own recommendations 
· maintaining neutrality and withholding their own judgements 
· dealing with potential tensions between participants 
· encouraging equal participation amongst participants 
· ensuring a balance of speaking time.
Facilitators play a crucial role in supporting the participants to formulate their own recommendations, while maintaining neutrality and withholding their own judgements about the proposals. For this reason, it is important that facilitators do not have a stake in the outcome of the process. They should be independent and at arm’s length from the commissioning public authority.
Facilitators are also there to deal with what can be considered ‘difficult’ situations, such as when there is tension between participants or if someone loses their nerve. They also encourage equal participation amongst participants as some will naturally be more shy, while others will be more likely to dominate a conversation, therefore, facilitators ensure a balance of speaking time.

How many facilitators?
[image: Lecturer with solid fill]Generally, it is recommended that there be one experienced facilitator trained in leading engagement to run the deliberation sessions of the pilot. They can have 1 - 2 co-facilitators e.g., members of the advisory team to support them. 
For the youth pilots, you may wish to have a young person take on the role of co-facilitator to support the lead facilitator. This approach is not only youth centric but can also help youth participants feel more at ease during the engagement sessions and increase participation. 

Facilitation principles
Providing purpose: deliberation sessions should begin with a clear articulation of its aims, agenda and what will happen with the results. It’s important for participants to feel able to participate and that their contribution is worthwhile. It is also important to manage expectations; this includes explaining what is out of scope with regards to the remit.

Collectively agreed ways of working: participants should agree to guidelines for how the deliberation sessions will take place. This will help participants to manage their own behaviour and gives facilitators the license to step in should any issues arise. This also helps establish conditions in which all participants feel able to participate.

Framing: participants are best able to engage with a complex subject where they have agreed on a framework through which to view it. The first round of deliberation should focus on the values on which participants will base their discussions.

Seating plan and room set up: seating plans and a room set up that encourages movement amongst the youth helps ensure participants have discussions with the wider group. This can be as simple as having youth move tables to speak with all members throughout the deliberation process or asking the youth to have discussions with a member they’ve not had a chance to speak with. This prevents the group from getting stuck in repetitive cycles of discussion and encourages the youth to hear the broad range of views and perspectives that are across all participants.

Enough time: participants need sufficient time to digest, discuss and work through the information they hear, this is especially important for youth. It is better for participants to have enough time to consider a limited number of topics and produce a small range of outputs than to rush through a larger agenda.

A clear structure: participants need to go through a logical series of steps to arrive at their conclusions. This includes setting participants tasks, such as ranking options at their tables, that create a framework for discussion (as opposed to just saying “talk”). The aims set out at the beginning of deliberation should be revisited throughout, reminding participants of why they are there and the purpose of the process.

Small group discussion: personal reflection and small group discussions must be built in so that all participants, particularly those who are less confident, can form and put forward their own opinions. Most of the discussion during deliberation sessions takes place around small tables, with 5-10 people allocated to each table. Some table facilitation can be led by co- facilitators or council officers, who have previously been trained in basic facilitation. When smaller groups return to the wider group, representatives from the tables should be able to report back their discussions and comment on the ideas emerging on other tables.

Personal reflection: after each expert presentation, it is important to allocate participants time to reflect and capture the information they found most compelling. This process of reflection gives participants the space to collect their thoughts and make sense of what they have heard.

Accessibility: The success of the deliberative democracy depends on all participants feeling
able to engage. This includes ensuring that the venue and all activities take into account any accessibility requirements participants have. No jargon or complex council terms should be used, and any key terms must be explained.

A range of diverse exercises: Variety is critical to keeping participants engaged and making the deliberation sessions an enjoyable experience for everyone. It also helps make the process more inclusive of participants with different learning and thinking styles.


The four phases of group deliberation

[image: Badge 1 with solid fill]The team/community building phase:


In the team/ community building phase, participants meet one another and establish the values that will guide their deliberation. This phase creates the conditions for their deliberation to be possible in the latter stages.  In some cases, participants may also receive training on understanding biases and critical thinking. This may be helpful for youth as they may be unfamiliar with such concepts. 
For more information about understanding biases and critical thinking, visit the links below:
· Critical thinking
· Understanding biases
[image: Badge with solid fill] The learning and consultation phase:

In the learning and consultation phase, participants become familiar with the policy question and consider a range of perspectives presented by experts, stakeholders, and affected groups, a diverse mix of whom present to the participants in person, digitally, or in writing and answer their questions. It is also common for participants to be able to request additional information, experts, or stakeholders if they feel they are missing information or need additional clarifications.
Letting the youth select speakers:
If there is enough time, youth can help contribute to the selection process together with the advisory team. In all its diversity, the participants are perhaps the most legitimate ‘advisory group’ in the eyes of the public and is uniquely placed to identify information gaps that might be inhibiting their progress. At the start of the process, youth will still be new to the topic and may not feel ready to suggest speakers. Even if this is the case, they can still be involved in this process in a different way or at a later stage, e.g.:

· Youth could help define the speaker selection criteria, from which speakers are selected.
· Youth could help choose speakers from a longlist of candidates. DemocracyCo in Australia colour coded speakers according to their biases and asked participants to ‘choose a rainbow’ from the list of speakers.
· Youth could be invited to suggest or select speakers before the deliberative sessions, but they may not feel able to make an informed request at this stage. As the engagement goes on and if the deliberative sessions are well spaced out, you can invite new speakers or add new topics based on participants’ requests.


Letting youth question the speakers:
The learning stage of deliberative democracy should not be a passive process. Youth should be encouraged to think critically about the information they are hearing and have the opportunity to question or challenge speakers. The learning stage should be a constructive period of group discovery based on what the youth feel they need to learn, rather than solely what speakers want to say. Besides giving youth a say over the selection of speakers and discussion topics,
there are several other ways to promote a dynamic learning environment:

· Youth can be given yellow (slow down) and red (stop) cards to raise if they can’t follow a presentation. The speaker can then stop and clarify the point they are making.
· In between presentations, youth can highlight any unanswered questions, these can be recorded and revisited in future sessions. These questions can be managed by a Q&A tool such as https://www.slido.com/, as well as being physically collected on Post-it notes.
· You can also bring experts into the conversation with youth through ‘speaker carousels.’ During speaker carousels, speakers circulate around the different tables at regular intervals, giving participants the opportunity to ask questions, challenge speakers and fill in any knowledge gaps. During each rotation, some tables can be given time without an expert so they can digest what they have heard and decide what they want to ask next.

Using a range of learning methods with youth:
Although expert presentations are the most common method for delivering learning, you could also experiment with other formats.

For instance:
· Placemaking – which is a broad term for many different approaches to create and activate public spaces (e.g., from a park, neighbourhood, city or a region). A placemaking approach can involve having youth spend time visiting and walking around an area of interest with several experts to gain a hands-on perspective. 
Some questions and criteria that can be considered if utilising a placemaking approach:
· overall attractiveness 
· feeling of safety
· cleanliness/ quality of maintenance 
· comfort of places to sit
The council has comprehensive placemaking guidance that can help you plan and prepare for this type of engagement on Kotahi: Placemaking with communities
· Youth can be given printed information between sessions. This is easier to assemble between sessions and can be easily curated to meet the requests of the youth, but it can risk overwhelming them if too much is shared too early in the process.
· Youth can also be shown videos relating to the issue, including from those who may have valuable insight to provide but aren’t able to attend any sessions in person. This can help youth empathise with the local community’s different experiences of the issue.
· As digital natives, youth are well place for digital forms of engagement as part of the learning process. The following link has an extensive breakdown of digital platforms and tools that may be of use to you: https://bit.ly/digitalP2tools2020
[image: A picture containing dark

Description automatically generated][image: Badge 3 with solid fill]The group deliberation phase:

Group deliberation is when information is discussed, options and trade-offs are assessed, and recommendations are collectively developed. The process is carefully designed to maximise opportunities for every participant and requires the skills of impartial facilitators.
Argument visualisation/ mind mapping:
A commonly utilised approach to assist youth in group deliberation is argument visualisation. Mapping arguments visually helps youth arrange claims, evidence and counterarguments, making it easier for expert contributions and information to be understood and analysed. Mapping arguments without any weighting or ranking can help to stimulate deliberation without steering conversations in any direction.

Alternatively, monitoring the level of support for different statements can help you guide the discussions onwards. Though you should make sure all proposals have been properly considered by participants before discounting any of them.

The submissions made by stakeholders or experts who are unable to present in person can be mapped in advance of the deliberation sessions if time is limited or argument maps could be populated in real time as deliberation progresses. This could serve as a reference point for participants and could also form part of the deliberation output alongside recommendations.

How? 
Argument visualisation/ mind mapping can be done physically using paper and Post-it notes or can be aided by digital software’s such as Coggle, both of which will allow groups to map arguments collaboratively.
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Basic mind map example
[image: Badge 4 with solid fill] The ‘reaching consensus’ phase:

The final step is reaching a “rough consensus” – finding (as much as possible) a proposal or range of options that a large proportion of participants can strongly agree on. This does not mean that 100% of participants must agree with 100% of the proposals. In certain contexts, this is highly unlikely and is arguably not desirable in a democracy that values pluralism. A common rule of thumb is that around 80% of the participants must agree that they would be fine with the recommendation. 
The following can be done in this phase, to help the youth reach a consensus:
· agreeing on a vision of what reaching a consensus looks likes e.g., 80% agreement?  
· if need be, deepening understanding of the topic or key issues
· a brief refresher of the proposals offered by experts and stakeholders
· gathering preliminary recommendation proposals from the youth
· analysing recommendation proposals 
· collecting comments from youth that were made across the deliberation sessions
· group analysis of the collected comments by all participants 
Voting can be used as either an intermediate step on the way to rough consensus, or as a “fallback” mechanism when consensus cannot be reached. 
Utilising confidential voting:
Finalising the recommendations through a confidential vote allows youth to make their decision in private and free from any external pressure. It can also allow the council to understand the degree of support for each recommendation across the wider group. It’s important that voting doesn’t come at the expense of meaningful collaboration and deliberation by entrenching opinions or oversimplifying complex issues. 

There are several ways to mitigate these risks if a confidential vote is utilised:
· votes should not be binary 
· there should be ample space and time for the group to establish common ground on different themes, ideas and solutions before anyone expresses their judgement in a vote
· the vote options should not be predetermined but should be formulated by the youth themselves during their deliberations 
· youth should be given the option to add more nuanced commentary to their vote, suggesting why they voted as they did, whether they would alter anything about the voting options as they stand and if anything would change their judgement. This could help facilitators to identify areas of agreement that are not visible in the polling results.
· voting should not be used prematurely in the process, as this could entrench the youths’ perspectives.

Mentimeter and Slido are popular online voting tools, both of which can be used at various points during the deliberation sessions. A digital approach saves you distributing the ballots and counting the votes manually. However, the online tools mentioned above do not allow for a preferential ballot (whereby participants rank options rather than select their favourites) or score voting (in which options are given a ‘score’) which is one reason why paper ballots are still commonplace in deliberative democracy. 

An Excel sheet could also be used to calculate the results of preferential votes, allowing for the fast reporting of results. A mixture of these methods may be appropriate, with preferential voting and score voting done via paper ballots and cheaper e-voting reserved for supplementary recommendations or procedural matters, where simple polling is required.

Communicating the deliberation sessions while it’s happening 
Once the deliberation sessions get going, more proactivity will be required with communications.
The key is not to justify each individual decision at the end of the process, but to
consistently explain the process throughout and show that it works. 

There are several objectives in this regard:
1. to show that the deliberation sessions are a trustworthy and effective way of making decisions and to illustrate this with assets, media and a clear description of the process.
2. to make sure those not recruited as participants can understand that while their involvement may be limited: 
(i) the participants reflect the youth demographics of the local community 
(ii) there are other ways for them to get involved
3. to illustrate that decision makers are ‘on board’ with the participants, understand the process, its value and are willing to absorb wider lessons of the process
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Approaching the deliberation sessions with a youth centric approach
Positive youth development in Aotearoa 
A youth centric approach is important in the design and delivery of the youth pilots. Positive Youth Development in Aotearoa (PYDA) is a framework that suggests both informal and formal initiatives designed for youth can intentionally weave positive connections across communities if the following two key outcomes and three approaches are adopted:

Outcomes
1. Developing the whole person
2. Developing connected communities
Approaches
3. Strengths based
4. Respectful relationships
5. Building ownership and empowerment

Specifically, the framework underpins that communities can find their own solutions to their problems if an attitude of searching out the latent strengths in all people, including young people, is adopted.
Based on the key outcomes and approaches, the framework sets out a checklist that the youth pilots can be developed and assessed against to help determine if youth are supported appropriately through the pilots 
The check list can be found on page 65 of the appendix and should be completed as part of your final evaluation.

Alignment with Auckland Council
The PYDA framework also aligns with key goals of the council’s I Am Auckland - the Children and Young People's Strategic Action Plan which sets out our commitment to help children and young people reach their full potential. Specifically, the goals:
· Voice: children and young people have a voice, are valued and contribute.
· Belonging: children and young people are important, belong, are cared about, and feel safe.
· Fair go: children and young people are given equal opportunities to succeed and have a fair go.
· Whakapuawai: rangatahi tū rangatira (all rangatahi will thrive).

Understanding the outcomes:
1. Developing the whole person
Developing the whole person refers to developing young people holistically ie., addressing the developmental needs of the whole person collectively rather than separately. 
Various cultures and communities express that physical, emotional, intellectual, social and spiritual dimensions are aspects of holistic development. For resilience and wellbeing to grow among young people, all these elements need to be addressed.
For example, when a young person gets a job, this can meet not just the physical need for money to buy food, pay rent etc but it can also provide connections, relationships, self-esteem, a sense of belonging and even spiritual identity.

The 6 C’s – A holistic model for developing the whole person:
The 6 C’s model was developed by Karen Pittman, Merita Irby and other colleagues in 2002. Their research theorised that young people whose lives contained lower levels of each of the 6 C’s would be more highly at risk for a developmental path that included personal, social and behavioural problems. To develop and strengthen a young person with the 6 C’s you need to build their:

Competence:
· The ability and motivation for civic and social engagement, cultural engagement, physical health, emotional health, intellectual achievement and employability. 
Character:
· Having a sense of responsibility and autonomy
· Having a sense of spirituality and self-awareness
· Having an awareness of one’s own personality or individuality. 
Connection:
· Membership and belonging
· Having a sense of safety and structure. 
Confidence: 
· Having a sense of mastery and future
· Having a sense of self-efficacy. 
Caring/compassion:
· Sense of being cared for and loved 
· Ability to form strong friendships
· Desire to care for others, family, peers, community and global. 
Contribution:
· [image: Icon
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·  to family
·  to community
· to other aspects of society. 




2. Developing connected communities
Inside every community is the capacity to raise its young people, to create an environment rich with support for the young people to grow and thrive. Young people can be supported in isolation from the community they grow up in, but it is not the ideal approach. They need to be included and engage in the larger social environment of; family/whānau, peers, school/ training/ employment, and community. They need opportunities to use their assets, strengths and skills by participating in and taking leadership of valued community activities. Communities can create supportive and enriching environments for all young people that will lead to positive outcomes as well as reduce negative outcomes
Local authorities can help young people connect with their communities by: 
· fostering genuine and unconditional positive relationships
· having a community presence
· verbalising their role in the community 
· fostering a sense of “we”
· encouraging young people to participate in the planning and running of key activities
· mentoring long term 
· being key activists in the community advocating and providing a forum for marginalised voices
· fostering active local networks which are positive and non-competitive 
· listening
· having intergenerational interaction
· sharing intellectual property
· going the extra mile.
Understanding the three approaches:
Approach 1: strengths based
Strength based approaches apply to both working with individual young people and also to working with whānau and communities. A strength-based approach is a perspective that assumes that people are active participants in the helping process (empowerment), that all people have strengths- often untapped or unrecognised, that strengths foster motivation for growth and that strengths are both internal and environmental. Strengths include talents, skills, knowledge, interests, dreams/ hopes/goals, creativity, passion, connections etc. Specifically, positive youth development occurs when young people are encouraged to recognise their strengths and assets and are supported and encouraged to develop them.

Below is a comparison between a strengths-based approach and a traditional approach:
	Traditional approaches
	Strengths based approaches

	
· Focus on problems 
· Are reactive 
· Have a targeted youth approach
· Youth are seen as recipients 
 
	
· Focus on positive outcomes 
· Are proactive 
· Include all youth 
· Youth are seen as active partners
 



Approach 2: Respectful relationships
We need to have high expectations of the young people we are working with and not buy into lowered expectations. Many studies have shown that the highest determinant of educational achievement is the expectations and beliefs of the educator that the young people are working with. When engaging with youth, the relationship needs to be one based on high support and respect, but also high challenge. 

Robust relationships:
High

	Low Challenge/
High SupportHigh

· Patronizing
· Boring
· Damaging
· What’s the point?
· Development?
	High Support/
High Challenge
· Stimulating 
· Want to be there 
· Learning 
· Understanding 
· Resilience
· Growth/Development 

	Low Support/
Low Challenge
· Boring 
· Don’t want to be there 
· It sucks 
· Why are we doing this 
· Dumb 
· No growth 
	Low Support/
High Challenge
· Scary 
· Don’t want to be there 
· Feeling unsafe 
· Damaging experience 
· Lonely 
· No growth 






Support






High
Low
Challenge








Approach 3: Building ownership and empowerment
Organisations and policymakers working from within this approach should consider their role as serving the community rather than the other way around. This involves distributing power i.e., letting communities decide what to do. ‘Trusting young people’ is crucial. Building ownership is inherently connected to having respectful relationships, having strength-based approaches, focusing on developing the whole person and being connected.
Creating therapeutic environments for the pilots:
Building ownership and empowerment can be achieved by ensuring that the pilots have few dictated rules, a large amount of negotiated terms and a significant area of personal responsibility. 
The Māori concepts of Kawa, Tikanga and Rangatiratanga have been interpreted to this model as follows:
· the middle circle is represented by Kawa (Protocols), these are set and are the way things are done, usually these are non-negotiable. For example:
· respect – for each other throughout the process

· tikanga (customs) fills the bigger middle space, this often can be different depending on the context and for that reason is more negotiable. For example:
· when participants can question experts e.g., after a presentation or throughout the presentation etc 
· how participants will choose to prepare their final recommendations

· the biggest area is Rangatiratanga. A Rangatira is a chief, the suffix -tanga implies the quality or attributes of chieftainship, with young people this often implies personal responsibility. For example:
· [image: ]having an open mind
· trusting the process








Working with Rangatahi:
The Treaty of Waitangi has implications for a large number of organisations. Government agencies, in particular, are required to work in partnership with Māori and to ensure balanced decision-making. 
Some important factors to consider when working with rangatahi are:
· possible cultural differences between iwi groups
· that some rangatahi (especially in urban areas) may not affiliate with an iwi 
· the importance whanau can play in the lives of rangatahi
· the rights of rangatahi to participate in a culturally appropriate way
Some ways you can support rangatahi participation include: 
· working with Ngā Mātārae and established Māori networks or organisations in the engagement, design and delivery of your pilot
· choosing facilitators who are familiar with Māori protocols (kawa) and customs (tikanga)
· providing for whanau and support people to be present, if appropriate 
· recognising that some rangatahi may prefer to work in te reo Māori.
For more information about the council’s commitments to Māori, see page 17 or visit Ngā Mātārae’s Kotahi page

Working with Pasifika youth:
The Pacific population in New Zealand is made up of people from a number of Pacific nations, with diversity found not only between nations but also within nations.
It is important to consider: 
· the diversity of Pacific cultures 
· any differences between Pacific born and New Zealand-born Pacific people 
· the importance of family, church and the community. 
Some ways you can support participation include: 
· working with established Pasifika networks and organisations 
· choosing facilitators who are who are familiar with Pasifika protocols and customs	
· using appropriate methods of engagement (e.g., see the councils Kakala: Pacific Engagement and practice guidelines)
· recognising that some Pasifika youth may prefer to work in their language.



Working with young people with disabilities 
As well as the barriers that all young people face, those with disabilities often face extra physical and other barriers to participation. 
When working with youth with disabilities, consider the:
· range of disabilities – physical, mental or emotional 
· variety of backgrounds they come from 
· need for caregivers to provide support, care or interpretation.
Some ways you can support young people with disabilities include: 
· involving them in decision-making on the same range of topics as other young people
· ensuring any physical barriers are identified and removed or minimised 
· providing information well in advance, in appropriate ways 
· recognising that some may need to use alternative methods of communication.
More guidance can be found in the council’s Inclusive Engagement Guidelines
Working with young people who identify as a member of the Rainbow Community
Young people who identify as having diverse sexual orientations or gender/sex identities are at greater risk of being marginalised than youth who do not identify as being a member of the Rainbow Community. This often stems from a lack of societal awareness and understanding.
Issues to consider include: 
· confidentiality
· that young people may or may not choose to identify themselves in terms of their sexuality. 
Some ways you can support Rainbow youth include: 
· working with established networks and organisations
· avoiding gendered language 
· choosing facilitators who have experience working with rainbow communities 
· ensuring privacy and confidentiality and clarifying this.

More guidance can be found in the council’s Rainbow Communities Engagement Guidelines



Principle 7: Report
As one of the final steps of deliberation, the participants must work together to prepare a final report that details the final set of recommendations as agreed on through consensus. 
The report is prepared by the participants themselves and is a reflection of their collective voice. This means proposals are often the participants’ own words and are not edited by anyone. 
Participants can sometimes accept or amend the proposals of experts from who they hear, particularly when it comes to more technical proposals. The good practice principle is that participants should have control of the recommendations.
Sometimes the final report can include a minority report, where participants are able to include the proposals that garnered some support but not enough to be accepted by a majority of the group. 

Formats of reporting: 
The report itself does not need to be confined to a traditional format (i.e., a written document), especially in a youth focused approach. It can be prepared as either one, or a combination of the following:
· a poster
· art
· a video (e.g., short film, TikTok, Instagram reel etc)
· a ppt presentation
· a formal document
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Delivering the final recommendations:
The final report of recommendations is presented to the public authority by the participants. This can be done by a single youth participant or a group of youth participants, as agreed by the overall group. 
In keeping with good practice, the relevant decision maker(s) (on behalf of the public authority) are invited towards the end of the final engagement session to accept the participants final report of recommendations and to thank them for their time and efforts. 
The decision maker also reaffirms their commitment to consider the final recommendations and provides an estimate of when participants can expect to hear the outcome of their efforts.
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After deliberative democracy
The following section provides an overview of the necessary steps that will need to take place after completing deliberation sessions with youth 
It includes information about:
· Principle 8: influence
· Principle 9: privacy
· Principle 10: monitoring and evaluation
· Continuing the relationship with participants









Principle 8: Influence
Keeping your promise 
The council should respond to participants’ recommendations in a timely manner, explaining the rationale for why or why not they are able to accept them, and providing regular public updates about their implementation. 
Specifically:
· after the participation process, it is important to get back to the participants as well as the broader public with the acknowledgement of their inputs and recommendations.
· an explanation of how exactly their contributions will feed into the bigger picture of your project, and when can they expect any concrete results 
· participants should be thanked for their time and effort and then must be kept updated on the progress of the overall delivery to ensure they feel valued and appreciated
· by not properly closing the feedback loop, there’s a risk of discouraging people from participating another time and potentially diminishing the benefits of participation, such as the increased sense of trust, efficacy, and agency.
Considering the results of the deliberation process:
· results should be considered based on the remit and the task that was initially set for the participants of a participatory process
· results should be given careful and respectful consideration, with clear justifications and arguments if certain results are not used or implemented 
· there is no obligation to implement all the recommendations, ideas, or proposals that came out of the deliberation process, nor an obligation to use all the data/ information gathered, as long as the final decisions are justified
· it may not be possible to communicate to participants right away how their input or recommendations were considered. Instead, let them know the potential timeframe and provide regular updates on the status of the outputs of their efforts.
Questions to consider:
· [bookmark: _Hlk125025213]Who will respond to the participants’ inputs and recommendations? 
· What form will this take? 
· How will you recognise and celebrate the hard work of the participants? 
· How will you communicate the response to the recommendations? And when?
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Implementation of recommendations
What remains to be done is the implementation of the participants’ recommendations. It should be done as transparently as possible, with information on who is responsible for implementing each recommendation being publicly available. Participants of the deliberation sessions should also receive this information by email or letter.
Depending on which recommendations are accepted, participants can be invited back to cooperate in the development of detailed concepts of their realisation.
A meeting for the deliberation participants can also be organised a year later to show how recommendations were developed and implemented. 
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Principle 9: Privacy
There should be respect for participants’ privacy throughout the planning and delivery of the youth pilots. Any data published should have the consent of participants and their parents, if aged 15 years and under. 
All personal data of participants should be treated in compliance with both national and international good practices, such as the European Union’s General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), and by taking into account legal and ethical issues surrounding data sharing, copyright and intellectual property.
Key privacy principles for the pilots:
· participants know when their information is being collected
· participants information is used and shared appropriately
· participants information is kept safe and secure
· participants can get access to their information
For a more detail breakdown of privacy principles in New Zealand, visit: Privacy Act 2020 – A quick tour of the privacy principles
Need more help? 
[image: Magnifying glass with solid fill]Contact the council’s Privacy and Official Information team for more support at: Officialinformation@aucklandcouncil.govt.nz
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Principle 10: Monitoring and evaluation	Comment by Divya Raghubar: Switch with privacy
Why evaluations are key to a successful deliberative process:
Timely evaluations strengthen the trust of policymakers, the public, and stakeholders in any recommendations developed by a deliberative body as it can demonstrate the quality and the rigour involved in generating them. Each of these three groups plays a role in helping to implement the deliberative body’s recommendations. Their confidence in the legitimacy of the process is crucial.

Evaluations can demonstrate the level of quality and neutrality of a deliberative process. When publicised, the results can increase trust in the deliberative process itself, as well as its resulting outputs that are used to inform public decision making. By making a process subject to evaluation, the council demonstrates a commitment to transparency and quality, earning us greater legitimacy. Any groups that oppose the final recommendations of the deliberative body will scrutinise how its members reached their conclusions. Evaluation permits a clear sense of whether such critiques are justified.

Evaluations also create opportunities for learning by providing evidence and lessons for public authorities and practitioners about what went well and what did not. It gives a basis for iterative improvement.

The most common method of evaluation of deliberative processes has been an anonymous survey of participants. Such surveys help gather participant opinions on different elements of how the process went, overall satisfaction, whether participants had enough opportunities to express their views, and whether they perceived the facilitation to be fair and balanced. This is achieved by carrying out a survey with all participants at the end of the deliberative process. 
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The five principles of evaluation:
The following five principles have been developed by the OECD Advisory Group for evaluating deliberative processes. They can help guide an evaluation and ensure its quality and integrity.

1. Independent: For deliberative processes lasting a significant amount of time, evaluations should be impartial and thus independent. Independence entails being at arm’s length from the commissioning public authority and the organisation implementing the process. The evaluators should have no stake in the outcome of the process and ideally have expertise in deliberation. For shorter, smaller-scale processes that are not evaluated by external evaluators, efforts should still be made to ensure a maximum degree of independence of evaluation.  

2. Transparent: The selection of the evaluators should be clear and transparent. The evaluation process and the final evaluation report of a deliberative process should be made accessible and open to a peer review process. The evidence on which the evaluation is based should be published at an aggregate level, to the extent that it does not impede candid assessments or compromise confidentiality.

3. Evidence-based: Evaluations should be based on valid and reliable data. Evidence can be collected through a variety of methods, such as surveys, interviews, observation, and a review of materials used during a deliberative process. 

4. Accessible: Evaluators should have access to sufficient financial resources and all necessary information required to assess a deliberative process, including recordings and controlled access to small group discussions. There should also be dedicated time in the programme for the evaluation team to access the members of a deliberative process for the purpose of filling in the evaluation survey(s), while ensuring that members are not burdened by such tasks and with due respect to the privacy and non-publicity of members’ identities.

5. Constructive: A useful evaluation allows organisers and commissioning authorities to learn good practices and identify shortcomings to inform future processes. The evaluation should focus on the quality and impact of a deliberative process.
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Four key approaches for evaluating deliberative processes:
1. Independent evaluations
Independent evaluations are the most comprehensive and reliable way of evaluating a deliberative process. They are particularly valuable for deliberative processes that last a significant amount of time (e.g., four days or more).
Independent evaluators, ideally with training in evaluating deliberative processes, are best placed to provide an objective and fair assessment of a deliberative process. Independent evaluators can be external, in-house, or a mix of both. They are considered independent if they do not have any conflicts of interest regarding the policy issue, are not involved in designing or implementing the deliberative process and are functionally independent of the people who are. Independent evaluators should have experience in evaluation methods, expertise in deliberative democracy, and an understanding of what high-quality public deliberation entails.
Independent evaluations can use a range of methods. These often include observation of the process from start to finish, conducting member surveys, interviews, and assessment of informational material, whilst taking into account the reflections of the organising team and the facilitators.
2. Members evaluation
Most evaluations of deliberative processes include confidential feedback from the members who have been selected via civic lottery. Their perspective is valuable as they personally experienced learning, deliberation, and decision making, and thus know what helped them complete their work, as well as what process features need improvement. However, as it is often the first deliberative process they have experienced, their assessment is best used as part of the broader evaluation by independent evaluators who are better placed to introduce a comparative perspective.  
For an example of a members questionnaire, visit: Annex C of the OECD’s evaluation guidelines
3. Organisers evaluation
In smaller and shorter deliberative processes, for example local-level processes that are one to four days long, evaluation and reflection can take the form of self-reporting by the organising team. Organisers are the people who implemented a deliberative process, as opposed to those who commissioned it. They will have gained insights about what worked as intended and what challenges arose. They can also share creative solutions that they devised to address unexpected problems, which can also help improve future processes. Organiser self-reporting often happens as an open discussion among team members and through a survey.
An Organiser Evaluation for the youth pilots can be found on page 67. This has been developed based on the 10 good practice principles – representing the three cycles of a deliberative process.

What does this mean for the youth pilots?
The OECD recommends independent evaluations as a gold standard of evaluation but recognises that it may not necessarily be feasible or appropriate for smaller scale, shorter deliberative processes due to time and budgetary constraints. 
Therefore, evaluation in the form of self-reporting by members (the youth) and organisers (the advisory team) of a deliberative process should be completed. 

Given the youth-focused approach to the pilots, it is also recommended that you complete the following as part of your overall evaluation:

· Remit Impact Assessment for Māori and Pasifika Youth
· Harts Ladder: quality of youth participation assessment
· Positive Youth Development assessment
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The advisory teams final report:
To support the final evaluation and the final report prepared by the youth participants, it is recommended that the advisory team prepares a final report which provides an overview of the youth pilot. 
The purpose of this report is to provide a detailed summary of the pilot on behalf of the council. Once complete, the report should be made publicly available.

It should include: 
· a brief description of the pilot
· purpose and objectives
· organisation approach/ commitments
· the purpose and objective for involving youth
· the methods used to involve youth
· recruitment approach
· the range of youth involved
· criteria for selection
· target groups
· an overview of the engagement process 
· the four deliberative engagement sessions
· the goals and objective of each session
· the experts, community groups and stakeholders that presented
· how the pilot was evaluated 
· key learnings and takeaways
· the impact and implementation of youth recommendations
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Continuing the relationship with participants
A growing body of evidence shows, deliberative democracy often sends people back out into the world with a newfound understanding of a particular issue, an augmented sense of common purpose and a greater drive for civic participation.
 A good process will predictably produce these outcomes, but there are a few other things you can do to encourage these changes and to inspire a wider group of people in the community:
· you could reach out to those who responded to the initial mailout but who were not selected and find ways of involving them in future engagement exercises
· participants can be brought together to monitor their implementation
· key principles of deliberation and/or the learning material curated for the process can be embedded in other consultation processes
· participants in the deliberative process and other people involved in the process can join alumni groups. These can either be task-oriented working groups (for instance, following up on the implementation of recommendations or continuing to act on the issue at hand) 
· the council could subsequently reengage the participants and involve them in designing, facilitating and publicising future processes.
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Appendix
Remit impact assessment for Māori and Pasifika youth
Please see page 17 & 18 for more information about how to complete this impact assessment.

1. Does your primary question or issue have relevance for Māori and Pasifika, especially youth?

	Yes / No















	Explanation:
















	If yes, explain the steps you will take to ensure that the pilots are inclusive of Māori and Pasifika youth:
	






2. Can your primary question or issue contribute to the council group’s commitments to Māori and Pasifika? 

	Yes / No
	Explanation:

	If yes, explain the steps you will take to ensure commitments will be upheld:
	









Harts Ladder: Quality of youth participation assessment

Which level of Hart’s Ladder is our pilot/ deliberation sessions on?

	Level:
	Explanation:



Which level of Hart’s Ladder should our project/ deliberation sessions be on?
	Level:
	Explanation:



What do we need to do to move to the right level on the ladder for our project?
	Explanation:


Positive youth development assessment
Developing the whole person[image: Text
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Developing connected communities
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Strength based
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Respectful relationships
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Building ownership and empowerment
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Organisers Evaluation
1) Before deliberation
Principle 1: clear remit
1. What was the remit of the deliberative process?
2. What issue/ problem was the pilot addressing?
3. What were your objectives in organising this pilot?
4. In your view, was organising a deliberative process in this situation a helpful way to address the issue/ problem? Why?
5. In your view, how well did the youth participants receive and understand the question/ issue?
6. What steps did you take to set the remit and design the pilot?
7. Were stakeholders relevant to the issue/ problem active in providing input?
8. Please list some of the stakeholder groups or key people which were involved:
9. Who had a final say in the design and remit of the deliberative process?
10. Explain how you considered impact on Māori and Pasifika youth?
Principle 2: Transparency and accountability
11. How did you announce the pilot to the public? 
12. How did you publicly communicate the progress/ key updates of the pilots?
13. How did you make key materials (i.e., session agendas, briefing documents etc) available to the public? 
14. Were all youth recommendations accepted? Why or why not? 
15. Were the youth recommendations advisory or binding? Why?
Principle 3: Representative
16. Please describe the pilot’s approach to recruitment, including any positive or negative takeaways? 
17. Were there any groups that you found hard to reach? If yes, how did you address this challenge?
18. Please explain how you ensured that a wide spread of youth was invited to participate in the pilot?
19. What steps did you take to ensure that youth did not face barriers to participation? 
Principle 4: Integrity
20. What steps were taken to establish the advisory team? 
21. Was the advisory team at arms’ length? Why or why not?
22. What ethical considerations were made?

2) During deliberation
Principle 5: Information and learning
23. What steps were taken to prepare information presented to the youth participants? (e.g., choosing relevant evidence and identifying stakeholders/ experts for presentations and discussions)?
24. How did you ensure diversity of voice, opinion, evidence & information? 
25. How did you ensure all presenters were given equal footing for the duration of the pilot? 
Principle 6: Group deliberation
26. What were the main tasks of the facilitator(s)?
27. What approach did you take to ensure that the deliberation sessions were youth centric?
28. Were there any situations where some members were dominating the discussions? If yes, how was this managed?
29. What techniques/ approaches did you use during the deliberation sessions?
30. Did you receive any feedback or suggestions from members to modify or adapt parts of the process?
31. Did you or a member of the advisory team have to intervene to stop any conflicts amongst members? 
32. What were some of the most conflicting viewpoints of the members? Please list them.
33. Describe the approach you took to reach consensus?
34. What were the challenges of trying to reach consensus?
35. What were the positives of trying to reach consensus?
36. If applicable, how were the deliberation sessions adapted to support Māori, Pasifika, Rainbow and Disabled youth?
Principle 7: Report
37. Could you describe the process of having youth draft their final recommendations?
38. What aspect of the report preparation could have gone better? Why?
39. What part of the report preparation phase went well? Why?
40. Explain how you ensured the youths final recommendations were in their own words and choice of format?
41. How did the youth present their final recommendations?



3) After deliberation
Principle 8: Influence
42. How did the council respond to the participants’ recommendations?
43. How was the youths’ participation recognised and celebrated?
44. Was the timeline for responding to youth met? If not, why?  

Principle 9: Privacy
45. What was your approach to upholding privacy principles?

Principle 10: Monitoring and evaluation 
46. What should we do differently next time? 
47. How could different parts of the process be improved next time?
48. What surprised you or was unexpected?
49. What was your approach to fostering the participants sense of community and the relationships they built throughout the deliberative process?
50. Any other feedback?
















Deliberative democracy checklist – youth pilots

Before deliberative sessions
· Have you established an advisory team with clear roles and responsibilities?
· Do you have a clear remit and purpose?
· Have you determined if your remit will be advisory or binding i.e., is there a commitment to accept or consider all recommendations? 
· Do you have a clear promise of influence from all relevant local board members?
· Have you determined the role of local board members in your pilot?
· Do the relevant local board members understand and agree to their role in the pilot?
· Have you considered the impact of your remit on Māori and Pasifika youth?
· Have you determined how many engagement sessions will be held with youth and its frequency?
· Do you have a public communication strategy with a transparent decision-making timeline? 
· Have you appointed a public representative for your pilot – e.g., to invite participants, sign-off invitations, welcome participants to deliberation and receive recommendations from participants at the conclusion of deliberation) – usually an elected official or senior staff member?
· Have you determined how many youths you will be recruiting?
· Have you determined the final demographic makeup and recruitment criteria of the youth participants?
· Is your recruitment approach a two-stage random selection process (civic lottery)? 
· Have you considered barriers to participation that youth may face and addressed them (e.g., accessibility, transportation etc)?
· Have you sent invitations to as many youths as possible?
· Have you obtained the consent of a parent or guardian for youth aged 15 years and younger?
· Are all staff that will be working directly with youth vetted?
· Have you completed the ‘quality of youth participation assessment’ (Harts Ladder)?
· Have you provided an introductory pack of information to the youth participants, in preparation of the first meeting?

During deliberative sessions
· Have you prepared accurate, relevant and evidence-based information from a wide range of sources/ experts to support the deliberation sessions?
· Do your expert speakers represent the broad range of views, evidence and/or opinions relating to the issue?
· Have you considered utilising a variety of learning materials to suit different learning needs e.g., audio recordings, videos, interactive websites etc.?
· Have you prepared a plan/ agenda that reflects the four phases of group deliberation i.e., The team/ community building phase, the learning and consultation phase, the group deliberation phase and the reaching consensus phase?
· Do you have a plan for reaching consensus or ‘rough consensus’?
· Do you have a public communication strategy for the deliberation sessions, to uphold transparency and keep the public updated?
· Have you taken a youth centric approach to preparing activities for the deliberation sessions?
· Have you taken considered steps to ensure your deliberation sessions are appropriate for all youth participants (i.e., Rangatahi, Pasifika, Disabled and Rainbow youth)?
· Do you have a clear plan/ approach to support youth to prepare their final report? 
· Have you given youth the autonomy to prepare their final report in their own words and in a format of their choice?
· Who will formally receive the youths’ recommendations (final report) at the conclusion of the deliberation sessions?

After deliberative sessions
· Have you recognised and celebrated the efforts of the youth?
· When and how will you communicate the council’s response to the youths’ recommendations? 
· Have you given clear indication to the youths of how their recommendations will be implemented (if any were accepted)?
· Have you organised time with your advisory team to complete an evaluation together?
· Have the youth completed a member’s survey as part of the broader evaluation process?
· Have you prepared a final report to supplement the evaluation and youths’ final report?
· Have you considered privacy principles throughout the deliberative process and maintained the youths’ anonymity in any public outputs?
· Do you have a plan or approach for continuing the relationship with youth?











Useful links and resources
Below is a list of links and resources that may be useful in the design and delivery of the youth pilots:
· Deliberative democracy resource hub — MosaicLab
A resource hub developed by the Mosaic Lab with “how to guides” for key deliberative democracy processes

· Keepin’ It Real
A resource developed by the Ministry of Youth Development for involving young people in Decision-Making

· Innovative Citizen Participation - OECD
A toolbox full of resources detailing the implementation, evaluation and embedding of deliberative democracy

· Publications | Office of the Children's Commissioner | Office of the Children’s Commissioner (occ.org.nz)
Link to publications featured on the Office of the Children’s Commissioner website 

· In-depth engagement with tamariki & rangatahi Maori
A Children’s Commissioner 2018 Case Study

· Engagement Methods: guidance by the Children’s Commissioner 
A variety of engagement methods which can be used to engage with mokopuna. 

· Child and youth toolkit
This Child and youth engagement toolkit was used in the development of the Government’s first Child and Youth Wellbeing Strategy. 

· newDemocracy Foundation
newDemocracy is an independent, non-partisan organisation, which aims to develop, demonstrate, and promote deliberative processes. Website contains a range of useful guidance on deliberative processes.

· The impact of deliberative democracy on youth
Link to the 4th Participatory and Deliberative Democracy Festival. Has video recordings detailing how deliberative democracy has transformed youth participants understanding of democracy, their day-to-day life and their political and civic engagement.
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