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Executive summary

Introduction

The Whänau Development Project piloted a devolved funding approach which involved the Ministry of Social Development (the Ministry) providing funding and support for whänau, hapü, iwi and Mäori communities to assess their own needs and develop and deliver local initiatives to meet those needs.  The project operated from 1 July 2000 to 30 June 2004. 

The objective of the Whänau Development Project was “to pilot a mechanism for identifying and supporting programmes that will provide support to and develop families and whänau, in order to pre-empt a need for remedial social services”.

The project also aimed to contribute to the following high-level government goals:

· to support and strengthen the capacity of Mäori communities, particularly through education, health, housing and employment, and better co-ordination of strategies across sectors, so that they may reduce the gaps that currently divide society

· to restore trust in government by working in partnership with communities, providing strong social services for all, building safe communities and promoting sustainable community development.

The Whänau Development Project aimed to allow communities as much control over the process and content of local initiatives as possible. Communities were encouraged to define whänau development for themselves and decide themselves how they wanted to proceed, while the Ministry took a “hands off” approach.

In 2003/2004, the final year of funding, the Ministry assisted each community provider to develop a plan for managing its ongoing development after the Whänau Development Project ended on 30 June 2004. 

The Ministry commissioned an evaluation of the Whänau Development Project to assess:

· outcomes for whänau and communities

· processes for establishing and managing individual projects

· the usefulness of the approach to funding and working with communities.

The final evaluation report draws on the evaluation work prepared by the evaluators, PHP Consulting, and additional material provided by the Ministry and the sites. 

Community initiatives

Fourteen communities in six regions around New Zealand participated in the Whänau Development Project. The regions were selected to ensure a spread of funding across the country, a mix of urban, semi-rural and rural communities, and the inclusion of communities with high social and economic needs. Each region had up to $130,000 available for whänau development initiatives each year.

The communities and providers participating in the Whänau Development Project can be grouped into two types: new providers and existing providers.

New providers

New providers were established in response to the Whänau Development Project. The community came together, assessed needs, established an infrastructure, and developed and delivered innovative initiatives to strengthen whänau. 

· Te Iringa community (Taitokerau), supported by Ngapuhi Iwi Social Services, established Te Iringa Whänau Development, built an office at Parihaka Marae, held youth camps and weaving and cultural wänanga, provided homework classes and organised other community development activities. 

· The Waima community (Taitokerau) set up Biodiversity Hokianga Trust and established organic gardens on whänau land using traditional gardening methods and seed stock. The gardens initially provided employment for local rangatahi and vegetables for local whänau. 

· The Raetihi community set up Ngäti Uenuku Whänau Development, established an office and tuition area at Raetihi marae and delivered marae-based courses and mentoring services.

· The Arowhenua community (Temuka), supported by He Oranga Pounamu, established Arowhenua Whänau Services, set up an office on the main street of Temuka, provided advice to whänau on social services in the area, ensured that services were appropriate and accessible for Mäori, and supported programmes for rangatahi.

· The Reefton community (Upper Buller), supported by He Oranga Pounamu, established Inangahua Manaaki mo te Whänau Komiti and provided whänau support for students at Reefton Area School. The group secured an empty classroom to set up as a whänau house on the grounds of the school.

Existing providers

These providers used the Whänau Development Project funding to extend or develop their existing services. Existing providers also developed their skills and reported positive changes in the rangatahi and whänau using their services, although it was more difficult to track outcomes achieved as a result of the Whänau Development Project from wider organisational outcomes.

· Manukau Urban Mäori Authority (South Auckland) extended its existing services by delivering mentoring and counselling services to whänau members and developing a budgeting advice service for whänau.

· Waitara Project Trust (Waitara) extended its existing youth programme to include whänau, and delivered eight six-month after-school programmes to young people aged 11–14 years who were at risk. 

· Püao Te Ata Tü a Tühoe Trust (Bay of Plenty area) provided grants in five communities (Ruatoki, Waimana, Waiohau, Ruatahuna and Waikaremoana) to support existing programmes, events and services. Activities included cultural and sporting events, holiday programmes and assistance for small business ventures. 

· Hokonui Rünanga (Gore), supported by He Oranga Pounamu, employed a consultant and rünanga worker to develop monitoring systems and reporting templates to co-ordinate and manage all rünanga social service projects and initiatives and to measure outcomes from all existing initiatives. 

In the Westport community, a development worker funded by the Whänau Development Project held a series of local hui but the community was unable to agree on an initiative. The community needed more time to resolve long-standing community tensions before being ready to implement Whänau Development Project initiatives, and the funding tended to distract the community from setting a vision for whänau development. 

Outcomes for whänau and communities

Community providers, whänau members, evaluators and MSD reported many examples of the Whänau Development Project contributing to positive outcomes for whänau, hapü, iwi and Mäori in most of the communities in which it operated: 

Development of infrastructure

Most new providers established a whänau development office or base, and most established a legal entity and organisational systems and procedures. This base became a focal point for community activities. The base also put them in a good position for future service provision. Existing providers also developed their infrastructure further.

Skills development

New providers gained skills in business and strategic planning, including setting a shared vision for the community, financial planning and management, and reporting. These skills assisted communities to develop and deliver local initiatives and will assist with future development and employment opportunities. Existing providers also reported strengthening their business and strategic planning skills.

Building relationships

Initiatives resulting from the Whänau Development Project helped to strengthen relationships among whänau and hapü. Several sites also developed strong relationships with the wider community, including other service providers, schools and government agencies. Most communities developed a good relationship with the Ministry as a result of the Whänau Development Project. 

Cultural development

Most communities, especially those developing new initiatives, enhanced whänau and hapü knowledge of te reo and tikanga Mäori, history and traditional skills including weaving and karanga. These initiatives reinforced cultural identity and self-esteem among whänau.

Youth development

Five sites focused on rangatahi and youth development. Schools and families in these communities reported positive behavioural changes in youth and their whänau. Providers reported increases in youth self-esteem, confidence, respect for authority figures, positive decision-making and participation in education.  
Educational and employment outcomes

A number of participants gained skills and educational qualifications through their involvement in marae-based wänanga and other Whänau Development Project initiatives. Qualifications included diplomas in marae studies, certificates in youth work and driver licences. Most sites reported staff and participants gaining employment after participating in Whänau Development Project initiatives.

Service delivery

Most providers developed and delivered services to whänau, and some enhanced access to existing social services in the community and improved the responsiveness of services to Mäori. In the short term, there were sometimes increases in social services as people became aware of the range of services available and their entitlements. 

Additional services

Most sites also provided services and support to whänau in addition to their formal contracted services, for example providing business advice to local Mäori groups, facilitating training for others in the community, supporting rangatahi to stay at school, and providing a venue and support for other community-led initiatives.  
Establishing and managing the Whänau Development Project

The Ministry had overall management of the Whänau Development Project. Kähui Tautoko Ltd, an organisation with experience in managing Mäori and Pacific provider development, assisted the Ministry with management of the project and provided business, developmental and mentoring support to communities as needed. 

The processes of community consultation, agreeing on an initiative and planning for service delivery often took longer than planned. New providers took up to a year or longer to develop an initiative. 

Most sites reported that they would have liked more support at the local level, including assistance with capacity building, planning and reporting, financial management, project management and developing links with other local government agencies and funders. This suggests that the Whänau Development Project might have been better managed and supported at the local level. 

The Ministry signed a service delivery contract with a provider for each site. Initial contracts were broad and contracted outcomes appeared to be treated as indicative of what communities hoped to achieve rather than the basis for strict accountability. Initiatives evolved beyond the formal contracts, which meant that providers were unsure what they should be reporting against and reporting was less effective.

There was tension between ensuring accountability for funding and allowing providers flexibility to decide how to use the funding according to their own priorities. In the final year, the Ministry assisted providers to develop detailed plans with budgets setting out how they would use the Whänau Development Project funding.

The Whänau Development Project was set up as a three-year pilot with the intention that initiatives could continue to be funded out of existing programmes or new programmes if necessary. However, it was difficult for communities to find other sources of funding for a co-ordinator salary, office running costs, and some of their proposed services.

The locally based whänau development co-ordinator’s role was important and was often the driving force behind an initiative. The role involved planning, monitoring and reporting, co-ordination of activities, and providing leadership in the community.

Usefulness of the Whänau Development Project approach to funding and working with communities

Communities strongly supported the flexible funding approach taken by government in the Whänau Development Project, including the devolved decision making and the ability to use the funding for capital purchases that assisted in the delivery of whänau development activities, such as vehicles, equipment and office renovation, as well as salaries and service delivery. 

As a result of the Whänau Development Project, communities came together to identify their community needs. Most communities saw project funding as seeding or “kickstart” funding to help them carry out whänau development activities they had already planned to do. Most communities were able to develop and strengthen both their physical and their organisational infrastructure and became better placed to take up new development opportunities. 

Communities with ongoing unresolved tensions and conflicts needed more time before they could agree on a common vision and be in a position to develop and sustain initiatives. In these cases, the Whänau Development Project approach was less successful and sometimes increased tension within a community.  
The evaluation found that communities were able to develop and deliver innovative initiatives to strengthen whänau when they:

· completed a needs analysis at the start of the project
· developed a shared common vision

· agreed on a plan to achieve the vision

· had clear and realistic objectives that matched the available resources and timeframes

· involved skilled and experienced people who were familiar with the local community and able to lead development

· employed a full-time, skilled whänau development coordinator

· secured adequate funding and support to achieve their objectives

· sought professional assistance when necessary, egfor example assistance with facilitation, mediation, business planning or financial management

· were able to work through any conflict and tensions related to poor communication, community accountability, factional differences and personality issues
· maintained the support and involvement of the wider community.
Conclusion

Evaluation results show that the Whānau Development Project has been beneficial for whänau and their communities in most of the sites in which it operated.  The project has contributed to a range of positive outcomes, including locally designed, implemented and managed initiatives. Communities welcomed the opportunity to identify their own whänau development aspirations and develop initiatives to put their ideas into action. 
Communities new to receiving funding from government took time to undertake research and develop and deliver whānau development initiatives. Most providers reported wanting more support during the project, particularly with strategic and business planning and reporting, and developing relationships with other agencies.  
Communities without a common vision had difficulty agreeing who should access the funding and for what purposes.  In these cases, the funding distracted communities from focusing on local needs and whänau development. Some sites needed more time at the development stage before they could benefit from the funding.
The Whänau Development Project approach worked best when communities had an idea or vision, people with the leadership skills and a willingness to lead the development and community involvement and ownership of the initiatives.  
1. Introduction

The Whänau Development Project was a three-year pilot project established in 2000/2001 and managed by the Ministry of Social Development (the Ministry).
 It involved the Ministry providing funding and support for selected whänau, hapü, iwi and Mäori communities to assess their own needs and develop and maintain local initiatives that addressed those needs. 
The objective of the Whänau Development Project was “to pilot a mechanism for identifying and supporting programmes that will provide support to and develop families and whänau, in order to pre-empt a need for remedial social services”.

The Project also aimed to contribute to the following high-level government goals:

· to support and strengthen the capacity of Mäori communities, particularly through education, health, housing and employment, and better co-ordination of strategies across sectors, so that they may reduce the gaps that currently divide society

· to restore trust in government by working in partnership with communities, providing strong social services for all, building safe communities and promoting sustainable community development.

The Whänau Development Project aimed to allow communities as much control over the process and content of local initiatives as possible. The Ministry took a “hands off” approach and encouraged communities to define whänau development themselves and decide themselves how they wanted to proceed with the project.

He Putahitanga Hou
 suggested that the route towards greater social and economic wellbeing for Mäori communities was in building the capacity of those communities to better identify and address their own needs. This approach saw government as a facilitator in developing local solutions to local problems rather than as providing a national solution or national initiative to be implemented at the local level.

The Whänau Development Project was part of the government’s “reducing inequalities” programme that started in 2000. It was designed to build capacity as well as reduce inequalities, and to pursue both these goals through government–community partnership. It was intended to assist with the development of social programmes. 
Budget 2000 allocated $3 million to Vote: Social Services ($1 million each year for 2000/2001, 2001/2002 and 2002/2003) to fund the delivery, management and evaluation of the Whänau Development Project. The project was originally due to finish on 30 June 2003 but was allocated $958,000 in Budget 2003 and extended for one additional year until 30 June 2004.

The additional year was partly to allow the results of the final evaluation to be considered before the project ended, and to allow sites more time to work on initiatives, particularly as some had only been operating for two years. The additional year also allowed time for community providers to look at options for future funding and support after 30 June 2004. 
The Ministry commissioned an evaluation of the Whänau Development Project to assess outcomes for whänau and communities, the process for establishing and managing projects, and the approach to funding and working with communities.
Evaluators completed a series of reports over the life of the project. This final evaluation report draws on the evaluation work prepared by the evaluators, and additional material provided by the Ministry and the Whänau Development Project sites. 
1.1 Whänau Development Project Sites
Fourteen communities in six regions participated in the Whänau Development Project. The regions were selected to ensure 
· a spread of funding across the country

· a mix of urban, semi-rural and rural communities
· the inclusion of communities with high social and economic needs
· the inclusion of communities that had not previously received funding from government. 

Each region was allocated $130,000 (excluding GST) each year for an initial three-year period. This was a relatively larger amount of funding for a longer time period than most previous funds targeted at community development. Where more than one site was selected within a region, providers or communities chose to divide this amount equally between sites. 
Table 1 identifies the six regions, the communities within them chosen to receive funding, and the provider organisation that signed the Whänau Development Project contract. 
Table 1: Whänau Development Project regions, communities and contracted providers

	Region
	Community
	Project name
	Contracted provider

	Taitokerau
	Te Iringa
	Te Iringa Whänau Development
	Ngapuhi Iwi Social Services

	
	Waima
	Biodiversity Hokianga Trust
	Biodiversity Hokianga Trusta

	Manukau
	Manukau
	Manukau Urban Mäori Authority Whänau Development
	Manukau Urban Mäori Authority

	Tühoe rohe
	Ruatoki
	Püao Te Ata Tü a Tühoe Trust ki Ruatoki
	Püao Te Ata Tü a Tühoe Trustb


	
	Waimana 
	Püao Te Ata Tü a Tühoe Trust ki Waimana
	

	
	Waiohau
	Püao Te Ata Tü a Tühoe Trust ki Waiohau
	

	
	Ruatahuna
	Püao Te Ata Tü a Tühoe Trust ki Ruatahuna
	

	
	Waikaremoana
	Püao Te Ata Tü a Tühoe Trust ki Waikaremoana
	

	Waitara
	Waitara
	Waitara Project Trust
	Waitara Project Trust

	Whanganui/Ruapehu
	Raetihi/Ngati Uenuku
	Ngati Uenuku Whänau Development
	Te Puke Marae Trustc

	Ngai Tahu rohe
	Arowhenua
	Arowhenua Whänau Services
	He Oranga Pounamu

	
	Westportd
	Kawatiri Whänau Ropu Trust
	He Oranga Pounamu

	
	Reeftond
	Inangahua Manaaki mo to Whänau Komiti
	He Oranga Pounamu

	
	Hokonuie
	Hokonui Rünanga Whänau Development
	He Oranga Pounamu


a Ngapuhi Iwi Social Services was the provider initially contacted for this community project.
b Püao-Te-Ata-Tü-a-Tühoe Trust is often treated as a single entity because it was the contract holder for the Whänau Development Project and operated in a similar way across the five sites. 
c Taumata Hauora was the provider initially contracted for this community project.
d Westport and Reefton were originally one site (Westport/Upper Buller). He Oranga Pounamu signed a subcontract with Te Rünanga o Ngati Waewae, based in Hokitika, to deliver the project. Later, separate legal entities were established in Westport and Reefton, and these two communities became separate sites. 
e Hokonui Rünanga was initially identified as a possible Ngai Tahu site in 2000, but only received funding for 2003/2004.

Figure 1 shows the geographic location of the 14 Whänau Development Project sites. 

Figure 1: Location of the Whänau Development Project sites
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Tables 3 and 4 in Chapter 4 give examples of each community’s initiatives. A description of the main activities developed and delivered in each community is also set out in Appendix 1. 
2. Evaluation

This section discusses the goals of the evaluation, the methods the evaluators used and some of the issues that arose during the evaluation.

2.1 Goals and research questions

The goals of the evaluation were as follows.
1. Provide information on the achievement of Whänau Development Project objectives that communities identified, and the extent to which these related to overall government goals.

2. Provide information useful to the Ministry on ways of supporting whänau development in Mäori communities.

3. Provide information useful to the Ministry, its agents, and communities piloting projects on developing and refining community approaches to whänau development.

4. Provide information useful to the Ministry, its agents, other government agencies, community organisations, and pilot communities on effective management of relationships in promoting whänau development.

5. Provide government with an account of funds allocated to the Whänau Development Project.

Specific research questions associated with the evaluation goals are set out in Appendix 2. They include process questions to do with the establishment and implementation of the project, and outcome questions relating to effectiveness. 

2.2 Methodology

The evaluators proposed an evaluation based on participatory principles. This would involve providers and people from pilot communities in both design and implementation. 

From April to June 2002, evaluators trained community providers in participatory evaluation, including explaining concepts, clarifying government and community expectations, and building on community skills. 

Training offered a chance for communities to reflect on whänau development in general and application of Whänau Development Project funding in particular. It was also an opportunity to enhance relationships and understanding of each site’s potential. 

Training assisted communities to understand the requirements of evaluation. Providers discussed their role in evaluation and what they expected from the evaluation. They wanted to:

· be involved in planning evaluation, including reviewing Ministry goals and approving the site-specific evaluation plan

· oversee local relationships, including helping the evaluator access local stakeholders

· review and comment on evaluation reports.

A report on the training component of the Whänau Development Project was completed in July 2003.

Evaluators prepared 12 community-level and one national-level evaluation plan.
 They also prepared a series of interim reports during the project. 
Evaluators used a range of data sources during the project: 

· a literature review

· a review of the Whänau Development Project contracts

· quarterly project progress reports prepared by the communities

· a review of material provided by Kähui Tautoko Ltd, including quarterly overview reports, audit reports and Kähui Tautoko Ltd’s final contracted audit report

· structured interviews with provider governance or community representatives, usually conducted as group discussions

· structured interviews with provider Whänau Development Project management and staff, usually conducted as group discussions

· interviews with representatives of agencies working with providers to deliver their Whänau Development Project
· interviews with representatives of other community-based groups, and/or community members with an interest in the Whänau Development Project initiative

· interviews with Ministry and Kähui Tautoko Ltd staff

· ongoing observation of Whänau Development Project projects

· provider review of and comment on the draft evaluation report.

Data analysis

The evaluators identified common themes from documents, interviews and observations, and collected additional data where it was available. The evaluators circulated drafts of their reports to providers, communities, Kähui Tautoko Ltd and the Ministry for comment.

2.3 Limitations and issues

The original goal was for community providers to participate fully in evaluation. After training, however, communities opted to be less involved. While providers and communities continued to take an active interest, PHP Consulting Ltd led the planning, fieldwork and reporting phases.

Baseline data was not collected at the start of the Whänau Development Project initiatives by either the Ministry or the evaluators. This made it difficult to compare the situation before and after the Whänau Development Project interventions.
Only some participating communities understood the need for recording baseline information about whänau development at the start of the project. Few had any means of or processes for gathering data, and throughout the project, data gathering was uneven and unreliable. By the time evaluation training (which stressed the importance of capturing baseline data) took place, many projects were well under way. Outcomes were often developed or revised as projects evolved. 

The evaluation became more complex when three of the six selected regions chose to use the funding in more than one community. This meant more work, both in terms of visiting communities spread out geographically and in terms of assessing outcomes. 
3. Establishing and managing the Whänau Development Project
3.1 Key players and roles

The Ministry had overall management of the Whänau Development Project through its Sector Policy Team. This gave Ministry policy staff a relatively unique opportunity to gain first-hand experience of issues in capacity building. 
Kähui Tautoko Ltd, an organisation with experience in developing Mäori and Pacific community organisations, was appointed in November 2000 to assist the Ministry with managing the project. Kähui Tautoko was contracted to engage and build relationships with Mäori communities on the Ministry’s behalf. The Ministry expected that Kähui Tautoko would work with the communities over the life of the project and would provide business and developmental support and mentoring as needed. Kähui Tautoko’s formal role included:
· helping the Ministry negotiate and establish contracts that incorporated appropriate measures for each community and set up initiatives with appropriate levels of support

· project managing the Whänau Development Project’s operational components and reporting to the Ministry against agreed milestones and for officials meetings and Ministerial requests, as required

· transferring skills for establishing, contracting and monitoring Whänau Development Project initiatives to Ministry staff

· consulting key entities and communities, including preparing hui reports.

The Ministry was responsible for overseeing the evaluation of the project through its Evaluation Unit, which later became part of the Ministry’s Centre for Social Research and Evaluation. 
PHP Consulting Ltd was appointed in December 2001 to evaluate the project for the Ministry. PHP, under subcontract, also provided training in participatory evaluation to sites.

Figure 2 illustrates relationships between the various parties.

Figure 2: Key players and roles



3.2 Establishment of community initiatives
Seven-step process

The Ministry, in consultation with Te Puni Kökiri, proposed an implementation process consisting of six broad management steps and a seventh evaluation step. Cabinet approved these steps in November 2000.

· Step 1: 
The Ministry contracts six provider organisations that will provide entry to the selected communities and determine how each community wants to participate further in the project.
· Step 2: 
Each community undertakes its own needs assessment, with the Ministry providing financial, advisory and information support.
· Step 3:
The community and/or its delegated agent devises proposals for addressing the needs raised.
· Step 4:
The community and/or its delegated agent devises proposals for developing the capabilities needed.
· Step 5: 
The development plans/local solutions are analysed and shared with the relevant Regional Intersectoral Fora to match proposals with the available support. Programme and development support is then provided to the selected communities.
· Step 6:
The proposals/plans are implemented.
· Step 7:
Evaluations are conducted of the project’s processes and the outcomes generated.

Identification of regions and communities (Step 1)
The Ministry identified the six regions to receive Whänau Development Project funding in consultation with Te Puni Kökiri, the Department of Child, Youth, and Family Services, and the Ministries of Education and Health.
 As already noted, the regions were selected to ensure a spread of funding across the country, a mix of urban, semi-rural and rural communities, and the inclusion of communities with high social and economic needs and communities that had not received any previous government funding.
The Ministry then contacted a local Mäori organisation in each region with which it already had a working relationship to help identify a community or communities to receive Whänau Development Project funds. Kähui Tautoko and the Ministry assisted these entry providers to decide which local communities to fund, and which organisations would provide Whänau Development Project services under contract. Entry providers selected the following communities.
· Ngapuhi Iwi Social Services identified Te Iringa and Waima as communities that had not previously received any targeted assistance. It facilitated a series of hui in each community and the communities chose initiatives to receive the funding.
· Manukau Urban Mäori Authority and Waitara Project Trust chose to use the Whänau Development Project funding to extend their existing services rather than identifying separate communities.
· Püao Te Ata Tü a Tühoe Trust chose to supplement an existing community development contract and deliver the Whänau Development Project itself through its five affiliated communities: Waikaremoana, Ruatahuna, Ruatoki, Waimana and Waiohau.
· In the Whanganui region, Taumata Hauora called for proposals. The Raetihi community proposal to the Te Puke Marae Committee was ratified at a community hui.

· He Oranga Pounamu developed a Pouarahi worker model and identified Arowhenua, Westport/Upper Buller and Hokonui as regions with high social needs. Hokonui was not included as a site until 2003/2004.

In three regions (Taitokerau, Whanganui/Ruapehu and Ngai Tahu) the Ministry signed consultation contracts with the entry provider to identify the communities to participate in the project. Consultation contracts also covered the development of a proposal.
Needs assessment (Step 2)
Communities were encouraged to think broadly about the issues facing development of their whänau or community. Kähui Tautoko assisted sites to identify needs and decide how to progress an initiative.
Kähui Tautoko’s initial discussions in Te Taitokerau, Whanganui and Ngai Tahu rohe had indicated that the entry providers in these regions favoured a broadly based needs assessment process consistent with the Cabinet Implementation Process. 
Kähui Tautoko recommended and drew up initial consultation contracts between the Ministry and the entry providers in these regions. The contracts were to cover:

· time and processes required for explaining the government’s proposal

· time for ideas to be put forward and conflicting perspectives to be worked through

· time for alternatives to be considered and for consensus to be reached.

Raetihi undertook a comprehensive needs assessment that:

· identified gaps in local resources

· provided “a benchmark for whänau need”
· provided a framework for accountability back to the community.
Table 2 sets out the needs initially identified by each region or site.
Table 2: Needs identified in each community
	Community
	Needs identified

	Te Iringa and Waima
	· Disintegration of whänau networks, absence of critical skills for overcoming whänau or community difficulties

	Manukau
	· Lack of provision for holistic service delivery in the sector-based contracts and services that were available

	Raetihi
	· Lack of qualifications and skills

· Need for education and training workforce development programmes

· Need for more suitable accommodation

· Need for whänau to be part of the decision-making processes that affect Mäori

	Waitara
	· Existing rangatahi crime prevention programme unable to provide a holistic response, including off-programme support and advice to parents and whänau on wider issues

	Tühoe
	· Need for better information on whänau needs and for the systematic collection of this information

· Need for funding to allow support for small, need-focused, local-level responses to whänau needs

	Arowhenua and Westport/Upper Buller
	· Need to support whänau in assessing their needs and to facilitate access by whänau to the locally available services and resources (Ngai Tahu Whänau Workers model)

	Hokonui
(added in 2003/2004)
	· Rünanga activities and projects were not co-ordinated and outcomes were not measured


Proposals for addressing needs (Step 3) 
The model gave communities autonomy to make their own decisions about what was appropriate to the needs of their whänau, and initiatives could be based around any approach that would help to strengthen whänau. The Ministry had no formal expectations about what communities would identify as either whänau development or capability needs or their responses to those needs. 
Most communities that had not previously received any focused government funding held hui to discuss the best way to respond to community needs. Providers and community members reported that these hui were “well attended”. Most hui involved considerable debate about the issues facing whänau and the most appropriate response to those issues. 
Enthusiastic providers and communities often set themselves overly ambitious tasks. Kähui Tautoko helped ensure that proposals were realistic and manageable, and assisted each site to scope out contract deliverables. 
Developing capabilities (Step 4)

None of the communities developed an assessment of capability needs as envisaged in the Cabinet process. Kähui Tautoko explained that it had worked with each of the six providers initially contacted and was confident about their capacity to manage a contract for service. 
Matching proposals with local support (Step 5)
The model anticipated other government agencies at the local level being actively involved and providing whatever support they could to the Whänau Development Project community through their own programmes. 
Not all regions had local Regional Intersectoral Fora to help identify programme and development support for each community, as had been anticipated in the Cabinet approval process. 
The Ministry was not proactive in identifying local support for each site. Some of the reasons included: 

· the absence of a local Ministry policy or operational presence

· lack of specific contractual obligations between Kähui Tautoko Ltd and the Ministry to advance local relationships 

· an expectation, formalised in almost all service delivery contracts, that providers themselves would use Whänau Development Project funding to build relationships with other government departments.
3.3 Service delivery contracts
Contracts for service delivery were driven by the communities and providers rather than the Ministry. Initial service delivery contracts were signed in 2001 or 2002. Another set of service delivery contracts was signed in 2003 for those communities that delivered services in the extension year of the pilot project.
Contracts were intended to serve two purposes:

1. to form a robust, transparent basis for making Whänau Development Project funds available to communities

2. to encourage communities to develop the necessary skills to manage these and subsequent contracts with the Ministry and other government agencies. 

Contracts were one way of ensuring that communities were accountable for the Whänau Development Project funding and that they met minimum requirements of reporting and service delivery. 
However, it was difficult for communities that were new to contracting and trialling innovative approaches to whänau development to predict with any certainty the types of outcomes they would achieve in three years’ time. Contracts also reduced the “partnership” model of working with communities to one of compliance and accountability. The Ministry and communities had to balance accountability for funding with community flexibility. 
Ministry staff and Kähui Tautoko agreed that the goal of “pre-empting a need for remedial social services” was a long-term aspirational goal that was unlikely to be met within the time frame of the project. This goal was only included in one of the original contracts and was rephrased as “aims to contribute to reducing the need for remedial social services” in some of the later contracts.
In nine communities, the organisation originally contacted remained as the contract holder for the community or communities identified for the Whänau Development Project. This was partly because communities had to have a registered legal entity before the Ministry could sign a contract with them. After community consultation in another two communities, a different organisation was chosen to be the contract holder.
Having the contract holder separate from the community delivering the services sometimes resulted in confusion about each party’s roles and responsibilities and contributed to delays in planning, reporting and monthly payments. It also placed an additional layer between the Ministry and the communities. 
The other two entry provider organisations, Manukau Urban Mäori Authority and Waitara Project Trust, did not identify a separate community and instead used Whänau Development Project funds to extend their existing services to include clients’ whänau. In these cases, there was less consultation with the wider community. Instead, discussions were held with the organisations’ governors or management.
Contract outcomes

Each contract included a number of outcomes. These were broad and general and appeared to be treated as indicative of what providers hoped to achieve rather than the basis for strict accountability and compliance-driven relationships. 
Examples of contracted outcomes included:

· increased whänau participation in training, education and employment

· increased understanding of heritage and culture

· improved access to services and entitlements, including health and social services

· supporting whänau to ensure their mokopuna have a safe whänau and home environment in which to thrive, protected from all forms of harm

· more positive connections between individuals and whänau and their whakapapa, marae, hapü and iwi.

Ministry and Kähui Tautoko staff reported that they reviewed the initiatives and outcomes to ensure that they aligned with the Ministry’s overall goals for the project. 

Evaluation plans

After all contracts were signed, communities carried out a planning exercise following training in participatory evaluation delivered by evaluation contractors and Ministry staff from April to June 2002. The planning exercise helped them clarify services to be funded by the Whänau Development Project contract and what those services were to achieve. 

Each site developed a detailed evaluation plan with goals, objectives and indicators of successful whänau development. In a number of cases, these plans differed from the service delivery contracts. Many communities had refined or expanded their original ideas for use of the funds and considerable thought had gone into plan development. 
Ministry evaluation staff were concerned that the content of many evaluation plans was unlikely to be achieved within the project time frame. The submitted plans were also incomplete, with many indicators phrased in output rather than outcome terms, such as ‘an increased number of hui’ or ‘improved marae facilities’. 
The evaluators believed that the Ministry should not influence the content of the evaluation plans because the plans represented community-level goals and objectives, which were not part of contracted deliverables. As a result, the content of the evaluation plans was not discussed and agreed with the communities in the context of the Ministry’s Whänau Development Project expectations and accountability requirements. Ministry staff had no expectation that Kähui Tautoko Ltd would monitor progress at the sites against the incomplete evaluation plans because this was not part of the Kähui Tautoko contract.

In hindsight, the evaluation plans could have been a useful starting point for updating the service delivery contracts and the Ministry could have had an advisory role to help strengthen the evaluation plans. 
Contracts for 2003/2004

The evaluation and audits found that the contracts signed in 2000 and 2001 were out of date and the sites were delivering initiatives and activities that were not in the original contracts.
Contracts signed in 2003/2004 were more specific. Each site was supported to develop a business plan and budget setting out exactly what it planned to do, and this information was included in the contracts. Sites were generally more focused in the final year as they had already been delivering services in their communities.
3.4 Project management, monitoring and reporting
Site visits
Ministry policy (and, occasionally, legal) staff visited projects (sometimes with Kähui Tautoko Ltd) to monitor service delivery, answer any community questions and help explain what government hoped to achieve from the Whänau Development Project and its contracts. Ministry evaluation staff also visited projects, usually with PHP Consulting Ltd, to help with evaluation training and reinforce the Ministry’s goals. 
These visits allowed Ministry policy and evaluation staff to form direct relationships with the people managing initiatives. The visits gave staff a better understanding of communities’ visions and capabilities and the local context. However, initially, visits were not regular and sites would have liked more contact and more support at the local level. In the final year of the project, the Ministry visited sites at least once every six months.
Quarterly reports and monitoring
Each site prepared a monitoring report every three months. These reports were a key source of information about the community initiatives. The Ministry initially allowed providers to develop their own reporting frameworks.

While initial reports contained information showing some links between activities and contracted objectives, later reports had little activity information and either dealt only briefly with what had been achieved or described a range of activities linked to whänau development. 

In some cases, monitoring reports were based on a contract that no longer reflected the services provided. This meant it was less likely reports would contain relevant, reliable information. Lack of up-to-date formal documentation describing the goals, objectives and activities of community initiatives also made it difficult to assess their effectiveness. 

Providers reported being frustrated by lack of guidance and feedback over reporting. They were unsure what was required and said they would have preferred a report template to ensure they passed on the right, useful information.  

Kähui Tautoko Ltd was responsible for monitoring service delivery against the original contracts. Kähui Tautoko summarised providers’ quarterly monitoring reports and forwarded the summaries to the Ministry. Kähui Tautoko also provided monthly updates to the Ministry, identifying any risks, achievements or issues needing support. Kähui Tautoko audited each site’s service delivery against contracts to ensure that Whänau Development Project funds were being appropriately applied, and visited sites several times throughout the project. 

Where concerns were raised, the Ministry asked the provider for more detailed information to ensure that the Whänau Development Project funding was being used appropriately.
Quarterly reports were almost always late from the majority of sites. Communities had to be reminded about reports and offered assistance with completing them. There were often further delays in Kähui Tautoko summarising the reports and forwarding them to the Ministry.
In the last year of funding, the Ministry and Kähui Tautoko provided a reporting template to providers. The template provided guidance on completing the quarterly project progress reports and linked the reports closely to the agreements signed for 2003/2004. Providers gave positive feedback on the template and most adopted it for their quarterly reporting. In 2003/2004, providers sent reports directly to the Ministry. This helped develop a more direct relationship between the Ministry and sites and lined up reporting with payments.
Payment
The Ministry paid monthly installments to Whänau Development Project providers on receipt of invoices, provided that project monitoring reports were submitted and the Ministry had no concerns about service delivery. However, in practice, there appeared to be no close link between reporting and funding, and invoices were almost always paid as they were received by the Ministry. 
For most sites, funding was paid in arrears for services already provided. This was partly offset because sites received an on-signing payment at the beginning of the project. There was a delay in signing the extension agreements for 2003/2004 because the Ministry was seeking more specific deliverables for the additional year and these took time to negotiate. This meant that some sites had to use their own funding to continue delivering a service and then receive a catch-up payment once the agreement was approved and signed. Some sites where a third party held the contract experienced additional delays in receiving funding. 
Co-ordinated project management

Co-ordinating the work of the Ministry, Kähui Tautoko Ltd and the evaluators (PHP Consulting Ltd) was a key part of project management, carried out mainly through the separate relationships Kähui Tautoko Ltd and PHP Consulting Ltd had with the Ministry’s policy and evaluation teams. Other co-ordination mechanisms were:

· several project team meetings between PHP Consulting Ltd, Kähui Tautoko Ltd and the Ministry’s policy and evaluation teams; all parties subsequently agreed that more of these “round table” meetings would have been beneficial

· sharing through Ministry drafts and reports prepared by PHP Consulting Ltd and Kähui Tautoko Ltd

· informal contact between PHP Consulting Ltd and Kähui Tautoko Ltd about visits to Whänau Development Project communities

· informal contact between the Ministry’s policy and evaluation staff following visits to the sites

· the Whänau Development Project provider hui held in February 2003. 

These mechanisms were usually effective but all groups reported that more frequent contact would have been helpful. Communities did not always understand the different roles of Kähui Tautoko Ltd, PHP Consulting Ltd and Ministry staff, and were confused about who should be sharing what information with them and about them. Staff turnover in the policy and evaluation areas at the Ministry also impacted on project management.

The Ministry felt that using Kähui Tautoko Ltd to mediate community consultations and contract negotiation was effective in progressing the contracts and developing initiatives. This occurred at a time when negotiation had stalled but the communities were motivated and ready to receive the funding and begin their initiative. Communities appreciated a facilitator familiar with Mäori tikanga and whänau development. 

On the other hand, some providers felt that working through an intermediary meant they did not fully understand Ministry expectations and the Ministry did not understand their need for capacity building. Providers said they would have preferred a direct relationship with the Ministry. Some communities, such as Te Iringa, reported that Kähui Tautoko was not based locally and tended to work with Ngapuhi Iwi Social Services, which was less empowering for the Te Iringa community. 
In the final year, the Ministry formed a more direct relationship with sites. As already noted, providers sent monitoring reports straight to the Ministry and Ministry staff visited sites more often. The role of Kähui Tautoko was also linked to specific tasks (contract negotiation and assistance with future directions reporting) and the Ministry’s role was more closely co-ordintated with Kähui Tautoko’s role. 
Time frames

The process of identifying appropriate communities, assessing needs and reaching community agreement on an initiative took time. The contracting process added to delays in getting initiatives started. Providers were unsure exactly what they would be delivering, especially at the beginning of the project. By the final year of the project, providers were able to develop more comprehensive plans setting out what they planned to deliver.
Kähui Tautoko Ltd believed its work benefited communities and providers but that the set-up and contracting processes were too rushed, given the differing circumstances of communities and providers. Lack of a review process meant communities, including those negotiating contracts for the first time, had to predict their services and outcomes two years ahead.

The Ministry appeared to be under pressure to get contracts signed within the first year and had not planned enough time for community consultation and agreement on initiatives. One provider reported feeling pressured to sign a contract and being told that, if the group did not sign, the money might go to another community.
The Whänau Development Project was intended to assist with developing innovative whänau development initiatives and was not intended to provide ongoing funding to communities. The project was originally intended to end on 30 June 2003. In May 2003, providers were still unclear what would happen after 30 June 2003 and had not thought about their future plans. Some had assumed that funding would continue.
In the extension year of the project, the Ministry and Kähui Tautoko Ltd made continual and consistent efforts to ensure providers and their communities were aware that funding for the project was ending on 30 June 2004. Contracts for 2003/2004 included a requirement for each site to develop a plan for its future direction by early 2004, with assistance from the Ministry and Kähui Tautoko. 

3.5 Conclusion

Providers appreciated the freedom to determine their own needs, define whänau development for themselves, and decide on the most appropriate implementations for their communities. They considered the approach to be a good way of recognising and valuing the work of local people in an area.
The establishment process stressed that the Ministry has to allow enough time for community consultation and agreement on an initiative and the contracting process. Communities that had not received any previous focused government funding needed longer than two years to launch effective, sustainable initiatives. 
Communities and providers needed more support to identify and address capacity issues. Most would have liked more direct contact with Ministry staff and more guidance in collecting and reporting data. They appreciated the reporting template the Ministry and Kähui Tautoko Ltd provided in 2003/2004 and the more direct relationship with the Ministry in 2003/2004.

4. Outcomes for whänau and communities
4.1 Overview of community initiatives
Types of community initiatives

Communities had different histories, populations, iwi affiliations, skills, experience and aspirations.  Some were able to develop and deliver a whänau development initiative more successfully than others. The communities participating in the Whänau Development Project can be grouped into two types: new providers and existing providers.
New providers 

These were communities that had not previously received any focused government funding. These communities came together in response to the Whänau Development Project, assessed needs, established an infrastructure, and developed and delivered innovative initiatives to strengthen whänau. Table 3 lists the new providers and provides examples of initiatives.

Table 3: New providers and examples of initiatives

	Community
	Initiatives

	Te Iringa

	· set up Te Iringa Whänau Development (Te Kakano Aroha)

· built a whänau development office at Te Iringa marae

· delivered marae-based weaving, carving and cultural wänanga
· organised marae-based community events

· held a Carols by Candlelight event for the whole community

· held youth camps and trips

· delivered a homework programme for school children

	Waima

	· established Biodiversity Hokianga Trusta
· set up organic gardens on whänau land using traditional gardening methods and seed stock

· distributed vegetables to local whänau and kaumätua
· held wänanga for whänau

	Raetihi

	· established Ngati Uenuku Whänau Development

· renovated basic marae facilities, including an office

· established an office and tuition area at Raetihi marae

· delivered marae-based courses and mentoring services

· delivered Work Confidence courses

· delivered te reo and weaving courses

· began establishing a marae.net project


Table 3 (continued)
	Community
	Initiatives

	Arowhenua

Contract administered by He Oranga Pounamu
	· established Arowhenua Whänau Services Agency

· established an office on the main street of Temuka

· provided advice to whänau on social services in the area

· worked with local service providers to ensure services were appropriate and accessible to Mäori
· supported programmes for rangatahi

· provided business, community and service networks for local whänau

	Reeftonb
Contract administered by He Oranga Pounamu

No funding in 2003/2004

	· established Inangahua Manaaki mo te Whänau Komiti

· developed a strategic plan for 2003–2008

· moved an empty classroom to the local area school grounds to use as a whänau house to support Mäori students and whänau
· provided support group for rangatahi at the local area school


a Biodiversity Hokianga Trust did not receive Whänau Development Project funding in 2003/2004.
b  Reefton did not receive Whänau Development Project funding in 2003/2004 
Existing providers

These providers used the Whänau Development Project funding to extend or develop their existing services (see Table 4). Community participation in and ownership of the initiatives was lower than with new community providers. Established providers also developed their skills and reported positive changes in the rangatahi and whänau using their services, although it was more difficult to track outcomes resulting from the Whänau Development Project from wider organisational outcomes. 
Table 4: Existing providers and examples of initiatives

	Community
	Initiatives

	Manukau
(Manukau Urban Mäori Authority established in 1986)
	· delivered a whänau counselling and mentoring service to 30–50 whänau each year

· developed and delivered a budgeting advice service for whänau
· referred whänau to specialist organisations or programmes when appropriate

	Waitara
(Waitara Project Trust established in October 1998)
	· delivered a 26-week after school programme for youth aged 11–14 years who were at risk. The course included goal setting, anger management, homework support, te reo and waiata, physical activities, the “DARE to make a change” programme and whänau days.

· provided a youth drop-in centre at its office for youth that had attended previous courses and their whänau
· provided support for a small group of students doing their schooling by correspondence


	Community
	Initiatives

	Tühoea
(Püao Te Ata Tü a Tühoe Trust established in July 2000)

	· provided funding and grants to support existing programmes, events and services. Activities included cultural and sporting events, holiday programmes and assistance for small business ventures. 
· assisted providers to gain funding from other sources

· provided information on social services in the community

	Hokonuib
(Hokonui Rünanga established in 1987)
	· employed a consultant to develop reporting templates and an outcome monitoring process

· employed a local rünanga worker to implement the reporting and monitoring system and co-ordinate all rünanga social service projects and activities


a Püao Te Ata Tü a Tühoe Trust went through a major restructuring in 2003 and did not receive Whänau Development Project funding in 2003/2004.

b Hokonui Rünanga received Whänau Development Project funding in 2003/2004 only.
The Westport community was unable to agree on an initiative. The community needed more time to resolve long-standing community tensions before it was ready to implement Whänau Development Project initiatives, and community members reported that the money got in the way of setting a vision for whänau development. He Oranga Pounamu assisted the Westport community to establish Kawatiri Whänau Ropu Trust and employed a consultant to carry out an assessment of service needs for Mäori in Westport by 30 June 2004. 
Definitions of whänau development

The Whänau Development Project approach encouraged communities to develop their own definitions of whänau development. The Ministry tried not to impose its ideas on the communities. 
Most communities developed and delivered services form a tikanga Mäori base. Communities saw whänau development as holistic development where physical, emotional, family, education and employment needs were all interlinked. Te reo and tikanga Mäori, and the revival and teaching of traditional Maori arts and other practices, were an important part of whänau development. Whänau development initiatives reinforced identity and self-esteem among whänau. Communities reported enhanced whänau wellbeing and whänau becoming proud about their cultural identity.
Examples of the focus or vision for some of the sites are set out below:

· Waima: Mai te whenua, ka ora ai te iwi (the land will sustain the people)

· Te Iringa: Whakawhänaungatanga (building stronger whänau where people feel a sense of belonging and wellbeing)

· Tühoe: Toku Tühoetanga, toku oranga (wellbeing through knowing who I am)

· Raetihi: Restoring the cultural and people resources

· Arowhenua: Getting our kids to dream again.

One issue common to most providers was whänau living beyond their tribal rohe who wanted to benefit from the funding. Other providers were aware that many whänau living in their community came from other hapü or iwi. Communities debated who should be able to access Whänau Development Project activities, with one community focusing only on those living within the rohe. Others sought to involve those outside the rohe and encouraged people to come home to assist with the whänau development initiatives. 
In Waima and Tühoe rohe, there was concern that benefits would accrue to some individuals and whänau but not others. This also occurred with the Manukau Urban Mäori Authority, where only clients and their whänau benefited directly and not the wider community.
Most communities defined whänau development broadly. Almost all communities reported working with non-Mäori as well as Mäori who were living in their rohe. The Westport and Reefton communities explained that their organisations were open to any whänau interested in taking part, both Mäori and non-Mäori, and that focusing only on Mäori could isolate some Päkehä in the community. Hokonui Rünanga reported that half of its client base was non-Mäori. Te Iringa held a community Carols by Candlelight service that included the whole community regardless of ethnicity or religion. The Waitara and Reefton sites reported working with non-Mäori youth in need of support as well as Mäori youth. 
Use of the Whänau Development Project funding
Communities that were new to receiving funding from government initially used Whänau Development Project funding to establish an office, including renovating basic facilities if necessary, and purchasing office or project equipment. 
After initial set-up, new providers, like existing providers, generally used the funding for salary or wages for one or two project managers or co-ordinators, office running costs, such as telephones, power and vehicle running costs, and the design and delivery of services and initiatives. In these cases, the funding provided paid employment for project workers for the duration of the project. 
In the Tühoe rohe, the Whänau Development Project funding was distributed to individuals in the community as funding grants. In Te Iringa, the community used some of the funding for youth and whänau trips, food, transport, equipment and tutor costs, and the initial project co-ordinator was a volunteer.

Other sources of funding and support

Most sites had assistance and funding from other agencies and organisations, such as the Community Employment Group, Lottery Grants Board, Te Puni Kökiri, Poutama Trust, philanthropic trusts and local businesses. Some of this funding contributed to whänau development activities, and some funded other activities. 
Voluntary community input was a key form of support at most sites. 
Appendix 3 gives an indication of other sources of funding and support that communities received during the Whänau Development Project.

4.2 Outcomes
The evaluation looked at how communities and providers used their funding and what effect the Whänau Development Project had on community and government outcomes.

Whänau Development Project outcomes for whänau and communities included:

· infrastructure development

· skills development

· relationship building 

· cultural development

· youth development

· education and employment. 

The outcomes achieved broadly aligned with the outcomes specified in the providers’ contracts.
Development of infrastructure
Infrastructure includes the basic physical and organisational structures that form the foundation for development. Infrastructure includes buildings, equipment and other assets, communications and transport.

The Whänau Development Project allowed several communities that had not previously received government funding to come together and develop an infrastructure. The development of infrastructure assisted with the delivery of services and activities and placed new providers in a good position to take advantage of further development and funding opportunities.
Te Iringa built a whänau development office at Parihaka marae. The office was equipped with a computer, phone, fax machine, children’s desks and chairs. Weaving, once taught and completed, was displayed in the office and the wharenui. The office was used for homework classes, and use of the marae increased. 

Raetihi established Ngati Uenuku Whänau Development and upgraded basic marae facilities, including an office and ablution block. This resulted in the marae being used much more regularly, with some groups paying to use the facilities. Health, education, matauranga Mäori and computer classes, as well as other services, were advertised in the wider community and based at the marae, and participation in hui increased. The community reported seeing the marae “come alive”.

Arowhenua set up an office on the main street of Temuka to provide an information advisory service for local Mäori. Arowhenua Whänau Services also became registered as a Trust, which meant that it was able to directly sign a contract with the District Health Board for a marae-based nursing contract. 

Reefton had no marae in the area and initially struggled to establish an initiative. Community members explained that they had always met to support kapa haka and talked about doing something, and that if the Whänau Development Project had not been there, they would still be talking about it instead of doing something. The community established Inangahua Manaaki mo te Whänau Komiti, which provided support to students at Reefton Area School and was able to secure an unused classroom to use as a whänau house. The school and community were “really pleased” to have an identifiable Mäori group with mana that could be consulted.

Established providers, such as the Manukau Urban Mäori Authority and the Waitara Project Trust, had been receiving funding from other sources and delivering services under existing contracts from existing premises. These providers had an existing infrastructure and could apply Whänau Development Project funding to services and programmes more quickly. However, some important infrastructure development still occurred.
Waitara Project Trust used some of the Whänau Development Project funding to purchase two vans for the youth programme. As a result, Waitara staff were able to maximise time spent with at-risk rangatahi, and ensure their attendance at a healthy activity programme. The vans allowed youth workers to pick up rangatahi from home in the early morning and transport them to a swimming pool, take them from there to school, pick them up straight after school and take them back to the Waitara Project Trust building for homework and other classes. As a result, parents reported that rangatahi were too tired to go into town and hang out at night, and whänau relationships were much improved. Signage on the vans publicised the provider.
Skills development and capacity building 

Staff in almost all projects gained skills in business and strategic planning, financial planning and management, and reporting. Through consultation and with the funds at their disposal, people who lacked experience in working with central government were able to launch and maintain local initiatives and gather confidence in their ability to take on community leadership roles.

As well as assisting providers to develop and deliver local initiatives, these skills also assisted them to gain contracts with other agencies. The skills have also positioned providers well for future service delivery and funding applications. 
Biodiversity Hokianga Trust staff reported that they went through a “steep learning curve”. Staff started out knowing nothing about horticulture but learned about horticultural management, including traditional planting and cultivation practices. Staff also learned about challenges and expectations in contracting with government.
In Raetihi, two skilled people affiliated to the hapü came home to help co-ordinate and manage whänau activities and pass on skills. This widened the available skill pool and helped develop the skills of local people, either as potential project staff or for use in other local ventures. 
Ngati Uenuku provided business advice to local whänau members including assistance with writing business plans, strategic plans, proposals and policies and procedures, to ensure that whänau were heading in the right direction with their business ventures and to encourage them to seize opportunities that would build their capacity. 
Over time, staff in Te Iringa took a greater role in project administration and learned about strategic planning, reporting and administration. A Te Iringa co-ordinator told Ministry staff:
“I’ve learnt heaps! You would never be able to know how much I’ve learnt from this project.” 
Existing providers were also able to further develop their skills during the Whänau Development Project.

In Waitara, the project leader and staff were able to put together an excellent monitoring report and a plan for activities after 30 June 2004. The team also produced a clear and useful business plan for delivering services in 2003/2004. Waitara Project staff had struggled with earlier planning and reporting documents. Youth mentors were given skills and training that in turn helped make a positive difference in the lives of youth.

The Manukau Urban Mäori Authority team improved skills in business planning, costing service delivery and developing monitoring mechanisms. Staff established systems for the whänau mentoring service, including more systematic client monitoring and follow-up. Staff also gained a better sense of funder drivers and expectations in the contracting process. Whänau mentors received on-the-job training and counselling sessions from the Chief Executive.

Building relationships

The Whänau Development Project encouraged communities to foster relationships, including: 
· whänau/hapü relationships 
· wider community relationships
· relationships with the Ministry and other government agencies
· in 2003, relationships between Whänau Development Project providers.
These relationships led to greater awareness and support for local initiatives, and assisted providers to become recongisable and trusted in their communities. 

Whänau/hapü relationships
The Whänau Development Project gave some whänau groups their first chance to collectively reflect on their aspirations as a whänau. Several sites, including Te Iringa, Waitara and Raetihi, specifically referred to developing closer relationships between whänau and hapü living locally and at a distance during the project. These sites also reported that people had been returning home to reconnect with their tribal roots. 
Te Iringa held marae-based whänau and hapü consultation meetings involving both local whänau and whänau living outside the community. The project co-ordinator at Te Iringa described the benefits of resolving problems and building hapü relationships:
“The Whänau Development Project has helped us to clear a lot of air. [It’s helped us to] put aside raruraru (troubles) which are mainly historical … and we have two hapü coming together for our mokopuna. We are improving the situation for them. Sure, we don’t have total unity, but we are moving in the right direction.”
Wider community relationships
Some providers ensured that the wider community was aware of the project. For example, Arowhenua Whänau Services sent out regular newsletters, Waitara Project Trust and Hokonui Rünanga held community open days, and Te Iringa and Raetihi organised and publicised events for the whole community. 

The Waitara project overcame a lot of initial community negativity in Waitara towards social service providers and built strong networks with the wider community, including increasingly good relationships with the local intermediate and secondary school, and with the Police. The Trust used the local marae for graduation days and youth activities whenever possible. As a result of these relationships, referrals to the project from the community increased.

Arowhenua event-managed “Te Mana in the Park”, a concert by Mäori popular music performers. This brought the community together and was designed to provide positive role models for rangatahi.

In Raetihi, members of the local community volunteered to help with painting at the marae. This brought the wider community together, increased awareness of Ngati Uenuku Whänau Development, and helped the community to feel ownership over the initiative.

New providers in particular had to work hard at establishing links with other local providers and funders, and raising awareness of their services in the community.

Some providers, such as those in Raetihi, Waitara and Arowhenua, were proactive in developing ongoing relationships and networks with government agencies, discussing available funding, and “determining how we can assist each other when necessary”. This led to better information sharing and practical support. 
Manukau Urban Mäori Authority developed networks of specialists in the community for referring whänau that needed specialist advice or support. Support networks included financial organisations, churches and government agencies. 
Community members that evaluators spoke with in all but three of the sites were unanimously in favour of the initiatives and believed they had made a positive contribution to local whänau, hapü and the community. In the remaining sites, groups that had concerns about the provider at the start of the project continued to voice concerns about the provider’s performance.
Relationships with the Ministry and other government agencies
The Whänau Development Project approach contributed to better relationships between providers and government, in line with the overall project goal of restoring trust in government. 
Communities with no previous experience of working with government particularly encouraged and welcomed visits from Ministry staff. These providers had struggled to describe the essence of their work, and its context, through the written reporting processes. A high level of energy and considerable pride in achievements was evident when Ministry staff visited these sites. 
All providers reported that they would have liked a closer ongoing relationship with the Ministry once contracts were signed, including more site visits. In 2003/2004, with the benefit of evaluative information, the Ministry had closer contact with sites, and Kähui Tautoko Ltd and the Ministry worked together with communities on developing future plans.

Existing sites (Manukau Urban Mäori Authority, Waitara Project Trust and Püao Te Ata Tü a Tühoe Trust) wanted more direct contact with government and wanted to build a relationship with the Ministry apart from Whänau Development Project contractual requirements. They saw value in government departments taking an ongoing interest in providers’ work and in the wellbeing of communities, as opposed to a time-bound interest in one aspect of community life. 
Staff changes in the policy and evaluation teams at the Ministry made it more difficult for communities to build and maintain trust. When new staff came on board, more time needed to be spent re-establishing relationships and rebuilding trust.

Most providers also wanted more interaction with other government agencies in order to get more funding for local programmes and services for whänau. Some providers expected the Ministry to be responsible for directly brokering local relationships with agencies administering capacity building or other funds. In practice, the Ministry did not broker relationships with other agencies, especially not in the first three years of the project. 
In the final year, the Ministry contacted and, in some cases, visited national and local agency representatives and provided suggestions to sites to assist with identifying future forms of funding and support. 
Providers have consistently seen their relationships with, and overall views of, the Ministry as positive. Providers appreciated contact with the Ministry and commented positively on the genuine interest and sincerity of Ministry staff.
Communities reported that they had acquired a range of skills and were comfortable and welcoming of opportunities to engage with government as partners pursuing common outcomes.
Most sites built relationships with local government agencies in their area, including Work and Income, Community Development Group field workers, Community Employment Group field workers, the local council, District Health Boards, the Ministry of Education, Safer Communities Councils, and the Department of Child, Youth and Family Services.

Relationships between Whänau Development Project providers
The Ministry held a hui at Waiwhetu marae in Lower Hutt in February 2003 for all Whänau Development Project providers delivering whänau development initiatives at the time. Providers and communities gave positive feedback about the hui and found it useful for sharing ideas, information and provider contact details. 
The Ministry also invited representatives from Te Puni Kökiri, the Department of Internal Affairs and the Community Employment Group to address the hui participants about opportunities for local support and funding.

Most providers would have liked to have attended hui earlier so they could learn from others in time to implement new ideas within the project time frame. However, holding the hui later gave each site the opportunity to develop in its own way without being influenced by other sites. 
Cultural development

Most sites aimed to enhance whänau and hapü knowledge of their language, culture and history. New awareness of cultural values, practices and beliefs led to a resurgence of traditional Mäori arts. Several sites offered te reo Mäori courses, weaving wänanga and tikanga Mäori courses as part of their services. These reinforced identity and self-esteem among whänau, and allowed them to learn and develop skills. Communities observed enhanced whänau wellbeing such as whänau setting goals for themselves and feeling proud about their cultural identity. 
The Te Iringa project ran a series of wänanga aimed at strengthening community cultural skills. People learned weaving, whakairo, te reo Mäori and traditional culture. They also learned more about Mäoritanga. Project staff thought the wänanga had contributed a great deal to whänau development. One said:

“Too many of our whänau are living in the concrete jungles. Their feet can’t feel the [soil] under them, the whenua. [The wänanga and whakapäkari programmes are] a concerted effort to get our whänau and mokopuna back to the old ways … our bedrock values. If we can do this it will be a huge achievement.” 

More than 150 people, many of them whänau members living beyond Te Iringa and Northland, took part in the wänanga series. The return of whänau-a-waho (from outside the area) to take part gave the community access to a bigger pool of skills for future ventures. 

Waima kaumätua passed on skills and knowledge of planting and traditional gardening techniques. The community also learned about tikanga Mäori during a wänanga on their home marae. 

Püao te Ata Tü a Tühoe Trust reported that funding strengthened whakawhänaungatanga, reinforced identity and self-esteem among whänau, and allowed them to share and learn, develop skills, and nationally promote Tühoe identity. 

Ngati Uenuku Whänau Development offered a range of cultural development services, including:

· weaving courses, with a huge community interest and “some remarkable pieces being made”
· a two-day pöwhiri wänanga in October 2003, which was attended by 50 people. Local wähine became confident with karanga and all aspects of the pöwhiri process
· two cultural awareness hui for non-Mäori
· a cultural wänanga attended by over 100 people in February 2004. Presenters gave whänau information so they could be informed of issues affecting Mäori and be able to make informed decisions about the future.
Youth development

Five sites (Waitara, Te Iringa, Raetihi, Arowhenua and Reefton) already focused on, or took steps to focus on, rangatahi. Services and programmes offered in these sites contributed to better outcomes for youth, including increased self-esteem, increased self-confidence, youth staying on at school and schools reporting improved behaviour in youth and whänau participating in Whänau Development Project initiatives. 
Waitara Project Trust’s rangatahi programme contributed to better rangatahi public behaviour, better relationships between rangatahi and community authority figures and agency staff, and good outcomes for mentors, including qualifications in youth work and full-time employment. The mentoring programme has been particularly successful. Youth began to open up to mentors, participate more in school and sports activities, and have a more positive attitude. One Trustee commented:
“It’s when the rangatahi and mentor can talk comfortably and openly [about the points raised in the course] that change occurs.”.
The Police Officer in charge of the Waitara sub-area wrote:

“At present the [Waitara Project] Trust is working with youth aged 11–17 years and since their inception there has been a noticeable drop in crime and a change in direction and attitude from youth who have graduated from the programme.”
Waitara parents also saw the benefits of the programme, saying their children’s behaviour had improved and the children were now more willing to talk with their parents. There has been less petty crime and fewer disturbances, and community attitudes to Mäori youth have changed. Local people are recognising what their rangatahi can achieve. 
A mother whose son was on the Waitara programme wrote:

“We have watched [our son] grow in so many ways … we owe many thanks to you all.”
In Waima, unemployed at-risk youth were initially involved working in the community gardens and learning about horticulture. 
In Reefton, one of the local whänau members used to provide voluntary mentoring for youth at the local school. In 2004, the Reefton Area School adopted the mentoring model and the teacher provided alternative basic education and practical skills for seven boys in Years 9 and 10. One of the Reefton community members talked about the Whänau Development Project, saying “it’s not for us, it’s for the children”.
In Te Iringa, teachers at the local primary school were positive about the academic progress of children taking part in the homework programme. Fifteen children participated in the programme with four adult tutors. The programme ran in 2002/2003 for two days a week from 4–6 pm. Staff reported that children became more confident and had a more positive outlook after participating in the programme.
Te Iringa also ran school holiday camps for local rangatahi. These camps aimed to assist young people to enhance their knowledge and practical skills and develop leadership qualities, self-respect, respect for others and the environment, self-esteem and confidence. Some of the rangatahi were referred to the camps by Department of Child, Youth and Family Services caregivers. One of these camps was the Wero Underground Challenge, a three-day “survival camp”, incorporating various activities such as waka ama, a triathlon and survival skills to mentally, emotionally and physically challenge young people. Twenty rangatahi attended the camp and they all reported increasing their self-esteem and confidence and extending their knowledge. Camp leaders met with parents and caregivers for follow-up after the camp. Other camps included a Ninety Mile Beach Trek with 17 rangatahi and a Holiday Excursion Extravaganza Camp with 10 rangatahi.
Ngati Uenuku Whänau Development organised a weekend hui for rangatahi in 2003. The hui provided an opportunity for rangatahi to meet and discuss issues important for them. From 20 to 50 people attended the hui at different times. 
Arowhenua Whänau Services held a series of hui for rangatahi and whänau covering areas such as motivation, communication, bullying and peer pressure. 

Arowhenua Whänau Services also had key involvement in the Kia Piki Te Ora o Te Taitamariki project (national Mäori youth suicide prevention strategy) for the area. The goal of the project was to strengthen Mäori youth wellbeing. 
Education and employment
Whänau members gained training, skills, qualifications and work experience as a result of participation in Whänau Development Project activities and services.  These skills helped them gain paid employment.
Ngati Uenuku Whänau Development delivered a range of educational services to the community, including the following.
· A marae-based studies programme
The course included studies of marae usage, research and policy development, kaumätua, and an introduction to whänau, hapü and iwi. Those graduating from the course at the end of each year attended a graduation ceremony and received a Diploma in Mäori Studies. One of the project co-ordinators reported:
”What an awesome gratifying proud moment it was for Ngati Uenuku as we witnessed these tauira walk on to the podium at Otaki Racecourse to receive their tohu. A 150 strong support group was there to acknowledge them with an impressive cacophony of sound as kapa haka reverberated throughout the stadium. The manaakitanga and whänaungatanga that was shown on this day was an awe-inspiring experience.”

Most graduates gained employment or participated in further studies. 
· Three three-week Work Confidence courses funded and supported by Work and Income in early 2003
The courses provided a range of activities to prepare participants for employment, including CV writing, First Aid, Kiwi Host, numeracy and literacy, and employment opportunities. The courses were specially adapted for local employment conditions. Ngati Uenuku Whänau Development invited local employers from the forestry, market gardens, factory and retail industries as guest speakers to talk about employment opportunities in their organisations. About 20 people attended each course, and more than 40 people gained employment after attending the courses, mainly in tourism and forestry.
· A driver licencing programme
This programme was funded by the Land Transport Safety Authority and led to over 60 people gaining licences. The programme resulted in fewer unlicensed drivers in the area.
· A methamphetamine awareness hui on 25 November 2003
The hui was facilitated by the Mäori Liaison Officer for the policy and was attended by over 50 people. The hui was very informative and generated positive debate.
Arowhenua Whänau Services met monthly with a small group of young mothers, and assisted them with exploring training and education initiatives. Arowhenua also co-ordinated workshop days called “career pathways for Mums”. One mother reported:
“It’s motivated me to set goals and finish it out. I’ve met different people who have inspired me in many different ways”.
Youth mentors in Waitara gained qualifications in NZQA-approved youth work training, First Aid, computer skills and facilitating the “DARE to make a change” programme. Mentors gained Level 4 certificates in youth work and two were offered cadetships with the local district council.
Waitara Project Trust also started a correspondence support programme to help youth and whänau in Waitara with children doing their schooling by correspondence. Five young people participated in the programme. Referrals for this service came from the Special Education Service, Waitara High School and the Truancy Service.

Service delivery

Most sites developed and delivered a range of services in their communities. Services included a whänau counselling and mentoring service, a budgeting advice service, an intensive out-of-school programme for youth at risk, school holiday camps for youth and support in accessing appropriate services.
All sites reported an increase in demand for their services and increased confidence among community members accessing the services. Arowhenua noted that existing mainstream services were becoming more responsive to Mäori whänau needs and aspirations.
One of the goals of the Whänau Development Project was to pre-empt a need for remedial social services. However, project staff realised that, in the short term, there may be an increase in the uptake of social services as services became more accessible to Mäori and Mäori were aware of their entitlements.

Additional services
Some services could be quantified, such as attendance at programmes, use of support services, qualifications gained, or employment achieved. Other outcomes were important but less amenable to measurement, for example perceptions of wellbeing, changes in levels of interaction among whänau, and whakawhänaungatanga. 
Most sites also provided further services and support to whänau in addition to their formal contracted services, for example:

· helping whänau access emergency housing

· helping find homes for children in need of support

· helping locate whänau members

· providing office space for use by whänau and community groups

· providing transport and support for kaumätua attending medical services

· providing emergency food

· helping whänau develop CVs, funding proposals or business plans

· supporting rangatahi and whänau at Family Group Conferences

· facilitating training for others in the community

· endeavouring to keep rangatahi at school

· providing marae-based work for whänau with community hours to serve

· supporting sports teams and physical activities for youth

· exploring employment opportunities for whänau within the local community.
5. Success factors and challenges 

5.1 Success factors

The evaluation identified community characteristics that could be considered success factors for whänau development supported with government funding:
· common vision
· community cohesiveness
· community involvement
· community capacity
· realistic expectations.
Common vision

Many Whänau Development Project communities reported that the project was a catalyst that helped them do something that they had already been planning. The Whänau Development Project process, funding and support helped these communities to put their dreams and plans into reality. 
Communities with a shared dream or vision, confidence that sufficient effort and perseverance would bring their dreams to reality, enthusiasm and time to devote to the project were more likely to develop and sustain successful initiatives. 
Existing providers were able to progress initiatives more quickly because they already had a legal entity, an office, established networks, an existing system of governance and staff to implement the initiative.
Communities that undertook a comprehensive needs analysis and consulted formally with the community at the start of the project generally had more community ownership of initiatives.
Challenges: Communities without a common vision needed more time before they could benefit from the funding. Although, individually, most people were passionate about what they wanted to do, it was impossible to maintain an initiative without a common vision. 
Community cohesiveness

Where a community was relatively cohesive and had an absence of long-standing, ingrained tensions, progress towards consensus, at various stages of the project, tended to take place within a reasonable time frame. 

Challenges: All sites experienced some internal or community conflict and tension, and at the Whänau Development Project provider hui in February 2003, providers agreed that this had been a frustrating element that slowed or stopped progress. In most sites, there was some difficulty agreeing how to use the funding. 
Conflicts, especially long-standing conflicts, had to be resolved before proposals could be developed. In the case of Westport, this took a very long time and the group was unable to develop an initiative within the time frame of the Whänau Development Project. The Westport community was fragmented, underdeveloped and lacked a local infrastructure. The presence of Whänau Development Project funding increased tensions in the community, and some people reported wishing they “had never heard of the Whänau Development Project”.
Some people remained uninterested in or opposed to the provider or the Whänau Development Project initiative in their community. Some expressed concern about the provider’s mandate to represent community interests, while others had concerns about the people in leadership positions. Some sites had to manage diverse hapü interests as well as historic differences. 
Community involvement
In general, providers of services targeting the wider whänau, hapü or community enjoyed wider, more sustained involvement and community support than those targeting individuals and their whänau. There was generally more community involvement and ownership of projects where community consultation and needs assessment occurred. Providers in smaller communities in particular commented on the importance of maintaining positive and open links with community members.
There was a substantial voluntary contribution in many of the communities, and this increased community ownership of the initiatives. Communities that had not received any previous focused government funding were more likely to see the funding as helping to support a community initiative rather than as a payment to deliver services. 
At most sites, voluntary input included:

· organising hui and activities

· tutoring and mentoring whänau
· administration support

· supporting wänanga and other events

· painting and working bees

· kaumätua support

· support from Trustees

· wider support from whänau and hapü.
At some sites (eg Waitara, Te Iringa, Raetihi and Arowhenua), “local champions” spent considerable amounts of their own time co-ordinating and running a range of activities. This voluntary time was often instrumental in the project’s success.

Where providers had a close association with local marae and hapü, their Whänau Development Project initiatives became part of whänau and hapü members’ usual commitment to the whänau and its work. Where providers did not have such an association, voluntary input reflected the support the provider enjoyed in the community. 

Challenges: Community engagement was less evident wherever existing providers were already delivering community services. In these sites, Whänau Development Project funding was used to expand an existing service, and it was more difficult to assess the contribution of the Whänau Development Project to desired outcomes.

Community involvement was also lower where the initiative was seen as benefiting only some individuals rather than the wider whänau or hapü, or where the funding was seen as an entitlement or as delivering services for government. 
Capital purchases led to some community resentment. Communities were most enthusiastic about capital purchases with broad community benefit, such as the renovation of a commonly owned asset like a marae building. They were less positive when benefits accrued to a few whänau, as happened, for example, with the purchase of equipment to develop individually owned land in Waima, the purchase of guitars for a kapa haka group and uniforms for sports teams in the Tühoe rohe.

Community capacity
Communities also needed to develop planning, monitoring and reporting skills, communication skills, conflict resolution skills, and other management and service delivery skills. Strong leadership skills including integrity, motivation, understanding and past experience also assisted community initiatives to progress. 
Initiatives were more successful where they were led by high-energy committed leaders and project managers who were respected, trusted and supported in their role. Good governance practices ensured accountability for funds, encouraged consensus and prevented the development of competing factions. 
Sites that were able to seek professional assistance (eg facilitation, mediation, business planning, financial management) when necessary were more likely to develop and sustain successful initiatives. In some cases, transference of skills occurred relatively quickly where professional advisors were available to teach and community members were willing to learn. 
Having skilled local people who were familiar with their own community assisted with developing and maintaining successful initiatives. Local people were often more successful in facilitating local involvement and participation in an initiative than central government. 
Challenges: At the beginning of the Whänau Development Project, none of the communities had access to the full range of skills needed. All providers identified capability issues that hampered achievement of desired outcomes, eg:

· lack of suitably qualified people to put in time on technical aspects such as development of strategic, business and quality service plans

· lack of practical experience or understanding of governance or management – the majority of members on the governance bodies of three organisations were new to the role 

· dependence on a small administrative team or one person to fill multiple administrative roles.
In Wesport/Upper Buller, the initial community development worker came from Hokitika, which was 140 kilometres away down the coast. A member of the Westport community noted “It’s no good trying to bring in people from outside the area” and suggested that it would have been better to identify people in the Westport community who could have developed an initiative. 
Sites were selected partly because they were in areas of high social need. However, issues associated with poverty and limited capacity often impacted on the delivery of whänau development initiatives.

While the Ministry’s “hands off” approach allowed extensive community ownership, it had an unintended downside: communities struggled with administrative tasks, particularly monitoring and reporting, and looked for more guidance and support.

Realistic expectations

Having realistic expectations about what could be achieved with the available funding and time frame helped communities to develop and deliver successful, sustainable community initiatives. Communities were more successful when they took small steps and collectively recognised each success as positive progress to be built upon.
“Success” is measured against “expectations” and there were varied expectations of what the Whänau Development Project could achieve within a three-year time frame. 
Challenges: Communities often had high expectations about what could be achieved in the Whänau Development Project time frame. In Waima, for example, the community had high expectations about the whänau development initiative and its ability to provide kai and an income or funding for everyone.

Some providers commented that government tends to under resource providers and to overreach in terms of expectations. 
5.2 Challenges 

Some of the challenges identified in devolved resourcing to support whänau development have already been discussed above:
· lack of a common vision

· internal conflict and disagreements

· low community involvement

· lack of capacity and skills

· unrealistic expectations about what could be achieved.
Other challenges discussed below include:

· focus on money rather than whänau development

· communication issues

· withdrawal of community involvement

· inadequate resourcing

Focus on money rather than whänau development

Some sites had not received any previous government funding. In some cases, the relatively large amount of money available distracted them from focusing on whänau development and need. In these cases, people disagreed about who should have the money and how it should be used. 
For example, Westport community members reported that the money got in the way of whänau development and undermined the development of services. People were more focused on who should get the money than on how they could strengthen whänau. The message at community hui was perceived to be “we’ve got this money, what do you want to do with it?”.
One provider in Tühoe commented that reliance on funding and grants distributed through the Whänau Development Project may have increased community dependency instead of promoting whänau-initiated resource building. 
Another provider reported: “The community has become lazy. We used to fundraise with bring and buys. Now they are always asking for pütea. We are the first point of call for money … they don’t show any commitment to their own kaupapa”.

Communication issues

Poor communication was a challenge, particularly in some sites. Communities reported that they were sometimes unsure about the roles of the Whänau Development Project policy staff, evaluation staff and consultants. People in some communities reported that they were unclear about the purpose of the Whänau Development Project and what the funding could and could not be used for. 
Withdrawal of community involvement
The intense involvement of a small number of people in some sites meant that the rest of the community withdrew. There was a danger that the focus could go off track if a community took ongoing progress for granted and left the project in the hands of a single person or small group. This occurred at one site when an initially successful community-focused venture changed to have an economic focus for the benefit of a few. Had the level of community involvement been maintained, the project may not have shifted off track.

In another site, one person became the driving force of the project. The community saw it more as this person’s project than as a community initiative and, as a result, community involvement was not as high as it could have been. 
Where a project was led by one person without active support and involvement from the wider community, there was a risk of burnout and loss of self-confidence for the person keeping things going without sufficient support. 
Inadequate resourcing

It was important for community initiatives to be adequately resourced to carry out their work. 
Püao Te Ata Tü a Tühoe Trust chose to distribute the funding as widely as possible to deliver benefits across communities. However, this meant that the funding was spread more thinly across five communities instead of being dedicated to a particular initiative. Providers in Tühoe reported that the level of funding was insufficient to meet their communities’ needs. Trustees have commented that a more targeted or sector-specific project-based approach to funding may have achieved more sustainable long-term gains. 
Manukau Urban Mäori Authority would have preferred to be bulk funded for the Whänau Development Project so that it could manage investment decisions during the project. Staff noted that they were paid in arrears for services already provided. Manukau Urban Mäori Authority noted it was able to manage cashflow issues because it had other sources of funding but felt that other Whänau Development Project sites might be disadvantaged. 
Te Iringa reported: “It has been frustrating providing the contracted activities when funds to undertake these are not available within a given time frame”. There were delays in Te Iringa completing and forwarding monitoring reports to Ngapuhi Iwi Social Services, and further delays in Ngaphui Iwi Social Services invoicing the Ministry for payments, and payments then being sent back through Ngapuhi Iwi Social Services to Te Iringa Whänau Development. This chain of processing steps led to delays in Te Iringa receiving money, which affected its ability to deliver services. 
Other providers commented on the importance of being able to maintain an adequate and reliable funding stream to continue building on their momentum. 
6. Overall assessment of the Whänau Development Project model and its effectiveness
The Whänau Development Project model was characterised by greater control by whänau over their lives and the decisions affecting them. It gave Mäori communities an opportunity to consider issues of whänau development and genuine autonomy in deciding what was appropriate for the needs of whänau in a community. 

The challenge for communities lay in setting goals that were realistic and achievable with the funding and time available. Communities were more likely to rise to this challenge when they owned their whänau development, analysed their own needs and determined their own responses. 

Whänau Development Project initiatives were most successful when communities:
· completed a needs analysis at the start of the project
· developed a shared common vision

· agreed on a plan to achieve the vision

· had clear and realistic objectives that matched the available resources and timeframes

· involved skilled and experienced people who were familiar with the local community and able to lead development

· employed a full-time, skilled whänau development coordinator

· secured adequate funding and support to achieve their objectives

· sought professional assistance when necessary, for example assistance with facilitation, mediation, business planning or financial management

· were able to work through any conflict and tensions related to poor communication, community accountability, factional differences and personality issues
· maintained the support and involvement of the wider community.
The involvement and leadership of capable, dedicated, enthusiastic individuals who knew their community enhanced the Whänau Development Project. Some established groups could provide back-up support and skills to project initiatives. New groups with limited planning and reporting, financial management and marketing capacity had to develop these skills, and did so to differing degrees. Some providers developed organisational infrastructures that put them in a good position to bid for other contracts and sources of funding. Some were also able to network and make use of local community skills.
6.1 Strengths and weaknesses of the model

Strengths of the model

The Whänau Development Project model let communities define whänau development in their own way. They were free to explore interventions ranging from financial support for whänau activities, to events designed to strengthen whakawhänaungatanga and pride in being Mäori, to structured training programmes and personal skill development. 

The model gave communities an opportunity to think about issues facing their whänau. Many communities saw Whänau Development Project funding as a way of putting into effect whänau development activities they had already planned or wanted to carry out. 
The funding was flexible and could be used for capital purchases such as vans, office equipment or building renovations that were important for whänau development. Communities find it difficult to secure funding for these items because they fall outside the scope of most contracts for service.
Whänau relationships were strengthened in most of the communities, as were relationships between community members, and between Mäori and local service providers.

The initiatives resulting from the Whänau Development Project had a range of positive outcomes for whänau and communities, including development of new provider organisations, development of skills, youth development, cultural development, education and employment outcomes.
Weaknesses of the model

Communities had to devote time and resources to discussing and agreeing on an initiative, establishing a legal entity and developing administrative procedures. The Ministry appeared to be under pressure to sign contracts at the beginning of the process. The model needed to allow time for these processes to occur. In at least one case, the community was not ready for this approach to funding and the money got in the way of a vision for whänau development.
Sites reported that they would have liked more support, especially with project management, planning and reporting. The Whänau Development Project was characterised by a “hands off” approach, which encouraged communities to make their own decisions. The aim of restoring trust in government was initially reduced by using a third party for contracting and monitoring. All communities reported wanting earlier and more frequent contact with the Ministry. 
The Ministry needed to commit enough time, money and staff to the project to achieve the good relationship it was seeking.

Contracts may not have been the most appropriate tool for working with communities. The contract negotiation process took time, and it was difficult for communities to predict outcomes two or three years into the future when they were trialling innovative new ideas. Initiatives often changed and developed as time went by, and contracts became out of date. 
All providers had to deal with the sometimes conflicting demands of implementing a government contract while trying to meet grassroots needs. Contracted objectives were vague and difficult to monitor; providers needed more help in establishing useful indicators and preparing monitoring reports.
Most sites had difficulty securing funding for a whänau development co-ordinator position, office running costs and ongoing service delivery once the Whänau Development Project funding ended.
6.2 Conclusion 

Evaluation results show that the Whänau Development Project has been beneficial for communities and has contributed to a range of positive outcomes, including locally designed, implemented and managed initiatives. Communities were supportive of the flexibility of the approach and the dedicated funding. Communities new to receiving funding from government took time to undertake research and develop and deliver whänau development initiatives. Most providers would have liked more support at the local level with planning, delivering and reporting on initiatives.
The Whänau Development Project was best suited to whänau groups with an idea or vision, people with leadership skills and a willingness to lead the development, and no conflicts or tensions that could hamper progress.
Communities without a common vision had difficulty agreeing who should access the funding and for what purposes. In these cases, the funding distracted communities from focusing on local needs and whänau development. Some sites needed more time at the development stage before they could benefit from the funding.

Appendix 1: Description of communities
Te Iringa, Northland 

Te Iringa is a rural community located 8 km west of Kaikohe in Northland.  The community is predominantly Mäori with a population of about 300 and two local marae.
  

Community members wanted to strengthen whänau and hapü wellbeing by revitalising the cultural understanding and knowledge of members living outside the district as well as at home.  
The community held a series of wänanga (learning forums) focused on strengthening whänaungatanga (whänau ties to one another) and the knowledge base of its members.  Initiatives developed as part of the Whänau Development Project focused on:
· promoting the positive cultural legacy of the hapü;

· reaffirming the marae as the heart of the community;

· rekindling hapü members’ sense of belonging to their marae and to each other; and, ultimately

· establishing an environment where whänau are prepared to confront the behaviours and attitudes that place tamariki, rangatahi and other whänau members at risk. 

The community established Te Iringa Whänau Development Committee in August 2001, although Ngapuhi Iwi Social Services remained as the fundholder. Te Iringa Whänau Development ran a series of marae-based wänanga-a-hapü. These covered local history and whakapapa, and traditional crafts including weaving, te reo and rongoa/hauora. It also ran rangatahi programmes, including homework programmes involving 15 tamariki for two days per week, whänau visits to local sites of significance, and youth camps. 
Waima, Northland 
Waima is a rural community located 10 km north of Kaikohe in Northland.  Its population of 300 is predominantly Mäori and there are three local marae.  
The Waima community sought to strengthen whänau and hapü relationships and wellbeing by making co-operative use of locally owned land and bringing kaumätua and rangatahi together. The project focused on:

· using whenua Mäori for co-operative vegetable planting

· restoring whänau knowledge of customary planting and cultivation 

· giving marginalised rangatahi an opportunity to contribute to whänau and community wellbeing 

· creating new employment opportunities for local whänau members.

Waima residents set up Biodiversity Hokianga Trust in May 2001. Biodiversity Hokianga Trust established a market garden at Otatara marae and smaller plots at four local farms. Work involved selecting and preparing sites, fencing and irrigating them, erecting a greenhouse at the marae, and planting over three seasons. The trust also planted 230 native trees at three marae, at the historical site, and around the district, and took part in various agriculture and aquaculture events. This initiative did not receive Whänau Development Project funding in 2003/2004.

Manukau, South Auckland
The population of Manukau City is approximately 128,000 with 33% Mäori and large Pacific peoples and Asian populations.
Manukau Urban Mäori Authority used the Whänau Development Project funding to extend its existing services, delivering whänau mentoring and counselling services alongside its other programmes for clients. Support was related to housing, health, education and employment, and included legal advice. The majority of referrals were self-referrals, although referrals were also received from the Police, the Department of Child, Youth and Family Services, the Ministry of Justice, whänau and friends. The authority helped clients access other services when expertise was required. 
In 2003/2004, Manukau Urban Mäori Authority began developing and delivering a budgeting advice service for whänau.

Manukau Urban Mäori Authority was established in 1986.  It provides a range of services to Mäori in the South Auckland area. It operates from an office in Papatoetoe and from Ngä Whare Wätea marae complex, located on a former industrial estate. 

Tühoe rohe, Bay of Plenty (Ruatoki, Waimana, Waiohau, Ruatahuna, Waikaremoana)

Püao-Te-Ata-Tü-a-Tühoe Trust worked with five communities in the Tühoe rohe.

Ruatoki is located 30 km south of Whakatane and has a predominantly Mäori population of 2000.  The community focused on providing a tribal sanctuary for aka matua, koputu taonga and te ahi kaa roa.
Waimana is located 30 km south-east of Whakatane with a predominantly Mäori population of 1000 and 12 local marae.  The community focused on empowering whänau in Tühoetanga to raise confident and resilient mokopuna
Waiohau is located 30 km south-west of Whakatane and has a predominantly Mäori population of 300 and 10 local marae. The community focused on promoting and protecting the health and wellbeing of whänau by strengthening the home base.
Ruatahuna is located 60 km east of Rotorua and 50 km west of Tuai with a predominantly Mäori population of 300 and 10 local marae. The community focused on protecting and enhancing te reo o Tühoe. 
Waikaremoana is located 60 km west of Wairoa.  It has a mainly Mäori population of 200 with a relatively large Päkehä minority.  The community focused on strengthening whänau.

Püao Te Ata Tü a Tühoe Trust was established in July 2000. The trust used Whänau Development Project funding to support community events and provide grants to individuals and whänau. The funding was spread evenly among the five communities and used as a contestable pool. 
Managers at each site received, assessed and funded applications from whänau and community groups that contributed towards the specific goals of each site. Each site also worked with social service providers to assist groups to secure funding from other sources and passed on information to whänau on the range of services available to them.

Funded events included the biennial Te Ahurei involving all Tühoe hapü in kapa haka, sports activities, a trip to Te Papa for the opening of the Ngai Tühoe exhibition, and a Tühoe Kaumätua Hikoi o te Waipounamu to follow in the footsteps of Te Kooti. 

Individual grants ranged from $200 to $3,000, with an average of $500. These included development of a community radio station, cultural and sporting events, holiday programmes, small business ventures, land development and conservation projects, support for health and social service providers, and upgrades of local facilities. Grants were used for small capital items, uniforms, travel and operating costs.

Waitara, Taranaki
Waitara is located 10 km north of New Plymouth.  It has a population of 6,000 with about half of the population identifying as Mäori.

Waitara Project Trust was established in October 1998. The Trust used the Whänau Development Project funding to maintain its existing six-month programme for groups of 10–14 at-risk rangatahi aged 11–14 years with moderate to serious behaviour problems. The programme included homework support, goal setting, drug and alcohol awareness, decolonisation and kapa haka. Rangatahi attended a programme called GAIN (Getting Alternative Information Now) with a family member. Youth mentors provided support and advice throughout the programme.
The Trust focused on:

· promoting a positive community climate for whänau development and care for rangatahi, tamariki and mokopuna

· empowering whänau to understand, support and share in the hopes and aspirations of their tamariki and mokopuna.

The Trust also maintained networks among social service providers in Waitara and the greater Taranaki area, contributing to initiatives like the construction of a skateboard bowl and open days to promote the Trust’s work.

Raetihi, Whänganui-Ruapehu
Raetihi has a population of about 1,000 with 53% of the population identifying as Mäori.  Ngati Uenuku Whänau Development was established to develop and deliver initiatives to strengthen Ngati Uenuku whänau.
Ngati Uenuku Whänau Development upgraded marae buildings with the help of 150 voluntary workers and ran hapü wänanga covering marae and business development, and health and whakapapa, as well as programmes on te reo Mäori, weaving, and Mäori culture and history. 

Ngati Uenuku Whänau Development also ran marae-based studies through Te Whare Wänanga o Raukawa, with 65 students enrolling in both 2002 and 2003, and hosted programmes for agencies such as Work and Income, Housing New Zealand, the Land Transport Safety Authority and the Department for Courts. At least 15 hapü members returned to the marae to tutor courses.

In response to parental concerns about youth suicide, drug and alcohol issues, vandalism, bullying and exclusions from school, staff developed and ran hui for rangatahi.

The providers built relationships with the local business community, which included drawing up agreements to employ local people and commit to on-the-job training. 

The overall goal was improving the health, wealth and quality of life of Mäori and halting the risk to future generations. The project focused on:

· restoring hapü strength by rebuilding the cultural resources of whänau, hapü and iwi living within Ngati Uenuku boundaries

· improving the health, wellbeing and quality of life of Ngati Uenuku members.

Arowhenua, South Canterbury
Arowhenua is located 20 km north of Timaru.  It has a population 4,000 with less than 10% identifying as Mäori.  

The Arowhenua community established Arowhenua Whänau Services as a charitable trust in October 2001 and set up an agency located on the main street of Temuka. The agency acted as a referral service for clients coming in off the street. It helped ensure that community services were accessible and appropriate for Mäori. 
In Arowhenua, the project focused on:

· developing Arowhenua social services as an effective, efficient and financially viable structure

· improving and increasing education service delivery in the community

· developing health initiatives for kaupapa Mäori services in the community

· improving social services to strengthen the strands weaving the Mäori community together. 

The Trust organised several hui for rangatahi, with up to 20 rangatahi attending each one. The Trust also delivered programmes and workshops to whänau on topics as diverse as governance and financial management, the NCEA framework, whänau rights, roles and obligations, and preparing strategies and funding proposals. It also facilitated health and social service programmes delivered by other agencies, sponsored a youth concert, and networked with community agencies. It also helped establish businesses and access entitlements, and arranged counselling and organised care for difficult children.

He Oranga Pounamu was the fundholder for the Trust, which employed one full-time manager and a part-time administrator. 
Westport, West Coast
The Westport area has a population of just under 5,000 with just under 10% identifying as Mäori.  There are no marae in the area.

A community officer from Te Rünanga o Ngati Waewae was funded by the Whänau Development Project and held over 20 consultation hui in the Westport/Upper Buller area from August 2002 to February 2003 with the aim of developing a whänau development initiative. The funding was also used to pay for hui costs, including catering, advertising, kaumätua services to support the hui, and some transportation and accommodation costs. In June 2003, the Westport community established a legal entity, Kawatiri Whänau Ropu Trust, although the Trust was also unable to progress an initiative within the time available. In May 2004, He Oranga Pounamu arranged for a consultant to undertake a needs assessment exercise in Westport. 
Reefton, West Coast
The Reefton community has a population of just under 1,000 with just under 10% identifying as Mäori.  There are no marae in the area.

The Reefton community set up Kawatiri Whänau Ropu Trust in April 2003. The Trust developed a community strategic plan and began setting up a whänau house using a vacant classroom that was moved to the local area school. The group also provided support for young people at the local school and aimed to provide advocacy and support for Westport whänau through programmes deemed to address community-identified needs.

Hokonui, Southland
Hokonui is located in the Gore district on the banks of the Mataura River, 64 km northeast of Invercargill. Gore district has a population of 12,500 of which less than 10% are Maori. Hokonui Rünanga, located on the outskirts of Gore, was established as an incorporated society in 1987. As part of the Whänau Development Project, Hokonui Rünanga employed a rünanga member to co-ordinate and monitor outcomes for all rünanga social service projects and initiatives, including a commercial flower growing project, a sludge project, a wetlands project, an art and culture project and a social services project. The rünanga also employed a consultant who developed reporting templates for gathering information on each project or initiative. 
Appendix 2: Research questions

The evaluation had five goals and sought to answer a number of research questions associated with each.
Goal 1: Provide information on the achievement of Whänau Development Project objectives that communities identified, and the extent to which these relate to overall government goals.

What difference has the Whänau Development Project funding and services made to the community and/or whänau clients and members?

What difference has the Whänau Development Project funding and services made to:

· strengthening whänau structures?

· other community Whänau Development Project objectives?

How might the funding and services contribute to reduction in the need for remedial services over time?

How has the Whänau Development Project approach encouraged communities and/or providers to implement innovative types of services for their whänau?

How has the Whänau Development Project funding contributed to the establishment or support of services?

What are the details of the services established through the Whänau Development Project?

Goal 2: Provide information useful to the Ministry on ways of supporting whänau development in Mäori communities.

What has worked and not worked with the Ministry’s funding/community approach for the Whänau Development Project?

How has the Ministry/Kähui Tautoko Ltd facilitated community-based processes and supported the community for the Whänau Development Project?

To what extent did capability issues for communities/providers impede their ability to implement services under the Whänau Development Project approach, if at all?

How has the Whänau Development Project changed the willingness and ability of the communities and/or whänau providers to take up available development opportunities, including whänau-related initiatives, in the future?

Goal 3: Provide information useful to the Ministry, its agents, and communities piloting projects on developing and refining community approaches to whänau development.

How have communities defined whänau development?

How have communities incorporated government’s whänau development objectives with their broader community goals?

Goal 4: Provide information useful to the Ministry, its agents, other government agencies, community organisations, and pilot communities on effective management of relationships in promoting whänau development.

How have the relationships across the communities/providers and the Ministry/Kähui Tautoko Ltd operated?

What have been the advantages and disadvantages of the relationship dynamic?

What lessons have been learnt about establishing relationships for initiatives of this kind and how could it be done better in future?

What area of the relationship or the provision of services did pilot communities have less or greater control over and why?

What support do communities view the Whänau Development Project initiative as providing to their ability to exercise authority and control over their own affairs?

Goal 5: Provide government with an account of funds allocated to the Whänau Development Project.

How did the Ministry determine the allocation and distribution of the funding?

How did the Ministry manage the contractual relationship with the communities?

How have communities used the Whänau Development Project funding?

How have communities prioritised funding?

How have the needs and interests of the community and/or whänau clients and their members been considered in the application of funding?

How have the communities planned, reported on and dispersed funds?
Appendix 3: Other sources of funding and support

Most sites had assistance and funding from other agencies and organisations and a significant voluntary contribution from the local community, as illustrated in the following table.

Examples of other sources of funding and support for communities receiving Whänau Development Project funding
	Community
	Source of support
	Type of support

	Te Iringa Whänau Development
	Ngäpuhi Iwi Social Services

Ministry of Social Development

Community Development Group

Community volunteers
	Administration, finances, accounting
Funded a strategic planning facilitator

Business support

Whänau mentors, helping with wänanga

	Biodiversity Hokianga Trust
	Community Employment Group

Poutama Trust

Te Puni Kökiri

Local farmers and gardeners

Local whänau
	Funding for a worker
Funding
Funding for capacity building
Knowledge, machinery, donation of seeds
Planting gardens and tree planting

	Manukau Urban Mäori Authority
	Te Puni Kökiri

Wider organisational resources

Department of Work and Income
	Funding for capacity building
Financial contribution to services

Subsidies for mentor wages

	Ngäti Uenuku Whänau Development
	Community volunteers

Land Transport Safety Authority

Te Wänanga o Raukawa
Work and Income

Rural Education Alternative Programme (REAP)
	Painting and renovating marae

Funding for driver licensing programme

Funding for marae-based studies

Funding for Work Confidence courses

Cultural awareness hui

	Waitara Project Trust
	Lotteries Youth
Crime Prevention Unit

Community Organisation Grants (COGS)

Wellington Regional Youth Workers Trust

Auaha Consultants

Work and Income

Te Puni Kökiri
Waitara Police

Taranaki Electricity Trust

Taranaki Savings Bank Trust fund

Department of Child Youth and Family
Pub charity – gaming machine
	Salaries for youth mentors 
Funding for youth development programme to June 2002

Resources and administration
Funding for staff training and youth worker development
Financial and accounting support

Subsidies for youth mentor wages

Funding for holiday programmes

Funded consultant for strategic planning

Support

Office equipment – electrical

Administration
Funding for students on course

Funding for Outward Bound staff and students, lockable trailor

	Püao Te Ata Tü a Tühoe Trust
	Te Puni Kökiri

Faith Denny
	Capacity building funding Te Ahi Kaa Roa

Consultant – restructuring of Trust

	Arowhenua Whänau Services
	South Canterbury District Health Board

He Oranga Pounamu

Accountant

Te Puni Kökiri

Halton and Hig

Ngai Tahu Development

Safer Community Council

Community volunteer speakers for Kia Piki group
	Contract for marae-based nursing service

Mentoring and support
Financial planning and reporting

Training in governance and administration, project management
Proposal and Governance training

Advice and documentation on workshops on promotion and publicity

Funding for Kia Piki youth hui $300
Facilitated hui (Mäori arm of SPARC – Sport and Recreation New Zealand)

	Westport community
	He Oranga Pounamu
	Mentoring and support

	Reefton community
	He Oranga Pounamu

Local pub charity
	Mentoring and support
Funding

	Hokonui Rünanga
	He Oranga Pounamu
Community Employment Group

Department of Conservation

Southland Flowers

Otago University

Ngai Tahu Development Corporation
	Mentoring and support
Funding for a growing tutor

Funding for hire of construction equipment

Skills and training

Environmental advice

Travel assistance


Arowhenua





Hokonui





Reefton





Westport





Raetihi





Ruatahuna





Waikaremoana





Waiohau





Waimana





Ruatoki





Waitara





Te Iringa





Waima





Manukau





Ministry Policy Team


Provide policy advice, funding support to communities

















Communities


Te Iringa


Waima


Manukau


Tuhoe


Waitara


Raetihi


Arowhenua


Westport


Reefton


Hokonui





























Ministry of Social Development





Kāhui Tautoko Ltd


Assist with implement-ation of the project





PHP Consulting Ltd


Evaluate the project for the Ministry





Ministry Evaluation Unit


Design and manage evaluation work








� Cabinet Committee on Closing the Gaps GAP (00) M 18/4


� Key Government Goals to Guide Public Sector Policy and Performance, February 2000.


� The Whänau Development Project was originally established by the Ministry of Social Policy. In October 2001, the Ministry of Social Policy merged with the Department of Work and Income to form the Ministry of Social Development.


� Cabinet Committee on Closing the Gaps GAP (00) M 18/4


� Key Government Goals to Guide Public Sector Policy and Performance, February 2000.


� The Whänau Development Project took a similar approach to the Stronger Communities Action Fund (SCAF), which was a Department of Child, Youth and Family Services initiative that began at the same time. SCAF supported communities to identify local social service needs, decide how these needs would be addressed and determine how the funding would be spent. SCAF had a specific focus on improving outcomes for children and young people, whereas the Whänau Development Project focused on improving outcomes for Māori.


� The Labour Party Manifesto on Māori development.


� Helen McNaught Consultancy (2003) Working Towards Participatory Evaluation: A Report on Training Community Groups for the Whānau Development Project, Ministry of Social Development, Wellington.


� PHP Consulting Ltd (2002) National Evaluation Plan for the Whānau Development Project, Ministry of Social Development, Wellington. Westport and Reefton were treated as one site and Hokonui was not included as a site until 2003/2004. 


� Included in PHP Consulting Ltd (2001 unpublished) Evaluation of the Whānau Development Initiatives – a report focusing on the early establishment phase of the project.


� Cabinet paper GAP 00M 18/4


� This was done through the Māori stream of Strengthening Families.


� This is the estimated population at the time communities were participating in the Whänau Development Project.






