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1.
Summary
1.1 Project and Client

In July 1998 Landcare Research undertook an evaluation of the Ministry for the Environment Sustainable Management Fund Project No. 2073 - A multi-stakeholder approach to sustainable catchment management in the Whaingaroa Catchment.  This evaluation was contracted by Environment Waikato to comply with their reporting requirements to the Ministry for the Environment.  The evaluation is comprised of  two parts: A review of the progress of the community project steering group, established through the Whaingaroa Catchment management project; and an assessment of the trial process (based on the North American Atlantic Coastal Action Programme) used in the Whaingaroa Catchment management project.  

1.2
Objectives

$
To document the approach used in the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project. 

$
To review the following aspects of the project:

(i)
completion of the objectives/aims of the project;

(ii)
effectiveness of the process in addressing the project objectives/aims;

$
To comment on the strengths and weaknesses of the approach, factors contributing to success or failure and recommendations for future adaptation.

1.3
Methods

A participatory, goal-free evaluation process was used to document the effects of the project on the target participants and to assess the extent to which actual participant needs are being met by the project. The community group that formed as a result of the project were invited to attend a facilitated discussion regarding the group=s goals, criteria for success, achievements and difficulties as well as proposals for how the group might operate in the future.  In addition semi-structured interviews were held with staff of the main environmental management agencies operating in the catchment (Environment Waikato, Waikato District Council,  the Department of Conservation and the  Ministry of Fisheries) who could also be considered participants of the project.  Interviews were also held with the Chairperson of the Whaingaroa Environment group (WE) and with various key community members who had been at some stage associated with the project. Information gained from the group meeting and the interviews was supplemented with information from the project record files held at Environment Waikato. 

1.4
Results

The project has had some successes, primarily in the participatory nature of the process, the raising of awareness and interest in environmental management in the catchment and securing the involvement of skilled and committed community members.  A community-based project steering group has been established.  To date the group has not produced an environmental strategy for the Whaingaroa Catchment. 

1.5
Recommendations

Improvements for the future application of the process utilised in the Atlantic Coastal Action Programme have been identified by participants in this evaluation in the following areas:

· Timing of the project set-up phase

· Selection of the site

· Agency commitment

· AHands off@ approach by agency representatives

· Capability to undertake research

· Flexibility of  the process

· Collaboration with mana whenua

In addition to the above points, following this review several recommendations were made regarding the specific future of the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project.

Whaingaroa Environment Group identified the following future actions and needs:

· translate the group vision into priorities for action through more community feedback to help WE determine what it should be working on;

· improve the recognition of WE with agencies such as DoC, MOF, and the CRIs;

· actively invite new members onto the steering group;

· ensure WE retains it role as a neutral body;

· ensure a regular infusion of new expertise;

· identify priorities for research and lobby agencies to carry them out;

Other interviewees identified the following:

· local authority agencies and WE need to clarify their future working relationship;

· local agencies address inter-agency cooperation;
group and supporting agencies  find a solution to the ongoing need for a coordinator position for WE.

2.
Introduction
In July 1998 Landcare Research undertook an evaluation of the Ministry for the Environment Sustainable Management Fund Project No. 2073 - A multi-stakeholder approach to sustainable catchment management in the Whaingaroa Catchment.  This evaluation was contracted by Environment Waikato to comply with their reporting requirements to the Ministry for the Environment (MfE).  The evaluation is comprised of  two parts: A review of the progress of the community project steering group, established through the Whaingaroa Catchment management project; and an assessment of the trial process (based on the North American Atlantic Coastal Action Programme) used in the Whaingaroa Catchment management project. 

3.
Background
In December 1995 a proposal to establish a demonstration project of integrated environmental management was submitted to the New Zealand Ministry for the Environment for support under their sustainable management fund. This was viewed as an opportunity to test the transferability of  the holistic, ecosystem-based models already trialled in Atlantic Canada (under the Atlantic Coastal Action Programme also termed ACAP).  

This project pilots a process for multi-stakeholder community participation in local resource management. This involved the establishment of a group of community representatives to undertake the following:

l.
agree upon issues affecting the sustainable management of natural and physical resources,

2.
identify and direct investigations to clarify issues and/or cause and effect relationships,

3.
initiate and support community-based action for achieving environmental objectives, and make recommendations to regulatory authorities for plan changes to achieve community objectives.

The catchment selected for the project was the Whaingaroa (Raglan) catchment, which includes the Whaingaroa Harbour and township of Raglan.  Support from the sustainable management fund was intended to provide for: the process to establish a community group; employment of a community- based coordinator; initial data collection; and development of an environmental strategy and action plans.

The expected project outputs were:

1. a catchment environmental strategy supported by community and local government,

The expected outcomes of the project were:

1.
increased community involvement in natural resources management,

2.
improved management of natural resources in the Whaingaroa Catchment,

3.
improved health of the Whaingaroa Harbour.

Due to initial delays in funding and securing personnel to work on the establishment phase, this project has been effectively running for 2.5 years (rather than the 3 years intended before formal review was undertaken).  Nevertheless in response to MfE reporting requirements an evaluation of the project to date has been undertaken.  This report represents the completion of output 2 specified above.

4.
Objectives
1. To document the approach used in the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project. 

2. To review the following aspects of the project:

(i)
completion of the objectives/aims of the project (as outlined above);

(ii) effectiveness of the process in addressing the project objectives/aims;

(iii) To comment on the strengths and weaknesses of the approach, factors contributing to success or failure and recommendations for future adaptation.

5.
Methods

5.1
Evaluation methodology

The purpose of reviewing this national demonstration programme is to provide information for the practical use of other, similar initiatives in the future.  Also, the project is ongoing beyond the time for which funding was received from the Ministry for the Environment.  For that reason it is pragmatic to conduct an evaluation to provide information for future modification and management for those continuing to be involved with the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project.  These include agencies which have supported the project by provision of resources and staff participation at project meetings and events, and members of the Whaingaroa community who have been active participants in the project.

Thus this evaluation has two functions:  a formative evaluation (providing information for on going programme improvement), and an impact evaluation (determining the results and effects of the programme to date).  Correspondingly this evaluation is an assessment of both the processes employed during the project and the outcomes.

Choosing the most useful process for assessing the outcomes of a project is largely determined by the extent to which outcomes have been specified as clear, identifiable, and measurable goals.  In the case of the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project the clearly identifiable goals have been simply (i) the establishment of a multi-stakeholder group, and (ii) the production of a community-based catchment environmental management strategy.  To restrict  this evaluation to the achievement or non-achievement of these goals would not satisfy the requirements to provide useful information to the project participants and to those involved in future initiatives.  Broader project outcomes (see objectives, section 4) include improved community participation in environmental management, and improved management and health of the catchment and the harbour.  No baseline data were supplied with these broader outcomes and no detailed programme for their evaluation (through indirect measures) was incorporated into the original project structure.  In this situation a goal-free (or needs- based) evaluation is a more suitable process for evaluating the project.  Goal-free evaluation attempts to document the actual effects of the project on the target participants or addresses the extent to which actual participant needs are being met by the project.  A goal-free evaluation requires a substantial input from the participants since the focus is on what they are experiencing rather than what should have happened.  

5.2
Study method

The process used in this evaluation has been primarily a participatory one (which is in keeping with the project=s basic principles of citizen participation).  The group that formed as a result of the project (Whaingaroa Environment or WE as it is now called) were invited to attend an evening meeting during which a facilitated discussion was held regarding the group=s goals, criteria for success, achievements and difficulties, as well as proposals for how the group might operate in the future.  In addition interviews were held with staff of the main environmental management agencies operating in the catchment (Environment Waikato, Waikato District Council,  the Department of Conservation and the  Ministry of Fisheries) who could also be considered participants of the project.  Interviews were also held with the Chairperson of WE and with various key community members who had been at some stage associated with the project (see appendix 13.1.1 for a full list of interviews).  Interviews were conducted using semi-structured questionnaires (appendix 13.2).  This participant-told story of the project represents the bulk of the results presented in this report.  It has been supplemented with information from the detailed project record files held at Environment Waikato, including the monthly reports made to the Ministry for the Environment on the progress of the project.  An evaluation of the initial workshop phase of the project was undertaken by final year undergraduate students of the Department of Psychology at the University of Waikato (Gallardo et al, 1996).  Their evaluation was based on questionnaires sent out to participants and interviews with the Landcare Research facilitators.  The results of their evaluation have also been referred to in this report.

6.
Documenting the Approach

6.1
Basis of the multi-stakeholder process

The Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project (WCMP) is the first formal attempt in New Zealand at establishing community-based, integrated environmental management on a catchment scale.  The cornerstones of the project are that it is holistic and participatory.  These are fundamental principles of integrated environmental management as it has been developed through a series of practical programmes in community-based planning in North America,  Australia and Canada.  

Moves toward community-based planning have been pursued in Canada as part of a series of ecosystem initiatives ranging in geographic scale from small watersheds (<500 km2) to ecological regions covering many thousands of square kilometres (Environment Canada 1995).  For the geographically larger watersheds of western Canada, the cooperative, multi-stakeholder management teams consists of representatives from pre-established groups of governments, industry, and non-governmental organisations. The Atlantic Coastal Action Programme (ACAP) of eastern Canada established in 1991, however, places greater emphasis upon community decision-making, particularly in the selection of stakeholders and employees.  The ACAP process, for reasons of scale, coastal association, and community participation, was considered an appropriate model to base a similar initiative in a New Zealand coastal environment.  The availability of personnel in New Zealand, based at Landcare Research, who had recently undertaken work in the ACAP process, also made this expedient.

6.2
ACAP process

The purpose of ACAP was to develop blueprints for the restoration and maintenance of environmentally degraded harbours and estuaries so that they would in the future sustain coastal communities (Environment Canada 1995).  At each of 13 sites, some rural and some urban, a community-based group has been established, with membership dominated by local residents.  Federal and provincial government agencies are represented primarily as non-voting observers and resource people.  Each community group is charged with the responsibility to produce a Comprehensive Environmental Management Plan for the coastal ecosystem, and is provided with core funding that enables the group to employ a full time coordinator and operate an office in the community.  (Beckman 1996; Robinson 1997).  

Although initially conceived as a means for federal and provincial governments to stimulate environmental management, sustainable development, and integrated coastal zone management, the programme is now also seen as an economic prosperity initiative by many community stakeholders (Environment Canada 1995).  The community groups have  become significant sources of employment and technical training in coastal areas affected by collapse of marine fisheries and economic recession.  Following a comprehensive review in 1996, the ACAP programme was extended for a further 5 years, and its community-based approach is being adopted for other ecosystem initiatives in Canada. 

6.3
The Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project

[image: image1.wmf]
Figure 1:  Whaingaroa Catchment, North Island, New Zealand

The Whaingaroa Catchment was the location selected
  to trial a similar process to that undertaken through ACAP.  Initially the consortium making the proposal to the Sustainable Management Fund, (Environment Waikato Regional Council, Waikato District Council, Landcare Research, and NIWA with the support of  the Whaingaroa Kite Whenua Trust, and Waikato University), intended also to conduct original research on the harbour and its catchment in order to develop better understanding of the biophysical processes at work, and to provide information relating to some of the environmental issues that had already been identified by local people.  However, funding was only approved for the process of initiating a community-based management strategy for the catchment (to a maximum of 20% of real costs); consequently no new biophysical research has been carried out within this project. 

The Whaingaroa Catchment covers an area of 525 km2 on the west coast of the North Island, and falls within the Waikato Region (Figure 1) .  Indigenous vegetation was cleared from more than half of the catchment during the last century, and the land converted for agricultural use; native bush persists in the Pirongia and Te Hutewai State Forests, and in eastern regions, particularly the sub-catchments of the Waingaro River and Ohautira Stream.  Until recently, the land has been used mainly for pastoral farming (sheep and cattle), but with changing economic conditions, dairy production has been increasing.  Without continuous vegetation cover the steep slopes of the  innermost parts of the catchment  are prone to slips and gully retreat.  Willows that were planted along stream sides in earlier decades were removed during the 1970s, and many streams have no riparian vegetation.  As a consequence, streams and rivers seemingly carry high silt loads following rainfall events.  In recent years, however, some of the higher country farmland has been converted to forestry as an economic alternative and a means to limit soil erosion. Tourism in the area has a long history, but more recently, the waves of Whale Bay have made Raglan a Mecca for surfers.

The population of the catchment in 1991 was 5661, of which 2019 (36%) were resident in the principal town of Raglan.  Approximately 17% of the population is of Mori descent, representing 10 hapu of the Tainui iwi (tribal grouping). Knowledge and concern about environmental issues in the Mori and Pakeha communities of the catchment is high.  Raglan has been an important west coast port and centre for commercial marine fishing enterprises.  Now it is rapidly growing as a tourist centre, and as it is within commuting distance of Hamilton, there is considerable increase in subdivisions and conversion of agricultural land for lifestyle blocks. 

In recent years environmental concerns in the Whaingaroa catcment have focussed upon three principal features: 

1.
sewage contamination,

2.
sedimentation in the harbour resulting from erosion off agricultural land,

3.
Perceived declines in harbour fish stocks, particularly of the snapper.

Concerns over erosion associated sedimentation led to the formation in 1995 of Whaingaroa Harbour Care, an incorporated society that promotes planting of native trees and shrubs along riparian margins.  Harbour Care has established a nursery to provide stocks, and has initiated several riparian- planting projects with the assistance of schools and landowners.  Whaingaroa Harbour Care represents a significant stakeholder in the community and was established prior to the Whaingaroa Catchment Management project. 

In March 1996 Environment Waikato secured funds from the Sustainable Management Fund to initiate a community-based environmental management project in the Whaingaroa Catchment.  Landcare Research personnel were contracted by Environment Waikato to facilitate the establishment of a group of community residents that reflected the views of the numerous stakeholders within the catchment.

6.4
Process

The basis of the process used for the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project was to cross traditional boundaries between formal (regulatory) and informal groups concerned with the  management of a particular area, and to develop new relationships between unfamiliar bedfellows such as farming and fishing (resource-using) interests and those concerned primarily with issues of  environmental health. 

In the first phase of the project, up to March 1997, project facilitators started to identify stakeholders in the community, outline the basis of the process, and generate interest in it.  The process followed is shown in Figure 2.  It is a combined >top down= and >bottom up= process, initiated and led by Environment Waikato and Landcare Research.  Landcare Research then withdrew from formally facilitating the group, and as a result the group took on more responsibility for emphasis and direction of the project.

The process used a series of Akitchen workshops@ (denoting their informality) where community members could meet  in places of their choice to discuss issues that concerned them.  Key stakeholders, identified by the project leaders, were asked to invite colleagues, neighbours and friends to these meetings (often described as the >snowball technique= of encouraging participation).  The kitchen workshops in Whaingaroa took place in such diverse locations as shearing sheds, community halls, fire stations and the homes of local residents. The groups were made up of members of the community from similar backgrounds (e.g., recreational fishers, farmers, bach owners etc.) avoiding the potential for conflict at an early stage and consequently enabling participants to more freely express their views.  At the kitchen workshops, people were invited to raise concerns held about the health of the harbour and the catchment, and discuss their possible involvement in a project to address these.  A list of the kitchen workshops run over the 12 month period and the issues raised by participants is in Appendix 13.3.
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Figure 2:  Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project Process

Concurrently negotiations were undertaken to facilitate iwi involvement with the project. Discussions initially took place with the Huakina Development Trust and later with the locally based Whaingaroa Kite Whenua Trust.  

The workshops were followed, firstly, by an information day in November 1996,  attended by members of the public, interest groups, tangata whenua and local government representatives, and finally by a general community meeting held at Te Uku in March 1997.  At the open meeting at the Te Uku community hall, Landcare Research withdrew from direct involvement, and the community formed its own steering group (made up of volunteers from a range of backgrounds) to guide further development.  This community coordinating group (now called Whaingaroa Environment or WE) meets regularly, has convened general public meetings to determine the future of the project, has generated  newsletters and engaged in a number of activities which are discussed further in section 7.4  Environment Waikato has continued to support the steering group providing resources for newsletter production, small projects, and further facilitation.  The Waikato District Council has continued to send a representative to group meetings (either a staff member or political representative).

6.5
Evaluation

The establishment of  a community-based group is fundamentally complete, but  the project remains in its early stages and cannot easily be evaluated against the far-reaching outputs and outcomes.  The success or otherwise of processes such as the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project are acutely context-dependent.  Established social networks and interaction, fundamental societal values, legal frameworks and historical influences have shaped current human associations with the natural environment and will dictate the patterns of behaviour in the future.  In transferring the ACAP process to the New Zealand rural context of Whaingaroa Catchment some assumptions were made.  Principally these were that: rural communities in a New Zealand coastal environment would operate in a similar way to those of North America, and that the Alevel-playing-field@ approach of the multi-stakeholder process (whereby all stakeholders are equal within the process) is appropriate and more particularly can be used to bring together Pakeha and Mori sectors of the community.

The remainder of this report is a compilation of the comments received about establishing a multi-stakeholder group to increase participation in local resource management in the Whaingaroa Catchment, and are consequently reflections on applying the ACAP process in the New Zealand context.

6.6
Achievement of the outputs

The principal intended output of the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project was the development of a  catchment environmental strategy supported by community and local government.  This was to be achieved through the establishment of a representative group of stakeholders from the catchment who would work alongside, (and with the support of) local agencies.  To date no environmental strategy has been developed.  However, the project process has resulted in the establishment of a community group.  Consequently the evaluation of the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project  focusses on two areas.  

B. A review of the community project steering group that has been established.  This review encompasses the following:

1 the extent to which the group fits the qualities aspired to in the project i.e., that it is widely representative of the stakeholders in the catchment, is adequately resourced, and has the necessary supporting relationships with the agencies associated with environmental management in the catchment; 

1 the extent to which the aims and activities of the group to date are considered to be contributing to the project aims of increased community involvement in resource management and improved management of the natural resources in the Whaingaroa Catchment;

1 the achievements of the group to date as identified by themselves, by representatives of the resource management agencies in the catchment, and by other catchment stakeholders.

C. The process of establishing a multi-stakeholder group that would work towards the development of an environmental strategy for the catchment.  This includes the views of community and agency members regarding all stages of the project from conception and planning through to the establishment of the project steering group. 

7.
The Community Project Steering Group

7.1
Group aims

The community project steering group was established at the Te Uku meeting in March 1997.  As the group has developed its identity it has chosen the name of AWhaingaroa Environment@ or WE.  Over the 18 months since its inception it has taken some time to develop a clear statement of intent.  At a meeting held with the steering group in July 1997 the following ideas were put forward as to the role of the group for the future:

List I
Role of WE

1 Changing attitudes which will lead to a change in behaviour and ultimately to better management of the local environment.

1 Increasing awareness of issues and involvement of the public in actions that will lead to good management and a better environment.

1 Increasing cooperation between different people of the catchment and different agencies.

1 Being a strategic group that helps to identify the needs of the people of the catchmentand how these can be achieved.

1 Taking up the responsibility of advocacy for improvement of the catchment environment and how it is managed

Later discussions held by the group led to a set of ideas on how the group saw itself acting, which were outlined in a letter to group members and associates sent out by the steering group Chairperson:

List II
Intentions of WE

(1) we don=t want to be prescriptive of threatening.

(1) we want to reward those behaviours which are sensitive to the environment.

(1) we want to focus on the doing.

(1) success is already out there, we want to bring it into view.

(1) we want to impact internally (attitudes) and externally (behaviours).

(1) we want to communicate/educate, form networks (or register) of expertise.

(1) we want to get the community to do things, not do things for them.

(1) we can help get the public and local government officials together - mediation.

(1) we recognise the inspirational effect of success.

(1) we want to ensure accurate information is reaching the catchment community, and provide a base for that information.

(1) use the newsletter (& other forms of media) to disseminate information. 

The value or necessity for setting of goals or aims by the group seemed to be a subject on which the group was divided.  During the group meeting held for this evaluation the initial set of ideas in List I were discussed.  Additions were added:

· Recognising successful people, trusting the community to already be doing what they need to.
· Providing a forum where they (successful people) can be recognised and access funding.
· Providing organised factual education sessions (part of being strategic).
These additions clearly echoed points raised in List II.  This process of rediscovering Aold ground@ was a function of the loose association that the group had with these goals. Individuals present during the evaluation session even expressed outright lack of recognition of the goals that were listed as coming from their own newsletter.  However, the general consensus was that the goals had been unconsciously worked towards rather than consciously driving the actions of the group.  Within the group there was also a predominant view that the goals of WE should be a reflection of the community=s goals and that WE should not impose their goals upon the community. Overall participants at the evaluation session regarded WE as a forum for networking and responding to community needs through the provision of a central pool for information and through their capacity to operate as a link between the various catchment stakeholders and the environmental management agencies.  Their future was strongly linked to their capacity to remain a Aneutral body@, providing an opportunity for people to discuss controversial issues, hear other points of view and realise more about both sides of the argument.

A lack of clarity regarding the aims or goals of the group was reflected in the comments from the associates and community members interviewed.  There was a perception that the group had been exploring a number of possible roles (including as a policy lobby group, and Awatchdog@) but was  now settling into the position of a coordinating group, organising meetings, publicising activities in the catchment, and offering a discussion forum for other groups within the catchment.  The idea that WE had become an Aumbrella group@ for the various groups within the catchment was also offered with some degree of scepticism as to the value of such a role.

The group itself did not offer the generation of an agreed community management strategy for the catchment as one of its aims (the principal intended output of the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project).  This was also commented on by those agency representatives interviewed who concluded that the group appeared disinterested in taking on this task   However, the principal facilitator of the group from Environment Waikato expressed the view that if the group chose to it still had the capacity to generate an agreed community vision for the catchment.

7.2
Representativeness of the group

One of the fundamental tenets of the multi-stakeholder environmental management process employed in Whaingaroa is that the community group established should represent the range of interests within the catchment.  Diversity, breadth of interest and ability to provide feedback from and to distinct groups within the catchment are therefore critical characteristics of the members of the project steering group. The project steering group, established after the general public meeting at Te Uku in March, was initially intended to be a temporary steering group but the group has largely remained together providing the central core of WE.  There has been a high degree of flexibility in additional membership as participation fluctuates with the various  issues dealt with by the group.

Both the Chairperson of WE and the staff member of WDC interviewed for this report expressed some concerns about Arepresentativeness@ in terms of the process by which members were selected for the steering group.  This was on a volunteer basis and there was consequently some doubt as to whether the group could be said to have a Amandate@ from the community.  The Chairperson of WE felt that while there was a good core group this was limited in size and there were a large number of groups in the catchment that were not represented.  She also expressed doubts as to whether the current members were adequately representing their communities suggesting that when current steering group members could not attend meetings some other representative should be sent to ensure a continued involvement of that stakeholder group.  Individuals in the group also appeared to represent just themselves rather than any particular interest group. This was openly stated by one group member who felt he wished to be free to express his own views.

At the group evaluation the participants felt they had not achieved the broad membership that they would wish for and perceived an ongoing need for the group to actively invite new members and to touch base with the wider community.  The core members of the steering group are all active people, participating in the community in many ways.  This means the group has links with a number of sectors of the community including local fishing interests, Whaingaroa Harbour Care, local schools, and the farming sector.  However, they clearly did not feel they were completely representative of the general Whaingaroa community, particularly the northern end of the catchment.  An original member of the group from this part of the catchment was forced to withdraw due to difficulty with the travelling distance.  One group member offered the comment that Raglan itself was not being mobilised into action by the group yet it represented a pool of people, often retired, with the time and ability to be involved.

The group particularly discussed the involvement of iwi.  There was some concern that WE were not working closely with mana whenua, but overall the group expressed the view that they were maintaining contact with individuals such as Angeline Greensil of the Kite Whenua Trust, informing them of activities and opportunities, and they believed that it was most appropriate that any further involvement should be guided by the wishes of the mana whenua themselves (this issue will be discussed further in section 8.4).

The views of the associates and agency members interviewed regarding the group=s membership and representativeness were generally more positive than the group themselves expressed (although there was clearly some confusion, with one suggestion made that there were few farmers involved and another that there was mostly farmers and few urban people!).   More than one interviewee commented that the core membership of the group was strong in terms of the skill base they offered and the influence the individual members had within the catchment. The Ministry of Fisheries (Mfish) representative interviewed commented that he considered the membership a strong point for WE in that it appeared to have drawn new people together who were not locked into positions regarding the historical conflicts over the harbour fishery.

7.3
Resources

Some resources are required for the community project steering group to act on issues they determine are important.  The suggestion by representatives at Environment Waikato and other interviewees was that this resource need is relatively small.  At present the group uses Environment Waikato resources to produce their newsletter. They also have access to a trained group facilitator on staff at Environment Waikato and have commissioned a small research project with funds made available by Environment Waikato through the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project.  The Waikato District Council has made office space available to the group at the Raglan service centre and the group has more recently acquired computing facilities (so far the group has made limited use of the office space).  However, the question was raised as to whether the resources the group presently have access to (in terms of expertise, and funding for projects) are the appropriate ones for the stage of development that the group is currently in.  Environment Waikato are able to offer personnel time, equipment and training but this is dependent on the group identifying a clear need and direction for the use of such resources.

The group itself identified only one critical resource need - a paid coordinator. This need was echoed by a number of non-group interviewees with the consistent view being expressed that the current chairperson is carrying a heavy load doing the unpaid work of a coordinator and administrator.  A paid coordinator with the support of basic administration facilities would provide the continuity and commitment to progress the issues that, at present, the group are dealing with in a reactionary and fragmented manner.  In the initial project outline, resources were set aside for the employment of a coordinator.  However, at the early stages of the group=s inception they were unprepared to take on the degree of autonomy necessary for them to independently employ and manage someone in that position.  As the group has progressed it may be possible to revisit this.  Overall, those interviewed considered it would be preferable for Environment Waikato to provide some Asecondment@ to them to avoid the necessity for becoming an incorporated society which would require a constitution, account keeping etc.  Such formality was seen as undesirable and the comment was offered by one group member that WE did not want to become too structured and well resourced as it might then be seen as working in competition with other groups in the catchment.

The only other resource requirement that was mentioned by one group member was to build up the research-based knowledge of the catchment.  The information that WE required about the catchment was seen to be more specific and local than that gathered by Environment Waikato.  A future ambition for the group was that it would be able to source this local information by facilitating research and monitoring and thus promote better understanding of the catchment.

There was some concern expressed by interviewees that the resources the group currently receives might be at the expense of funding more action-oriented work such as undertaken by Whaingaroa Harbour Care.

7.4
Achievements of the group

During the evaluation meeting members of WE listed and discussed the activities they had taken part in over the 14 months they have been working together.  The full list of activities is presented here in Figure 3. (and rated in terms of whether this represented a high point or low point in the progress of the group).  The group has organised a number of meetings and information days and produced newsletters to promote community involvement and interest in environmental concerns and activities around the catchment.  Members of the group (particularly the chairperson) have attended a number of events around the catchment to raise the profile of the group and to encourage others to see the opportunities it offers for networking and sharing ideas.

In the early stages of the group=s inception there was some criticism from various sectors in the catchment that the group was not achieving much.  An element of this remains, as illustrated by some of the comments from associates interviewed during this evaluation who expressed concern that the group was about Aenlightened discussion@ rather than action.  However, overall there is a positive recognition that WE has been active in its role as a coordinating group.

Those outside the steering group were aware of a number of activities that WE had undertaken including organising information days, calling together meetings to address specific issues (most notably the community submission to the MFish plan for local fisheries), organising a display in the local library and a web site and involvement in commenting on consent applications.  In general interviewees noted that  the group appeared to be very successful in networking and was capable of attracting large numbers of people to their events.  It was also noted by a number of interviewees that WE had played an important role in facilitating the activities of Harbour Care in the catchment - providing a more acceptable face to what was seem in some sectors as Aextreme@ views, enabling them to work with residents and farmers who were not traditionally sympathetic to environmental causes. WE is also seen as responsible for stimulating the formation of a landcare group at Waingaro who=s principle concern has been pest management

Two specific activities associated with WE  were discussed by both the group itself (during the evaluation meeting) and by a number of interviewees.  These were: the whitebait consent application  made in August 1997; and the submission made to MFish  in May >98.  In both cases there was a clear potential role for WE to help resolve conflict over resource use in the catchment through the facilitation of open debate. 

	Date
	low point






High point

	March >97
	Community Project Steering Group Formed
	

	May >97
	Te Uku community meeting 
	

	May >97
	AgResearch flow on field days- stream monitoring workshop
	
	

	June >97
	First newsletter produced
	
	
	
	

	July >97
	Meeting held with Te Akau community at Waingaro School
	
	

	July >97
	Future vision session at Vinnies restaurant
	
	

	August >97
	
	Controversy over whitebait application in the catchment

	Oct >97
	Took up office space (WDC)
	
	
	
	
	

	Oct >97
	Commissioned student research on -
	water monitoring

	Nov >97 
	Te Mata Community meeting
	
	
	
	
	

	Dec >97
	Put out first Newsletter with new name and logo
	

	Dec=97
	Information Day held in Raglan
	
	

	
	
	Break in activity - time of uncertainty for group

	Feb >98
	Meeting to review group direction facilitation by EW staff
	

	March >98
	Student reports back on water monitoring 
	

	March >98
	Te Uku stream care day held
	
	

	April >98
	Computer made available to group
	
	
	
	

	May >98
	Group coordinates submission on fisheries issues in the catchment
	

	May >98
	
	Group debates the need to become an incorporated society

	June >98
	Refocusing of direction meeting facilitated by EW staff
	

	June >98
	DOC whitebait meeting
	
	
	
	
	
	

	June >98
	
	MAFISH negative response to submission

	July >98
	Waingaro stream clearance day
	
	
	
	
	


Figure 3.
Time line, activities, low and high points for WE.
In the first instance, regarding the application to establish a whitebait fishery,  the group was  inadvertently excluded from the process at crucial early stages through miscommunication within both the local government resource management agencies (Environment Waikato and Waikato District Council both acknowledged this in the interviews and EW have taken steps to rectify internal communication difficulties associated with the project).  

In the case of the submission to the Ministry of Fisheries the group (through the chairperson) successfully rallied the diverse stakeholders within the catchment and coordinated a consensus based community submission to the proposed changes to fishery regulation in the local area.  There was some concern amongst interviewees that the commitment to a consensus approach resulted in a weak submission but there was universal agreement that coordinating this response from such a diverse range of interests was a substantial achievement.  Complications with Mfish meant that this submission was not accepted which represented a severe blow to those involved in the process.  The group=s involvement with this continues at this point.

7.5
Key relationships

In addition to its relationship to the broader community, WE has some specific relationships that are essential to its role of  facilitating connections between catchment stakeholders and the official environmental management processes.  These are chiefly with Environment Waikato, the Waikato District Council (WDC) and the Department of Conservation (DoC).  Another agency whose activities are relevant to the catchment community is the Ministry of Fisheries.  

To date contact with Environment Waikato has been through two principal staff members.   Blair Dickie has been responsible for coordinating the sustainable management fund contract with MfE and  managing Environment Waikato=s input into the project.  He has been a regular participant at WE events and meetings and views his role as providing a window for WE to access other departments of Environment Waikato.  Harley Spence has been the principal facilitator available to the group since its inception in March 1997.  The input of both staff members has been keenly appreciated by the group members.

Waikato District Council has provided the time for one staff member to regularly attend WE meetings and events.  This attendance has declined more recently due to other pressures but a political representative from the Council has attended when it has not been possible for the staff member to attend.

The Department of Conservation has had limited involvement with WE to date but their staff have been on the mailing list for WE newsletters and have attended and presented at the Information Day in Raglan organised by WE.  The monthly meetings have been difficult for DoC staff to attend.  The view was expressed that attendance of such meetings was priority driven and likely only if there were issues on the agenda which were pertinent to the work DoC itself was doing in the catchment. WE members attending the evaluation meeting expressed a desire to strengthen their relationship with DoC.

The Ministry of Fisheries has similarly sent representatives to WE organised information days.  Their involvement with WE to date has been limited,  centering around the submission process discussed above.

The group of WE members interviewed during the evaluation meeting expressed general satisfaction in their relationship with Environment Waikato and the Waikato District Council but agreed that they wished this relationship to develop further.  Their relationships with the contact staff members has not necessarily translated into a strong connection with the organisations as a whole and WE frequently finds it necessary to establish new contacts when the group works on different issues or in new areas.   The group did not see staff and political representative attendance from Waikato District Council as the same thing.  The group hoped that the WDC in particular would recognise the potential of WE and that support from both agencies would go beyond providing resources in terms of staff time to committing to work with the group to improve their own relationship with the catchment community.

Both staff members from EW acknowledged that instances of poor internal communication with Environment Waikato had lead to the exclusion of the group from activities relevant to them.  A series of internal meetings to explain the role of WE were intended to rectify this. One view expressed from the WDC staff member interviewed was that it had been hoped that WE would work to improve the coordination between the agencies of the catchment and the community to Ahelp us do our job better@ but their perception was that this had not happened.  A further comment on this area was that WE had not been successful in influencing the Waikato District Council (partly a reflection of the limited time available to work with WE).  The chairperson of WE commented that Environment Waikato were more proactive than the Waikato District Council in seeking their feedback on issues relating to the catchment.

One of the initial expectations of the project was that the group formed would contribute to changes to statutory plans to reflect community concerns.  The response of the Chairperson of WE to questions regarding the group=s role in this so far was that WE had responded (in terms of submissions) when they had to been asked to do so.  In contrast the Waikato District Council Staff member commented that policy did not seem to be the group=s focus which had perhaps lead to WDC not presenting enough information to the group to comment on.  Those submissions that had been received from WE were also regarded as coming from individuals rather than the group itself.

There was also some evidence of different views on this issue from the two interviews with staff at Environment Waikato.  One staff member noted that the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project had been run with a direct relationship with the policy section of the regional council under the expectation that the community group formed would be contributing to planning processes for the catchment.  The second staff member concluded that the group that had formed  expressed little interest in planning but the potential was high if the agencies were prepared to adopt a more lateral approach to involving WE, i.e., including them at the outset of plan development rather than requesting submissions from them.  These varying viewpoints suggest that the issue of WE involvement in the planning processes of either agency requires some clarification.

Community members, not directly involved with the steering group of WE, perceived that the group had a strong relationship with agencies and that this was an asset to them and to the community.

An additional key relationship for WE has been with the group Whaingaroa Harbour Care.  This group had been operating in the catchment prior to the establishment of the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project and has been principally focussed on promoting tree planting to reduce siltation flow into the harbour.  Both the Chairperson of WE and a key member of Harbour Care interviewed for this review, commented that there had been some blurring of the distinctions between the two groups in the minds of the general community of the catchment.  The Chairperson hoped that Harbour Care would find it useful to work with WE and would use their networking capacity more.  One interviewee from Harbour Care felt that WE may have been getting some credit for the work of Harbour Care but was generally supportive of their activities acknowledging their ability to access groups within the catchment that may otherwise have been hostile to Harbour Care.  A member of Harbour Care regularly attends WE meetings.

At the group evaluation session WE members expressed a disappointment in the lack of contact with NIWA,  AgResearch, and Landcare Research in terms of carrying out research in the catchment as this was part of the original project intention.

7.6
Group=s contribution towards the anticipated project outcomes
There was an almost universal agreement amongst those interviewed that the process of setting up the multi-stakeholder catchment management group and the activities of WE itself had lead to increased community involvement in environmental management.  By definition a new group was now in existence which was focussing public attention on environmental management issues in the catchment and facilitating community input into resource management decisions (e.g., the community submission to Mfish referred to above).  A more cautious response was given when interviewees were asked if they considered the group had contributed towards the improved management of the natural resources of the catchment.  Most felt that it was early days for the group and that, whilst awareness of environmental issues in the catchment had increased it was difficult to assess the extent to which this was translated into better management practice.  The anticipated outcome of improved health of the harbour was considered  similarly difficult to assess particularly in the absence of evidence regarding the state of the harbour prior to the project commencing (the issue of the lack of baseline research on the catchment is discussed further in section 8.2).

In order to achieve these general outcomes it was anticipated that the group would work to encourage agreement on issues in the catchment and identify and direct necessary research to aid their resolution.  Opinions were divided on the extent to which WE was undertaking this or was likely to do so.  The Chairperson of WE felt that agreement on issues was being worked towards (again citing the MFish submission example) but others commented that whilst issues had been raised during the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project,  the group had not taken on the role of looking at the makeup of problems and how to mitigate them.

The Chairperson of WE commented that there were a number of research questions and investigations that WE would like to see done, but admitted a difficulty in prioritising and knowing how to go about it.  The group has commissioned some research into water quality monitoring in the catchment but some doubts were expressed as to whether the substantial document produced was well targeted to the needs of WE or the community.  The staff member of Waikato District Council commented that WE no longer has access to resources to carry out research and would need to lobby  agencies in the future in order to see any such studies carried out.

7.7
Success factors

There was a range of responses to the question whether WE could be considered successful and what factors had been critical in determining this.  Response depended on the objectives that individuals aspired to for the group and for the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project overall.

One successful outcome that was universally acknowledged was the networking and communication services the group was providing.  The Department of Conservation staff member commented that the Chairperson of WE was good at keeping DoC in touch with the activities of the group and a number of other interviewees commented on the group=s capacity to draw people together for meetings and field days.  The Mfish interviewee commented that WE appeared to be one of the best organised and effective groups that he was aware of in the north west coast region.  This achievement was tempered in one case by a question whether, successful as this role had been, it was what was originally intended by the project or Aworth@ the resources that had been put into it.

Whaingaroa Environment  has also been seen as successful in a mediating and placating role which, for example, has made it possible for Whaingaroa Harbour Care to operate in areas of the catchment previously hostile to them.   

The Chairperson of WE suggested that the group=s success or otherwise could be measured in its simplest sense by the group=s continuance.  She also commented  that the outsider=s  perception of the group also determines its success.  If the agencies of the catchment viewed WE as a good link to the community, and the group is perceived as providing an extra link between the groups of the catchment and the management authorities then WE could be considered to have succeeded.  Her concern was that WE would fail if it was perceived as adding another layer of bureaucracy into the system.  The other, Anon agency@ interviewees both expressed the view that WE appeared to have a crucial and beneficial relationship with the management agencies of the catchment which was lacking in any other group.

A number of factors were identified as influencing the path of WE and hence its relative success.  The undisputed ability of the Chairperson was most commonly offered as a reason for the group=s progress and success so far.  The Chairperson of WE herself identified two limiting factors for the group. Firstly, the lack of a plan of where the group was heading, resulting in repetitive and circular discussion and secondly, the multiple membership base of WE.  Ironically this latter factor was seen as making the task of the group harder as they struggled to prioritise issues to work on.   However, the membership of WE could clearly be regarded as a positive attribute as well.  Other  interviewees cited the varying talents and connections of the project steering group as one of its greatest strengths.

Overall it was observed that the group has clearly established a degree of credibility within the catchment and an indicator of this is that it has recently attracted a new member group, the Zero Waste Group

7.8
Future of WE

Views of the project steering group
The members of WE who participated in the evaluation meeting listed the following key ingredients for the future success of the group: representativeness, broad membership, contact with key agencies, shared vision, regular infusion of expertise, keeping in contact with the community, being apolitical, a good Chairwoman and financial input. The group made some suggestions as to how well they were currently addressing the criteria and what steps they would need to take for the future. The criteria of representativeness, membership and relationship with agencies have been discussed in the sections above. The remaining criteria are discussed here.

Overall there was an impression that the group was comfortable that it shared a Avision of the big picture@ (rather than a specific one for the group) but felt that it needed to remain a fluid and living entity.  Difficulties lay in translating this vision into priorities for action, and the group felt community feedback was necessary for them to determine what they should be working on.  Their potential to work on issues was also constrained by volunteer time and resources and the priorities for action would need to reflect this. Similarly the group acknowledged the need for resources to carry out work but were reluctant to take on the responsibility of finding these or managing them themselves.  This in itself was seen to require a momentum that would detract from the volunteer effort put in elsewhere.

The group discussed the need for a regular infusion of expertise, particularly from research agencies who could provide hard data and information on the catchment.  At the same time they acknowledged the need to recognise the expertise that already existed amongst the group and in the wider community.  The group saw for themselves a possible future role of working with research agencies and disseminating their knowledge and expertise.

The imminent retirement of the Chairwoman (albeit potentially temporary) is a matter of  serious concern for the group.  Her work has been pivotal in the success of the group to date, a factor commonly acknowledged by all who were interviewed.  The group=s potential to continue without her input has also been questioned by a number of interviewees outside the core community steering group. 

Views of agencies and associates
Waikato District Council future involvement with WE will depend on the core business of WE.   Those interviewed from the WDC commented on the high current demand on staff time and other resources, necessitating that they prioritise their involvement with community groups such as WE.  There was clearly a need to see some positive on-the-ground achievement in order for the Council to justify continuing its present level of involvement.  The opinion of the staff member interviewed was that there was less relevance in regular attendance of WE meetings if the group acted primarily to coordinate local activity than if the group wanted to work on policy issues.  He also saw potential benefits could be achieved  in terms of the group=s capacity to  improve the way Council was doing its business by sending the group material and inviting their discussion.   A possible future role for WE was identified as working with the newly appointed community monitoring officer at WDC whose role will be to assess the performance of council planning and service delivery in terms of meeting community needs.

The Department of Conservation staff member similarly commented on the necessity to prioritise limited staff time.  To date DoC had not been actively involved in many issues pertinent to the catchment, but where they were planning this in the future they are intending to involve WE. 

The Ministry of Fisheries representative interviewed was positive about the recent encounter Mfish had with the WE and although this had not resulted in a constructive outcome at the immediate time he commented that Mfish would be looking to address the errors in the process and work with WE more closely in the upcoming review of fisheries policy for the area.

Environment Waikato staff concluded that WE had political and staff level support that would continue into the future although some hopes were also expressed that the group would develop greater independence from the regional council.  The future of WE was seen as dependent on the ability of the current steering group to maintain its momentum. It was also noted by the staff that the group=s self developing role was moving beyond dealing purely with environmental management issues, and the remit of the facilitator working with the group had been broadened to recognise this.   Environment Waikato staff also acknowledged the role the regional council and other agencies had in promoting the future of WE.  To this end it was suggested that a memorandum of understanding between the catchment agencies regarding WE would be useful as well as some formal agreements within the internal departments of the agencies.

7.9
Summary of the strengths and weaknesses of the community project steering group

	
	Strengths
	Weaknesses

	Aims
	WE has found its own place as a coordinating and networking group.


	Still some uncertainty about whether the group are clear on a shared vision and particularly whether this has been clearly articulated to others .
Difficulty translating broad aims into specific actions

	Representativeness


	Current diversity, skills and influence within the catchment that are available in the core members of the steering group.
Connections group members have with others in the catchment.

Attracting new members.
	The membership and attendance at meetings fluctuates due to other priorities, which disrupts representation and creates inconsistency.

There is a  perception by Waikato District Council that WE are not Amandated@ by the community.

Distance across the catchment makes it difficult to maintain contact with north side community.

	Resources
	Good support from existing agencies; 

No necessity for huge resources to achieve what WE want to do.

WE has had a dynamic, competent, and influential Chairwoman.
	Coordinator role has not been filled and WE is unwilling to manage this position themselves.   The prospective decline in time available from the Chairwoman makes this resource issue a critical one.

Currently the group is not making use of the office space and computer facilities available to them - group wants to get more active in doing so.

Group is reluctant to spend volunteer time on fundraising and management etc
Lack of clarity in what the group wants to focus on has made it difficult for EW to offer appropriate technical advice and support.

	Activities
	Gaining clear recognition as a networking , awareness raising group.

Facilitated the activities of other groups such as Harbour Care and the formation of new groups.


	There is some hostility by those doing other work in the catchment about Aadded bureaucracy@.

Criticism that at early stages at least the group was not seen to be doing much.

 Inability to focus on specific issues due to breadth of membership.

	Key Relationships
	Inter departmental  recognition of WE as an important contact group for the catchment within Environment Waikato has been strengthened.
Mfish looking to work with group in the future
There is a perception that the group has valuable connections with agencies which are not offered by other groups within the catchment.
	Lack of independence from Environment Waikato.

Departments within the local government environmental agencies have been unaware of WE despite agency representation at group meetings and have consequently underutilised them..

Perception by WDC that WE would improve coordination between agencies in the catchment has been disappointed.

Research agencies have little or no connection with WE.

	Project Outcomes and Outputs
	WE has been focussing public attention on environmental management issues in the catchment.

WE has been facilitating community input into resource management decisions.

WE has facilitated agreement on issues with diverse catchment stakeholders.
WE has responded to WDC call for submissions on various planning issues.
	The work WE has been involved in has been ad-hoc and responsive to topical issues rather than working on a clear identification of priorities for the catchment and ways of addressing these.

	Success and Success Factors
	Recognised success:

· as a networking group and co-ordinating group.

· in a role as a neutral facilitator - mediating and placating and smoothing the path for others.

· in maintaining an active and viable community group.


	Lack of a clear success in any one case.

Need to be recognised as useful by agencies and community before can be successful.


8.
Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project Process

This section of the evaluation addresses the process used to establish a multi-stakeholder group that would work towards the development of an environmental strategy for the catchment.  This includes the views of community and agency members regarding all stages of the project from conception and planning through to the establishment of the community project steering group. 

8.1
General views

Community members interviewed, both those who had chosen to become actively involved with the project and those who had been involved at early stages but who had not maintained close connections, were generally positive about the project process they encountered.  Comments included praise for the principal Landcare Research facilitator, Graham Daborn, for the way in which he contacted people within the community and shared his knowledge and experience of situations overseas.  There was also a particularly positive response to the kitchen workshop phase of the project. During this stage community members from a wide range of backgrounds were invited to express their views and concerns about the future of the catchment.  One general comment was that the process had amply provided for people in the catchment to become aware of and involved in the project if they wished to.

Having the project come to the Whaingaroa Catchment was seen by some as an opportunity to raise the profile of environmental concerns about the health of the harbour.  The project was also seen as responsible for developing new relationships amongst those interested in environmental health and creating a vehicle for community participation in environmental management.

However, the process also received some criticism from those interviewed.  In particular comments were made regarding the time scale of the project and the lack of clarity regarding the project=s intended objectives. Some community members expressed discomfort at being Aused as an experiment@ and one project steering group member commented on the lack of consultation with the community regarding the design of the process which was to be implemented.  Interviewees from within Environment Waikato and the Waikato District Council had cast the most critical eye over the project process and many of the following comments come from issues raised by staff and political representatives of these local government environmental management agencies of the catchment. Steering group members in particular were generally positive in their comments and did not link their difficulties directly to the set-up process.

8.2
Project initiation

Some of the questions raised regarding the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project suggest that the site selection process, and the timing and funding of the project, were not ideal and in some part contributed to negatively influence the project process.

Site Selection
One interviewee questioned whether the Whaingaroa Catchment has been the appropriate site to base the trial of a multi-stakeholder catchment management process.  The site was selected for both political and pragmatic reasons, but it is not clear that this included targeting a community with the necessary criteria for success - i.e., a clearly identifiable and unifying challenge and the capacity to influence this, (Chamala & Mortiss,1990).

The commonly agreed starting point for theWhaingaroa Catchment Management project was a meeting held in April 1995 with the Minister for the Environment (and local MP) Simon Upton.  This meeting was initiated following concerns over pollution, siltation, and overfishing affecting the health of the harbour and in particular following a campaign of form letters directed to Environment Waikato.  These concerns were largely driven by an active and outspoken community member who had been a key initiator of the Whaingaroa Harbour Care group.  At this meeting the Minister informed the group that funding for a project to address the concerns of the attending representatives might be possible through the Sustainable Management Fund.

Many prerequisite criteria  for successful community-based environmental management (Chamala & Mortiss, 1990;  Margerum, 1996; Selin & Chavez, 1995) suggest that a pressure for change or commonly recognised concern is an important factor.  During the evaluation interviews some questions were raised as to whether the concerns voiced in the Whaingaroa Catchment were commonly shared by the broader community and not just stemming from a vigorously active but relatively small sector of the catchment.  Comments regarding this included Awe should have had a problem before we started to solve it - instead of a perceived problem by one or two people@.  During the time the project has been running it has undoubtedly helped to raised awareness and concern regarding these issues now.

During the project design phase other locations were considered for a trial of the ACAP process.  These included Tairua and Kawhia.  The Whaingaroa Catchment was chosen on the basis of proximity to the key players (particularly Environment Waikato) and a perceived need to address the pressures that had resulted in the protests described above.   However, there were some difficulties with the location.  The project was discussed with the Huakina Development Trust
 who advised that they would not support an intiative such as this operating within the Whaingaroa Catchment as this did not match their own priorities, and with limited resources available to them any meaningful involvement on their part would require diversion from some other project. There were also existing tensions between the mana whenua and the Huakina Development Trust (the consequences of this are discussed further in section 8.3).  The prior existence of a local environmental pressure group, Whaingaroa Harbour Care was considered by some members of WE to make their job more difficult through confusion between the two groups and concern that they might be seen to be duplicating efforts.  However this was not necessarily echoed by Harbour Care members, some of whom saw the project as an opportunity to advance their own concerns.  Retrospectively two interviewees suggested  the catchment was possibly too large an area, with distances a problem, and the catchment, as an entity, lacked immediate and strong recognition.  

Project funding and timescale
The failure of the project to secure funds for preliminary research on the catchment was seen by a number of interviewees as a fundamental stumbling block.  Initially, extensive research was planned to characterise water quality in the harbour and determine the main sources of contamination;  Although some commented that this planned research was excessive to address the question of the health of the harbour, it was felt that some base line information gathering was essential.  Without this base line research  the project was left without the means to address questions regarding the health of the catchment raised by the community, during the participation process.  Subsequent funds for specific research have not been secured to date.  The ACAP model had, at its basis, a strong scientific focus and a requirement to produce a management strategy.  With the reduction in funds available for the former, the project only had funding for a community participation process:  to facilitate the community identifying the key issues for the catchment and determining what could be done to address them.   This affected the degree to which on-the-ground activity could take place, and frustrated community participants who were oriented towards action rather than planning. 

The issue of lack of accurate information on the harbour was highlighted by the WDC following the community meeting at Te Uku in March 1997.  The Waikato District Council expressed concerns that issues relating to the health of the harbour and its fishery did not appear to be well understood resulting in Ainaccurate claims@ that could not be countered.  Clarification of this issue was considered a priority, and the WDC  requested that the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project address this by providing for a brief exercise to assess harbour biota.  However, resources were not made available for this exercise and there was not universal agreement that a more cursory research project would provide the accurate information necessary to address the complex issues of the health of the harbour and the snapper fishery in particular.  

The project process was also seen to be rigidly tied to the funding timetable.  This lack of flexibility meant that when funds were no longer available to provide for the project facilitation, the project was seen to be Aabandoned@ to the community.  More than one interviewee suggested that the community had not been ready to take on the responsibility of steering the project at the point at which it occurred (i.e., at the March meeting at Te Uku).  The end of involvement of the principal facilitator from Landcare Research meant that the project lost a key resource and to a degree its= momentum. 

8.3
Community facilitation

The facilitation of community involvement in environmental management (through the catchment management project) was undertaken through a number of events.  Firstly a series of kitchen workshops began in May 1996, followed by a public information day in November 1997, and culminating in a public meeting at Te Uku hall in March 1997.  During this time several newsletters describing the progress of the project were delivered catchment-wide.  This process took a little under a year and suffered some considerable delay whilst discussions regarding iwi involvement took place with the Huakina Development Trust.

Kitchen workshops and Information Day
As noted above the kitchen workshops phase of the project was positively commented on by all interviewees.  This phase of the project was independently evaluated by final year students of the Department of Psychology at the University of Waikato (Gallardo et al,  1996).  Their evaluation was based on questionnaires sent out to participants and interviews with the Landcare Research facilitators.  Their conclusions were that the kitchen workshops had fulfilled their function in providing a relaxed discussion forum and in identifying the environmental and community issues for the participants and the facilitators.  They also brought out detailed local knowledge about the Whaingaroa Harbour and its surrounding environment and  engendered communication among community members.

 Several weaknesses in the kitchen workshop process were also revealed by the students= evaluation.  Questions to assess representativeness amongst those who attended the meetings, at the time of assessment showed that Whaingaroa community members who both attended the workshops and expressed interest in being involved in the ongoing project were mainly white, male, and long term residents in the community, (Gallardo et al., 1996).  Subsequently a workshop was held primarily for women of the catchment as part of AInternational Rural Women=s Day@. The current make-up of the steering group would not suggest that this bias has been carried through as two thirds of the steering group are women.  Work by Trudy Brasell Jones (Brasell Jones, 1998) on gender representation in landcare groups included a case study of WE.  In this paper Jones highlights the different emphasis groups may have depending on their gender balance,  where men are commonly focussed on economic and productivity issues and women are more interested in health and safety aspects of environmental management.  The gender balance of any group is therefore an important element in the direction the group is likely to take.

The Asnowball technique@ of running workshops, which relies on encouraging primary contacts to utilise their own networks to draw in others to meetings,  has the disadvantage of restricting those who attend the workshops to those in close association with the key contacts.  This makes selection of the key contacts a crucial step in the process if a truly representative cross-section of the community is to be reached. 

The students= evaluation also revealed that there was confusion amongst the participants as to what the next step in the project would be, what specific roles individuals would perform, and whether adequate resources would be available.  Comments received during this 1998 evaluation indicated that this remained a problem and was pivotal in affecting the degree of enthusiasm individuals had for participating in the project. This suggests that whilst the kitchen workshops were successful in raising awareness and interest, they provided insufficient clarity of information regarding the project purpose and future.

The Information Day was generally considered a positive event.  Presentations were made by a wide range of local groups and agencies, including Whaingaroa Harbour Care, the Ornithological Society, NIWA, Mfish, Waikato District Council, Environment Waikato, Landcare Research, the Kite Whenua Trust and Waikato University.  Over 200 (signed in) individuals attended, which indicated a significant degree of interest in environmental issues within the Raglan area.  The extent to which this event contributed to raising interest in the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project was not commented on by interviewees.

Public Meeting at Te Uku, March 1997
The good attendance at this public meeting (approximately 40 to 50 participants)  reflected a high degree of interest and concern for the environmental management of the catchment.  The meeting was considered pivotal to the project as it was at this stage that a community project steering group was to be formed by volunteers representing a range of stakeholders in the community.  It also marked the withdrawal of formal facilitation by Landcare Research.

Comments received about this meeting included that its purpose was unclear and that the inflexibility of the timetable of the process meant that the community was being handed over control of a project at a point at which they were not yet prepared for this responsibility.  One interviewee went as far to suggest that at this meeting the community were handed A a hospital pass@ - i.e., they were handed something destined for failure.  There was confusion at this meeting over the direction for the steering group and the intended use of the financial resources to be made available to it.  It is interesting to note that the members of the community project steering group themselves did not express similar comments regarding this meeting, although concerns about initial lack of direction for the group, stemming from earlier confusion at the set-up meeting,  were raised by the Chairperson.

Following the establishment of the Community Project Steering Group, the original intention by the project facilitators had been for the group to employ a coordinator.  The community group, at this stage of its development were reluctant to take on the formality and responsibility of employment so this position was not appointed.  This has meant the steering group have managed to date without a dedicated coordinator.

8.4
Iwi involvement

Input and involvement of local Mori at all stages of the WCMP was considered important for the success of the project.  To this end, support for the project and the initial funding request was sought and secured from the Whaingaroa Kite Whenua Trust.  Identification of the right contacts, however proved problematic.  Discussions with the Huakina Development Trust - the environmental management arm of the Tainui Trust Board raised serious concerns over the correct procedure for involvement of tangata whenua.  Concerns included; the lack of Mori input into the development of the process itself and the extent to which such a process was of benefit to furthering fundamental issues of resource ownership and management.

Initial support for the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project had come from the mana whenua via the Whaingaroa Kite Whenua Trust, who offered this with some reservations.  They considered that the project preparation stage had been rushed and there was little opportunity to discuss the details of their involvement.  Subsequently there had been no contact at the early stages of the project, due to unresolved issues over the project, with the Huakina Development Trust.  Existing tensions between the Tainui Trust Board and the local hapu contributed to uncertainty of the project facilitators about the correct procedure for ensuring iwi involvement in the project.  The concerns of the Huakina Development Trust remained unresolved and in November 1996 a decision was made to contact  the Whaingaroa Kite Whenua Trust, inviting them to the November project Information Day.  Subsequently a meeting was held on the Raglan Marae, attended by kaumatua from three of the marae in the catchment.  

The comments received from one of the key contacts of the project from the Whaingaroa Kite Whenua Trust strongly emphasised the importance of  recognising the unique position of tangata whenua and stressed the need for local projects to secure the commitment and involvement of the people of the locality - the mana whenua.  Tangata whenua status as treaty partners places a responsibility on agents of the crown such as Environment Waikato and Waikato District Council to develop direct working relationships and partnerships with them rather than relegating them to the status of a member of a multi-stakeholder group.  

The tangata whenua of the catchment are currently working to put together a management plan for the entire catchment, embracing issues of heritage, habitat destruction, and pollution. This involves a substantial commitment of limited resources, consequently their priority for involvement with the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project and WE is not high.  The Whaingaroa Kite Whenua Trust were satisfied with the overall direction of WE and positively commented on the effort WE had made to keep them informed of progress and involve them in significant events.  The view of the Whaingaroa Kite Whenua Trust on future involvement with WE concurred with that expressed by the steering group i.e., that this would have to be done in a manner and at a time suited to the priorities of tangata whenua.

8.5
Agency involvement

Members of WE acknowledged that both  Environment Waikato and the Waikato District Council have shown considerable commitment toward the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project and toward working with WE.  Issues regarding the current and future working relationship between WE and these agencies has already been discussed in section 7. 

Several issues were raised by interviewees regarding the involvement of local and national agencies that have contributed to the current outcomes of the project.  These included: differing expectations of the project by the principal agencies involved; the degree and type of involvement in the project; and the degree of inter-agency collaboration and understanding.

In addition to the local government agencies, others who were involved in the initial project planning included NIWA, AgResearch, and the University of Waikato.  These agencies did not continue involvement with the project following the failure to secure research funding, and some interviewees and members of WE commented on their disappointment that activities these agencies were subsequently undertaking in the catchment were not being integrated into the project.  The Department of Conservation was also an initial supporter of the project but has had limited involvement with WE due to limited resources and the need to prioritise their activities.  

Interviews withWaikato District Council and Environment Waikato  representatives showed that these two agencies had held significantly different expectations of the project.  Waikato District Council saw the project as aimed at solving the question of the health of the harbour rather than specifically to improve community involvement in catchment management.  The WDC representatives who attended meetings consequently took on a passive role of observing and contributing information rather than directly engaging the participants in processes of environmental management.

For Environment Waikato the purpose of the project was to provide a process to contribute to the implementation of the regional and coastal plan through finer-scale planning aimed at harbours and catchments.  Their expectation of the project was to enable them to develop a management strategy with a representative community group.  Comments from one staff member at Environment Waikato questioned whether they had been proactive enough in pursuing this goal with the community group.  However, after recognising that the group has developed its own aims and identity Environment Waikato  broadened the brief of the principal facilitator currently working with the group to allow him to work with the priorities for the group, which extend beyond pure environmental management.

Local political level support for the project was seen as a critical factor by a number of interviewees.  Without this support, staff of agencies, no matter how willing, are unable to offer time and resources to the project or to WE.  Similarly more than one interviewee commented on the need for better agency collaboration and questioned whether WE was able to achieve integrated catchment management without a willingness on the part of agency politicians and staff to proactively reinforce this.  Notably Environment Waikato has proposed developing a memorandum of understanding between all the agencies of the catchment as to their future involvement with WE.

8.6
Summary of the strengths and weaknesses of the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project process

	
	Comments 

	Project design & set up
	Weaknesses
lack of consultation with the community on the appropriate process to achieve the community-based environmental management strategy for the catchment.

This phase of the process was conducted too rapidly for adequate input by tangata whenua.


	Site Selection
	Strengths

Selection of a site with perceived necessity and commitment from local government agencies to work with the community in this area.
Weaknesses

Not clear that the Whaingaroa Catchment Community recognised a unifying challenge to work on in the Catchment.

Geographic logistics of size, distances, and lack of community recognition of the catchment as an entity.

	Project Funding
	Weaknesses

lack of funds for biophysical research to address key questions for the community and agencies on the health of the harbour and catchment resulted in the removal of a pivotal aspect of the process.

	Project Timetable
	Weaknesses

Tying the establishment process to an inflexible funding timetable imposed a rigidity that did not allow for meeting the distinct needs of the community.

Lack of on-going funding commitment seen by some participants as Aabandonment@

	Community Facilitation
	Strengths
The process was seen as successfully participatory, with ample opportunity for community members to become involved in the project.

Successfully raised awareness and interest in environmental management in the catchment.

Weaknesses

Lack of clarity on the objectives and direction of the project and lack of clarity on the use and purpose of the resources available for it.

Inflexibility in the process meant withdrawal of facilitation support at an inappropriate time.
Use of snowball process restricted involvement to those in contact with targeted key contacts.


	Iwi involvement
	Weaknesses

Lack of early consultation with mana whenua.

Tensions between the Iwi authority and local hapu and opposition from Huakina Development Trust to the project running in this catchment.

Level-playing-field approach of process fails to recognise the status of tangata whenua as treaty partners.

	Agency involvement
	Strengths
Staff member participation in the project from Environment Waikato and Waikato District Council offered a Awindow@ for the community into the management agencies.  
Weaknesses

Clarification that the main agencies involved shared common goals for the project was not carried out an early stage, resulting in uneven expectations and input.

The Ahands off@ approach advocated in ACAP process was seen as a Acop-out@ by community participants and contributed to lack of direction of WE.

The process did not address agencies need to effect changes in their behaviour and approach to working with the community

	Outcomes
	Strengths
Contributed to raise awareness of environmental issues in the catchment.

Improved community and agency networks.

Developed a vehicle for community participation and inter-agency cooperation.

Weaknesses
No community based environmental management plan has been developed.


9.
 Discussion

9.1
Completion of the objectives/aims of the project

The fundamental objective of the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project was to establish a community group, broadly representative of the interests of the catchment, with the capacity to identify key issues, direct investigations to clarify these and to contribute to the achievement of community objectives through input into the planning processes of the regulatory authorities.  This has been achieved to the extent that a group of community members from diverse backgrounds have come together and are contributing to addressing resource management questions in the catchment.  

The group clearly has strengths in its networking capacity and the skills and influence of the core steering group members.  It also has a degree of vulnerability as a result of initial lack of confidence in direction and the potential loss of a key member B the Chairwoman.  During the 15 months it has been meeting, the group have worked to raise awareness of environmental issues in the catchment, maintained a profile, and contributed to a number of resource management planning issues.  The group has also had to work to establish their own sense of direction and role due to a failure in the process to develop and confirm this at initial stages.  Their work with local authorities has been tentative due to a lack of clarity of roles and a disparate understanding of the project=s aims within the key management agencies.

From the point of view of the intentions of the project, what has been lacking to date has been a clear identification of priorities for the catchment as might be achieved through a catchment environmental strategy.  The group=s reluctance to take on the role of Acatchment planning@ can be attributed to their desire to be action oriented ( a not uncommon desire amongst volunteer groups) and to confusion over the apparent hand-over of a planning responsibility considered to be more appropriate to a formal resource management agency.

9.2
Effectiveness of process in addressing project objectives

In order to achieve the project aims the process used had to be effective in several critical areas: engendering participation from a wide range of community stakeholders; establishing working relationships between catchment stakeholders and management agencies; empowering the community group with a vision; and providing the resources and capacity for the group to undertake their first steps (Chamala & Mortiss 1990).

The kitchen workshops phase of the project was seen as a highly effective process for raising awareness, informing people about the project, and encouraging participation.  However, there was a perceived failure to maintain public interest due to lack of clarity over the project objectives and over future steps and opportunities for involvement.  This lack of clarity of purpose has haunted many other aspects of the project.

Different expectations of the project expressed by the two lead environmental management agencies for the catchment - Environment Waikato and Waikato District Council, coupled with a drop off in interest in the project from the research agencies, the University of Waikato and Department of Conservation, implies a failure in the process to secure agency commitment and understanding of the project at early stages.  This clearly compromised the ability of the community group to establish effective working relationships with these agencies, and such relationships as do exist could be said to be as much a result of the commitment of the community members and staff involved as the effectiveness of the process.

The community project steering group spent some time dealing with the uncertainty of their mission.  Facilitated discussions regarding their vision for the future helped the group to form their current sense of direction.  This vision requires a degree of continual reaffirmation from the broader community to confirm the mandate to which the group is able to work.  This requires a technically competent facilitation process such as the community group itself is not able to perform.  This was initially intended as part of the project process but time delays through the initial community facilitation stage meant that the formal facilitation process was finished without this having occurred. The delays in securing this shared vision for the group have resulted in a difficult stage of paralysis  from which they have only more recently emerged.  Without clarity of vision, actionable first steps for the group have remained elusive.

Studies of integrated environmental management projects overseas have noted that success is more likely where stakeholders base management decisions on research or previous research findings (Margerum 1996).  The inability of the project to provide resources to address fundamental research questions regarding the health of the harbour has hampered the achievement of the project objectives, as community members remained unable to ascertain the reality of harbour health and management issues.  Furthermore the lack of clarity over the priorities for the community project steering group have made it difficult for Environment Waikato to target the appropriate resources and technical skills to enable them to address these matters for themselves.. 

Although resources were available to the community group there was some difficulty in facilitating their utilisation.  During the community facilitation phase of the project the community were openly offered financial support for their participation in the project.  However, without a clear sense of direction or clarity over the project goals and roles of the lead agencies, it was not surprising that this offer was met with confusion and suspicion.  

9.3
Strengths and weaknesses of the approach and factors contributing to success or failure

From the information gathered during this review it is questionable whether the appropriate antecedents for successful community catchment management were present for this project. (Selin & Chavez 1995).  The lack of a shared perception of crisis for the catchment, common vision or strong championship from the community, have meant that a longer time than was prepared for in the project was necessary to generate and motivate concern and participation.  However, the rigidity of the process, tied to the project funding timetable, meant that active facilitation was withdrawn prior to any real indication that the community were ready to take on the project themselves.   

The vulnerability of the project to the funding has been a subtle but highly influential factor. Focussing on the project as a Atrial process@ has diverted the attention of community and facilitators alike from the goal of improved catchment management through community participation.  The dangers of focussing on the process rather than the end goal are warned of by community watershed practitioners for the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA, web site).  Tying the process of community-based catchment management to a formal project structure has also engendered a feeling amongst the community participants that they are an experiment and that commitment to the community and the group will end with the finish of MfE funding.

Interviewees who were asked what critical factors they felt had contributed to the success or otherwise of the project, identified the lack of research and poor inter-agency cooperation as two fundamental weaknesses of the project and the leadership of the Chairwoman, and commitment of the community project group members as critical strengths.

Science and research input into resolving fundamental questions about ecosystem health and management is a founding element of the ACAP process.  In the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project this element was lacking with a result that anecdotal and speculative claims could not be verified or supported.  The process of sharing interpretations of the future, facilitated by joint information search where participants mutually examine relevant information, forms the basis of direction (goal) setting for collaborative management groups  (Selin & Chavez 1995).  The current structure of research and research agencies in New Zealand presents difficulties for securing research to contribute to what are essentially applied processes of management.  This highlights an important contextual difference between New Zealand and north America, where substantial federal government support was available to the ACAP process for both biophysical research and community facilitation.

Selin and Chavez (1995) identify the institutional culture within agencies and, in particular, lack of flexibility in implementing agreements as obstacles to community and agency collaboration.  Differences of opinion regarding the principle aims of the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project, coupled with a degree of political and bureaucratic indifference to the project, have affected the potential for successful collaboration between WE and the local government agencies.  The  expectation expressed by one Waikato District Council interviewee - that the project and WE would enhance inter-agency cooperation, - was countered by another Council interviewee who suggested that the group could not perform where the agencies themselves were not active.  He called for more Awork-shopping@ between Waikato District Council, Environment Waikato and the Department of Conservation.  Some action has been taken by the agencies in terms of seeking to draw up an agreement regarding their future relationship with the project, and addressing internal communication problems. 

The project and WE offer the opportunity for agencies to develop new approaches to working with the Whaingaroa Catchment community.  In accordance with the process utilised in ACAP, Environment Waikato and the Waikato District Council took a Ahands off@ approach.  The plethora of agencies working in environmental management in North America makes this possibly more expedient than in the New Zealand context.  In the case of the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project this withdrawal of intervention was confusing to participants in that they were not certain of the expectation of producing a catchment management strategy and unaware of how to contribute proactively to catchment planning processes.  Some participants also considered this a relinquishment of responsibility.  This suggests that, in processes applied in New Zealand, a more active involvement and contribution to the direction of the project might be appropriate for the management agencies involved. This also requires agencies associated with the project to actively commit to developing new process for working with communities.

The Alevel-playing-field@ approach - also a basic tenant of the ACAP process was clearly ineffective in securing a successful working relationship with the tangata whenua of Whaingaroa.  In recent literature (Carr 1993; Margerum, 1996) there has been an acknowledgment that structural and equity issues are one of the potential pitfalls of stakeholder-driven processes for integrated environmental management.   The multi-stakeholder mechanism of public participation as it stands is not a vehicle for radical shifts in power relations within communities. However, in New Zealand the community-based process as applied in Northern Canada may also be seen as circumventing the obligations of local government  as Crown agents and partners with iwi under the Treaty of Waitangi.  Dealing with tangata whenua assuming there is a Alevel-playing-field@  may relegate Mori to a status requiring no greater acknowledgement than other stakeholders.  Recent legal interpretation has clearly identified that Mori have a role in resource management greater than other stakeholders and befitting their status as Treaty partners, but the pragmatic ramifications of this have so far been unevenly worked through at all levels of government. Experience in the Whaingaroa Catchment would suggest a review is required of a fundamental principle of the ACAP process i.e., that it is possible or desirable to create a  Alevel-playing-field@ for all participants.

10.
Conclusions and Recommendations

The Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project has been a new and brave approach to address issues of improving community involvement in environmental management on a catchment scale.  The project has had some successes, primarily in the participatory nature of the process, the raising of awareness and interest in environmental management in the catchment, and securing the involvement of skilled and committed community members.

This project trialled the application of the process utilised in the Atlantic Coastal Action Programme.   Participants in this evaluation have identified  some areas where future application in other areas could be improved by:

· Adequate time should be allowed for initial project set up, to address the needs of future participants to be consulted and to have input into identifying the process used.

· Selecting the site on the basis of antecedents such as : a recognised crisis or pressure for change, a shared vision, championship of a strong leader and adequate incentives and willingness for community participation, and considering the issues of natural geography and local identification with the area.

· Ensuring long term agency commitment to the project and to addressing necessary changes to their own organisational process to improve community participation in resource management through ensuring there is common and wide understanding and aggreemnt on the project aims and objectives.

· Agency representatives could be less hands-off  than prescribed in the ACAP process and take on a more active role in advocating for the group within their agencies and involving the group in catchment policy and planning.

· Ensuring capability to undertake fundamental research is built into the project to address questions regarding the key issues of catchment health, identified by the community.

· Ensuring flexibility is built into the process to allow participants to build the necessary skills, awareness, and confidence (and not compromised by ties to project funding).

· Useful collaboration with mana whenua could be addressed by adjusting the Alevel-playing-field approach@, acknowledging the independent relationship of iwi and local government and working to strengthen this.

In addition to the above points, following this review there are several recommendations that could be made regarding the specific future of the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project.

The Whaingaroa Environment group identified the following future actions and needs:

· translate the group vision into priorities for action through more community feedback to help WE determine what it should be working on,

· improve the recognition of WE with agencies such as DoC, MFish, and the CRIs,

· actively invite new members onto the steering group,

· ensure WE retains its role as a neutral body,

· ensure a regular infusion of new expertise,

· identify priorities for research and lobby agencies to carry them out.

Other interviewees identified the following:

· local authority agencies and WE need to clarify their future working relationship,

· catchment environmental management agencies address inter-agency cooperation,
community project steering group members and supporting agencies  find a solution to the ongoing need for a coordinator position for WE.
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13.
Appendices

13.1
Interviews

	Interviews (note all excepting those with an * are also catchment residents)

	Blair Dickie, Environment Waikato*

Dennis Gibbs, Harbour Care (phone interview)

Angeline Greensil, Whaingaroa Kite Whenua Trust

Sheryl Hart, Recreational Fishers Association (phone interview)

Mat Holl, Waikato District Counsellor 

Fred Litchwark, Harbour Care

Sue Moore, Department of Conservation*

Sarah Moss, Whaingaroa Environment Steering Group Chairwoman

Harley Spence, Environment Waikato*

Alan Turner, Waikato District Council*

Michael Hope, Waikato District Council


13.2
Interview questions 

These questions were loosely used to guide discussion with the interviewees
QUESTIONS FOR: DoC, MFish, Waikato District Council
The Group - Whaingaroa Environment
1. What contact have you had with the WE group or the project that initially sought to set this up?
(Describe interactions)  

2. Have you/your organisation provided any resources (time, $$, people etc) to this group?
(Describe purpose/role of this).

3. What is your understanding of the aims of the group?
(Discuss how well these match expectations, how these are being achieved)

4. What do you know of the membership of the group? (Discuss representativeness)

5. Can you comment on any of the activities of the group? (What are they?)

6. The purpose of the establishment of a multi-stakeholder group was to achieve the following objectives:

Increased community involvement in natural resource management

Improved management of natural resources in the Whaingaroa Catchment

Improved health of the Whaingaroa Harbour

Can you comment on the extent to which the activities of the group are contributing to these?:

7. One of the objectives of this project was to establish a group which would be able to make positive contributions to regulatory authorities for plan changes to achieve community objectives.  In your experience as a regulatory agency has this happened?  Is this likely to happen?  Do you consider the group has the sort of relationship with your agency where this is likely to happen?

8. Other objectives of this project were to establish a group which would (i)agree upon issues affecting the sustainable management of natural and physical resources; (ii) identify and direct investigations to clarify issues/and or cause and effect relationships.  Can you comment on the group=s role in this?

9. Have there been any unforseen outcomes (positive or negative) of the activities of WE or the project?

Process
10. Do you have any comments to make on the project, and the way the group was established?

11. The project set-up process was made up of a series of events to generate interest:

Can you comment on your experience of these - what was positive/negative about any of them?

A.  Personal contact with people in agencies and the community

B.  >Kitchen workshops= (meetings  organised by members of the community on farms, marae, community centre etc)
C. Information Day

D. Public meeting

12. Do you foresee you or your organisation having any further association with W. E? If yes - what form might that take?

13. Are there other comments you would like to make regarding the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project or the Whaingaroa Environment Group?

QUESTIONS FOR ENVIRONMENT WAIKATO 

The Group - Whaingaroa Environment
1. Describe your own interactions with WE  and the project which initially set this up.

2. Describe the resources (time, $, people) that EW has put towards this group.

(What has been the purpose of those resources/role of staff involved)

3. Can you comment on the current aims of the WE group?

4. Can you comment on the current membership of the WE group?

5. Can you comment on any activities of the group?   

5. The purpose of the establishment of a multi-stakeholder group was to achieve the following 
objectives:

Increased community involvement in natural resource management

Improved management of natural resources in the Whaingaroa Catchment

Improved health of the Whaingaroa Habour

Can you comment on the extent to which any/all of these have been achieved or the extent to which the activities of the group are contributing to these?

6. One of the objectives of this project were to establish a group which would be able to make positive contributions to regulatory authorities for plan changes to achieve community objectives.  In your experience as a regulatory agency has this happened?  Is this likely to happen?  Do you consider the group has the sort of relationship with your agency where this is likely to happen?

7. Other objectives of this project were to establish a group that would (i)agree upon issues affecting the sustainable management of natural and physical resources; (ii) identify and direct investigations to clarify issues/and or cause-and-effect relationships.  Can you comment on the group=s role in this?

8. Have there been any unforseen outcomes (positive or negative) of the activities of WE or the project?

Process
9. Do you have any comments to make on the project, and the way the group was established?

10. The project set-up process was made up of a series of events to generate interest:

Can you comment on your experience of these - what was positive/negative about any of them?

A.  Personal contact with people in agencies and the community

B.  >@kitchen workshops@= (meetings  organised by members of the community on farms, marae, community centre etc)

C. Information Day

D. Public meeting

11. Do you foresee you or your organisation having any future association with WE?  If yes what form might that take?

12. Are there other comments you would like to make regarding the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project or the Whaingaroa Environment Group?

QUESTIONS FOR ASSOCIATES OF WE

The Group - Whaingaroa Environment
1. Describe your own interactions with WE  and the project which initially set this up.

2. Can you comment on the current aims of the WE group?

3. Can you comment on the current membership of the WE group?

4. Can you comment on any activities of the group?   

5. The purpose of the establishment of a multi-stakeholder group was to achieve the following objectives:

Increased community involvement in natural resource management

Improved management of natural resources in the Whaingaroa Catchment

Improved health of the Whaingaroa Habour

Can you comment on the extent to the activities of the group are contributing to these?

6. One of the objectives of this project were to establish a group which would be able to make positive contributions to regulatory authorities for plan changes to achieve community objectives.   Do you have any comments on the group=s capacity to do this?

7. Other objectives of this project were to establish a group which would (i)agree upon issues affecting the sustainable management of natural and physical resources; (ii) identify and direct investigations to clarify issues/and or cause-and-effect relationships.  Can you comment on the group=s role in this?

Process

8. Do you have any comments to make on the project, and the way the group was established?

9. The project set-up process was made up of a series of events to generate interest:

Can you comment on your experience of these - what was positive/negative about any of them?

A.  Personal contact with people in agencies and the community

B.  >@kitchen workshops@= (meetings  organised by members of the community on farms, marae, community centre etc)
C. Information Day

D. Public meeting

10. Do you foresee yourself having any future involvement with WE?  If yes what form might that take?

11. Are there other comments you would like to make regarding the Whaingaroa Catchment 
Management Project or the Whaingaroa Environment Group?

QUESTIONS FOR   SARAH MOSS  (Chairwoman of WE)

The Group - Whaingaroa Environment
D. Describe your own interactions with WE  and the project which initially set this up.

E. What is the current membership of the group?

(Discuss representativeness)
F. What have been/ are the principal activities on the group?

G. Can you describe what you see as the principal milestones of the group?  Can you describe the current aims of WE?

H. What resources/relationships do you think are key to achieving these aims?

I. The purpose of the establishment of a multi-stakeholder group was to achieve the following objectives:

Increased community involvement in natural resource management

Improved management of natural resources in the Whaingaroa Catchment

Improved health of the Whaingaroa Habour

Can you comment on the extent to which the activities of the group are contributing to these?

J. One of the objectives of this project were to establish a group which would be able to make positive contributions to regulatory authorities for plan changes to achieve community objectives.  Any comments on this so far?  Do you consider the group has the right relationship with the necessary agencies to make this happen?

K. Another objective of this project was to establish a group which would (i)agree upon issues affecting the sustainable management of natural and physical resources; (ii) identify and direct investigations to clarify issues/and or cause-and-effect relationships.  Can you comment on the group=s role in this?

Process
L. Do you have any comments to make on the project, and the way the group was established?

M. The project set-up process was made up of a series of events to generate interest:

Can you comment on your experience of these - what was positive/negative about any of them?

A.  Personal contact with people in agencies and the community

B.  >@kitchen workshops@= (meetings  organised by members of the community on farms, marae, community centre etc)
C. Information Day

D. Public meeting

N. Are there other comments you would like to make regarding the Whaingaroa Catchment Management Project or the Whaingaroa Environment Group?

13.3
Kitchen Workshops

	Kitchen workshops/meetings
	Attendants
	Range of Issues Raised

	Community House /Raglan


	Whaingaroa Habour Care
	Soil erosion

coastal erosion

Sewage contamination of the Habour

Sewage treatment system plans

Livestock densities

Economic factors affecting farming

Effectiveness of stream side planting

Flood pattern changes

Changes in fish stocks

Effects on fish of commercial trawling

System changes to Habour shoals/channels etc.

Aquiculture possibilities

Clean water and viable fishery for future

Road construction effects

Pesticide/herbicide use

Exotic plants

Native vegetation

Feral goats and possum pests

Access to information

Roles of District and Regional councils

	Moss Farm,
	Residents upper Waitetuna Valley
	

	Raglan Fire Hall
	Recreational Fishers Association
	

	Home, Ohautira Road
	Residents lower Waitetuna Valley
	

	Radiology Laboratory, Hamilton
	Horongarara Point residents
	

	Glen Massey School
	Glen Massey residents
	

	Waingaro School
	Waingaro residents
	

	Raglan Marae
	Representatives from three of the marae of the catchment
	

	Moss Farm, International Rural Women=s Day meeting
	Local rural women
	








�   Information for this section has been largely derived from Fitzgerald, G.  1998.    Types and models of evaluation. Unpublished summary paper, FAS (Fitzgerald Applied Sociology).


�   Information for this section has been largely derived from Daborn, 1997.  Community-based Environmental Management: Whaingaroa (Raglan) Harbour and Water Catchment. New Zealand Ports Conference.





�    The process by which the Whaingaroa Catchment was chosen will be discussed further in section 8.2


�    The Huakina Development Trust was the environmental management arm of the Tainui Trust Board.  The organisation was dissolved in early 1998.





