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AGENCY’S RESPONSE
We have found the PIF process useful and welcome the opportunity to use the report to support our
fitness for purpose today and in the future. We appreciate the constructive recommendations made
by the reviewers, and the insights provided by the staff and stakeholders who contributed their time
and perspectives to the process.

Our cultural sector is important…
New Zealand’s cultural sector touches many areas of our lives, and New Zealanders place great value
on the diverse cultural activities with which they engage. Māori culture makes New Zealand unique
in a globalised world and is central to our sense of place and identity as a nation.

…and we are aware of the very real challenges and opportunities the cultural
sector faces.
We recognise that the environment within which New Zealand’s cultural sector operates is
characterised by rapid change and growing complexity. At the same time, the resources available to
government to invest in cultural assets remain constrained. We face some significant challenges and
opportunities as a result of digital production and distribution being placed in the hands of everyone,
New Zealand’s rapidly diversifying population, a new phase in relations with iwi-Māori, cultural asset
sustainability and maximising the value of government investment under resource constraint.
A key message we take from the report is that to remain effective within the wider sector we must
make some changes in our approach. In part, this means building on established initiatives. We
acknowledge that our traditional activities of funding and monitoring the government’s cultural
institutions, responding to Ministerial requests for advice and support on issues of the day and
delivering a number of, primarily heritage, services do not give sufficient expression to the role we
must now play.
MCH is therefore taking a more explicit and ambitious approach to cultural sector leadership/
stewardship. We want to increase our relevance and influence in respect of New Zealand’s culture
and heritage more generally. Initiatives like establishment of the Heritage Forum, our leadership of
the government’s WW100 programme, our responsibilities for leading arts and heritage recovery
programmes in Christchurch, our work with local and central government partners in Auckland, our
growing involvement in nationhood initiatives and our decision to embark on a history of the Treaty
Settlement process are current examples of this.

Success in our work requires the establishment of a cultural sector strategy…
The mechanisms by which we give effect to our role must be supported by a clear and focused
cultural sector strategy. We agree that the development of such a strategy is a priority, and are
investing heavily in this process. We intend that the strategy will guide the government’s investment
in the cultural sector, and assist in achieving desired outcomes in a rapidly changing environment.
As the report notes, MCH needs to be more disciplined about the initiatives it chooses to undertake.
There are potentially a number of entities that might appropriately undertake specific projects – but
only MCH has the mandate and capacity to lead whole of sector thinking and prioritisation, and this
must be given due emphasis.
We will make use of our unique position in the sector to assess how the government’s effort and resource
are being invested, using our priorities and guiding principles to achieve desirable sector shifts.
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We recognise the need to be more transparent internally and externally about our prioritisation and
decision making.

…supported by a new operating model…
MCH is analysing the operating model we use, ensuring our processes, products and services are
those that best enable us to meet our strategic objectives. We are refining our portfolio management
operating model using the priorities we have established to manage the government’s investment
across the sector.
Work on MCH’s role in research and publishing is being advanced in 2014/15. This will be a transition
year in which MCH changes its internal systems to manage print and e-publishing following
completion of the main themes of Te Ara. We will also be increasing our external engagement on
challenges and leadership in historical research and publishing, and in digital delivery.

…and a focus on institution building.
Changes to our operating model mean that we have started to build on our skills in areas such as
research, strategy and sector leadership, which will be needed to deliver on our Four-year Excellence
Horizon. We are developing some institutional guiding principles for the work we do, to deliver our
operating model as envisaged.
Through our Workforce Strategy we are building skill sets in areas in which we need to focus our
efforts, starting with the investment portfolio approach to our monitoring work, our strategic policy
capability, our programme and project management tools, and our stewardship and leadership skills.
In order to deliver on our strategic direction, we need to develop our skills and frameworks in these
key capability areas through concerted people development.

We will continue working in partnership with other agencies…
The Cultural Sector Strategy will require us to increase the level of inter-agency agenda setting,
encouraging many agencies to work in the same direction through their different interventions.
We will continue exploring collaboration opportunities within and across the cultural sector and the
wider public sector. We are strengthening our leadership role in the heritage sector. For example, a
review of the Heritage Forum has been completed and proposals to improve the leadership impact
of this group are being considered within the 2013/14 year. Our success will be dependent on our
ability to make the value proposition compelling, so that the whole is greater than the sum of its
parts.

…to deliver on our Four-year Excellence Horizon.
We look forward to refining our future work programme to deliver on the strategic outcomes which
will be defined in the Cultural Sector Strategy – and which will be consistent with the recommendations
of this review. This report provides us with a useful benchmark against which we can check our
progress as we seek to measure and increase the effectiveness of our work.

Lewis Holden
Chief Executive
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THE FOUR-YEAR EXCELLENCE HORIZON
In undertaking this review the Lead Reviewer considered: “What is the contribution that New Zealand
needs from MCH and, therefore, what is the performance challenge?”

Environment
The recovery from the global financial crisis and the Canterbury earthquakes continues to shape the
immediate environment in which government agencies operate. Increasing public demand for the
arts, culture, heritage and sports in the face of ongoing fiscal restraint is likely to be a feature of the
environment for the foreseeable future.
Alongside this back drop, there are a number of fundamental changes impacting the cultural sector,
including:
• internet-enabled technological transformation is fundamentally impacting the creation of cultural
products, their distribution and the way audiences experience content. The networked, digital
age is creating legal, social, economic and structural challenges and opportunities for the cultural
sector
• globalisation and technology have brought the world closer together. New Zealand’s distance
from others and its relatively small size is becoming less and less a barrier. New Zealand can
project its unique culture and identity to a world audience, but equally other cultures can readily
penetrate our lives with few impediments. As a consequence, digitisation has fundamentally
changed the way we experience arts, culture, heritage and sports
• demographic change is impacting who we are as a nation, with an increasingly young, urban,
Māori, Pasifika and Asian dimension to our population
• communities and identities are more dynamic and changing faster than in the past. Culture has
become much wider than the arts. The place of culture in society needs to be seen within the
broad pattern of the community and as part of everyday life. Its role in shaping the nation has
broadened and accelerated. At the same time some of our cultural institutions are still based
on 19th Century operating models that focus on large physical institutions and museums. In the
future culture will be driven much more directly by the interest of consumers and communities
and this will require more rapid adaptation of suppliers and funders of cultural content
• governments worldwide are increasingly recognising that converging technologies are opening
up important opportunities for ‘creative industries’ to assist in the transformation of their wider
economies, environment and social development.
Another important feature of the environment MCH operates in is the diverse and interdependent
nature of the cultural sector. MCH depends on partnerships – across agencies, with central and local
government, and with commercial and not-for-profit enterprises, educational institutions, artists,
philanthropists and the community. Generally, the role of government is to enable others, including
through Crown agencies, to preserve and develop our arts, culture, heritage and sports and to make
them available for today’s and future generations.
MCH needs to maintain relevance as New Zealand changes. This will require creative responses to
new operating models driven from technological and societal change. Functions and forms of cultural
institutions will need to respond much more directly to community demand.

4
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Performance Challenge – Outcomes
Enriching New Zealanders’ lives through our distinctive culture is fundamental.
The challenge facing MCH is to respond to the challenges and opportunities inherent in this
environment to deliver on its vision “New Zealand’s distinctive culture enriches our lives”. Culture
has intrinsic value, it defines who we are, our national identity and what it means to be uniquely a
New Zealander in the 21st century. It also contributes to positive outcomes for individuals and
communities across many spheres, including education, environment, health, social and economic.
MCH is tasked with overseeing the policy framework that supports the cultural sector. Its core role is
to support government decision making on arts, heritage and media policy matters and to lead the
cultural sector. It does this by funding and monitoring; advising; delivering some content, products
and services and by regulating to protect New Zealand’s heritage.

Performance Challenge – Agency
MCH’s challenge is to lead the cultural sector to deliver improved performance.
Success requires enlisting the active support of independent participants in both public (departments
and Crown entities) and private (profit and not-for-profit) sectors and enabling the artist and culture
producers to thrive. MCH recognises that its most fundamental challenge is to achieve strategic
coherence across its broad sector to capture synergy benefits and accelerate the pace of achievement
of cultural outcomes.

i. Purpose, Business Strategy and Targets
MCH states its purpose is to ensure “New Zealand’s distinctive culture enriches our lives”.
MCH describes the impacts it aspires to have as:
• Our histories, taonga, places and symbols of nationhood are preserved for present and future
generations
• People understand and enjoy New Zealand’s diverse culture and heritage
• Our culture inspires positive changes in communities, the economy and the environment
• New Zealand’s unique Māori culture and heritage is protected and enhanced
• A collaborative culture sector strengthens performance and flexibility.
In conjunction with the Crown funded cultural sector, the following sector priorities have been
articulated:
• Improving access for less well served communities
• Better Protection of Māori culture and heritage
• Growing non-government revenue and maximising constrained resources
• Digitisation and online publishing
• Contribution of culture to meeting social and economic objectives.
The sector outcomes sought are: Create (cultural and sporting activity flourishes in New Zealand),
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Preserve (our heritage can be enjoyed by future generations), Engage (engagement in cultural and
sporting activities is increasing) and Excel (artists, athletes and organisations achieve excellence).
Nevertheless the Ministry Leadership Team (MLT) is aware it has struggled to articulate its strategic
direction and desired outcomes to staff and cultural sector partners in a manner that is memorable,
unifying, motivating and differentiating.
At a high level these statements of outcomes and impacts are plausible. It is not clear, however, how
we would know if MCH and the sector are successful in achieving these outcomes, as almost
everything MCH and the sector does could be seen to be consistent with this outcomes framework.
Looking forward, MCH and the sector need:
• better trends and analysis around market disruption to production, distribution, funding and
consumption
• valuation methods to try and assess value and return on investment
• regulatory design that creates incentives to maximise outcomes
• an evidence base to elucidate and inform strategic tradeoffs, including demand information from
market analysis.
Improving these underlying capabilities should support the sector to take a more strategic approach,
aligning priorities where relevant, building coalitions to accelerate achievement of priorities and to
focus effort across the sector to greatest effect.
MCH is currently working on its Four-year Plan. This presents a fresh opportunity to establish itself
as the strategic and results leader for the cultural sector, building on its policy, delivery, funding and
monitoring roles. A pragmatic, focused strategy developed collaboratively with the sector, including
agreed shared outcomes and a set of measurable, medium term sector results, clear targets and
milestones and a joint sector work programme should be its objective.

ii. Operating Model
The operating model describes how the organisation will operationalise and deliver its business
strategy.
MCH needs to choose and implement an appropriate operating model, and supporting organisational
development strategies, to meet its performance challenge. The operating model needs to reflect
the needs of the business strategy – delivering on a portfolio of investments.
MCH is implementing a portfolio management approach so that its agreed outcomes become its
primary unit of analysis and engagement. While accepting that government has differing objectives
for the arts, sport, heritage and the media sectors, a common analytical approach will allow MCH to:
• understand opportunity costs
• make trade-offs transparently
• balance short term and long term investments
• take a ‘managed risk’ approach to encourage innovation
• make recommendations on disinvesting in low return investments.

6
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MCH has recognised that the sector needs a strong evidential base to support the future strategy
and operating model and has recently allocated more resource for research and evaluation. Care will
need to be taken to build this capability quickly and credibly, in consultation with the sector.

iii. Implementation (including change capability)
MCH’s change capability and ability to implement effectively is supported by a number of key
strengths which provides a platform to lead from, including:
• a well regarded and well networked Chief Executive who has a leadership position in the sector
• a workforce committed to advancing the cultural sector. MCH is characterised by a can do,
innovative, agile and collaborative culture that gets things done
• a record of delivering on tactical opportunities that advance the general strategic direction of the
sector
• a sector that recognises the need for strategic coherence across the sector and purposeful
collaboration and partnerships to achieve desired cultural objectives.
To meet its performance challenge, MCH needs to:
• maintain a longer term strategic focus, using a collaborative operating model based on a shared
vision of what the sector needs to achieve. A strategic view grounded in strategic priorities will
require MCH to deepen its policy capability, bringing generic policy capability alongside deep
subject matter expertise. It may be useful to think about what a Better Public Services target for
the sector would look like driven by evidence based policy
• improve responsiveness to Māori and iwi. Māori culture is a point of difference and defining
feature of New Zealand culture. The value of Māori art and culture needs to be articulated and
its performance value should be reflected in a strong brand
• develop a portfolio approach; move from intuitive to intentional; responsive to proactive;
comfortable to disruptive; tentative to confident, well-meaning to expert, institutionally focused
to systemically focused. Collective effectiveness can be enhanced if the scale, scope and goals of
the cultural sector in five to ten years’ time are clear. The performance of the culture portfolio
through time should be transparent
• find new operating models as technology changes and the challenges of increased demand
outstrip state sponsored cultural product funding. The voice of the customer is a vital input to the
operating model, and there should be strong ongoing feedback loops in the system
• deliver on longer term stewardship. The rationale for government priority to be given to
arts, culture, heritage and sports should be articulated. Valid public benefits from art, culture
and heritage exist in their own right, alongside the economic or social benefits. Research is
necessary to assist the understanding of the role of culture in New Zealand. Information on what
New Zealanders want and need from their culture is important to guide sector investments, as
is an overview of the sector as a whole. It is part of MCH’s role to articulate the intrinsic value of
culture
• support a clear, focused strategy for the sector with improved fora (such as the Heritage Forum
and the Cultural Agency Chief Executives) for cross sectoral alignment including agenda setting,
cross agency delivery and accountability.
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• develop its approach to regulatory oversight and performance monitoring, such that the amount
of touch is based on experience and track record. A typical tight, loose, tight model is preferred. Set
clear objectives, empower agents to act and innovate, and hold them accountable for outcomes
• undertake a period of concerted institution building so that the performance of individuals is
backed by sound organisation wide systems and capabilities.

What will success look like?
This section describes what MCH will look like in a future state if it has successfully transformed itself
to capitalise on the opportunities identified during the PIF Review. The purpose of this section is to
provide management with a yardstick for judging the extent to which MCH’s response is likely to be
sufficient to deliver the future desired state.
In four years time, the ultimate measure of success is that the critical components of a cultural
sector strategy will be in place and the public will be capturing the synergy benefits of accelerated
performance against the expectations that New Zealanders have for arts, culture, heritage and
sports.
The results of this will be:
1. MCH is the acknowledged leader in articulating the intrinsic value of arts, culture and heritage, as
well as the instrumental value, and that the key messages are accepted and promulgated by key
players in the sector. MCH is led by a cohesive, high performing leadership team that has a robust
understanding of how the agency contributes to core Government priorities. The leadership team
has empowered staff to deliver on its priorities.
2. MCH has articulated a clear strategic direction for the sector and for its own role within it that is
accepted by Government and the sector. It has a focused work programme for the agency. It is
able to articulate the tradeoffs and provide advice on how best to invest limited government
funding in a diverse sector. It has strong relationships with other government agencies based on
a shared policy framework.
3. MCH is the acknowledged leader in the collection and use of research and data in the sector,
which enables measurement frameworks supporting points 1 and 2 above and provides the basis
on which to ensure that its monitoring function adds value by moving from compliance mode to
performance enhancing monitoring.
4. MCH leads cross-sectoral alignment and efficiency both within its sector and more broadly to
deliver effectively coordinated interventions where multiple stakeholders are involved. Clear,
focused strategy is developed collaboratively with the sector, including agreed shared outcomes
and a set of measurable, medium-term sector results, clear targets and milestones, and a joint
sector work programme. The sector is empowered to build long-term resilience and sustainability,
and as a consequence is less reliant on government funding.
5. MCH has the capability, structures and strategies in place to engage appropriately with iwi, hapū
and whanau in a post-settlement era. Māori performance brands are well established and
supported.
6. MCH has a strategic approach to maximising access to public sector content in the digital
environment, breaking down silos that currently prevent optimal policy development.

8
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7. MCH is resourced to be an agile and effective leader of special strategic projects and service
delivery functions where the intervention logic for this is clear. Strong programme and project
management practice is consistently applied. MCH is recognised for its review and evaluation
capability.
Ultimately we will know MCH has made a difference because:
• people here and abroad are increasingly demanding New Zealand stories told by New Zealanders
which are available across digital platforms
• New Zealand culture is created by us and defines us. It is the embodiment of the distinctive
values, traditions and beliefs that make being a Kiwi in the 21st century unique. While culture is
expressed in many ways, it captures the New Zealand character in a distinctive way that others
recognise
• there is recognition that a strong, creative and inclusive culture strengthens our nation and is
an essential component to being in charge of our own future; culture is an enabler of creativity,
innovation, productivity and wellbeing
• arts, culture and heritage play an increasingly important role in our lives and work and is a growing
part of the economy. New Zealand has a reputation as a sophisticated, innovative, creative and
culturally diverse nation producing world class artists and content. Creative industries work
across global markets, creating content, production and post production services based on
New Zealand’s established reputation
• we use a range of more quantitative measures, including through new research, in measuring the
public value of cultural investment. We track participation in the arts, culture, heritage and sports
and monitor the economic and social value of the arts, creative industries and cultural heritage.

Paula Rebstock
Lead Reviewer

PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT FRAMEWORK: REVIEW OF MINISTRY FOR CULTURE AND HERITAGE – MAY 2014

9

CENTRAL AGENCIES’ OVERVIEW
MCH has achieved very well in the delivery of projects in recent years and the PIF review notes many
of these successes. There is now a fresh opportunity for MCH to establish itself as the strategic and
results leader for the cultural sector, building on its policy, delivery, funding and monitoring roles.
The intrinsic value of culture needs to be articulated as the basis of longer term stewardship. We
endorse the objective of a pragmatic, focused strategy developed collaboratively with the sector,
including agreed shared outcomes and a set of measurable, medium term sector results, clear
targets and milestones and a joint sector work programme. This PIF review describes some of the
opportunities and challenges getting there.
As the review notes, the strategic sector leadership role means that MCH will need to develop an
operating model that will enable it to play that role. MCH has identified a portfolio approach as a
preferred model for it to move its leadership of the sector from intuitive to intentional, from
responsive to proactive, from tentative to confident, and from agency and project focused to
systemically focused. These are significant shifts for MCH, and the strategy and operating model
need to support MCH in prioritising and focusing its efforts with the sector. To give life to the strategy
and execute the operating model effectively, it will need to undertake a period of sustained institution
building so that the performance of individuals is backed by sound organisation-wide systems and
capabilities.
MCH’s response acknowledges the opportunities and challenges identified by the review and
signposts some of the key elements of its future focus in addressing them. The scale of the challenge,
however, is significant. MCH will need to ensure that it formulates a clear and ambitious plan to
advance its work on strategy, its operating model and the capabilities if it is to enhance the
achievement of cultural outcomes. This will be a big work programme for MCH and it can only occur
in conjunction with its large and diverse sector. MCH will require the support of the central agencies
as it advances this programme and we are committed to giving that support. One area in particular
for such support is in the development of an operating model to support these shifts.

Iain Rennie
State Services Commissioner
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Gabriel Makhlouf
Secretary to the Treasury

Andrew Kibblewhite
Chief Executive, Department of
the Prime Minister and Cabinet
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SUMMARY OF RATINGS
Results
GOVERNMENT PRIORITIES

RATING

RATING
(EFFECTIVENESS)

CORE BUSINESS

Digitisation and online publishing

Heritage services

Growing the revenue base

Policy advice

Māori culture and heritage

Crown entity
monitoring

Improving access to cultural activities
for less well served communities
Contribution of culture to meeting
wider social and economic goals

RATING
(EFFICIENCY)

RATING
Regulatory Impact

Rating System
Strong

Well placed

Needing development

Weak
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Unable to rate/not rated
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Organisational Management
LEADERSHIP, DIRECTION AND DELIVERY

RATING

PEOPLE DEVELOPMENT

RATING

Purpose, Vision and Strategy

Leadership and Workforce Development

Leadership and Governance

Management of People Performance

Values, Behaviour and Culture

Engagement with Staff

Structure, Roles and Responsibilities
FINANCIAL AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Review

RATING

Asset Management

EXTERNAL RELATIONSHIPS

RATING

Information Management

Engagement with the Minister(s)

Improving Efficiency and Effectiveness

Sector Contribution

Financial Management

Collaboration and Partnerships with
Stakeholders

Risk Management

Experiences of the Public

Rating System
Strong
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Well placed

Needing development

Weak

Unable to rate/not rated
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AGENCY CONTEXT
MCH leads government work in the arts, heritage, broadcasting and sports sectors. It works with
national cultural agencies such as NZ On Air, Creative New Zealand, the New Zealand Film Commission,
and Te Papa Tongarewa. It administers their funding, monitors their activities and supports appointees
to their boards.
MCH supports and promotes New Zealand culture with its services, grants, and products. It maintains
war graves and national memorials, including the National War Memorial. It awards grants for
regional museum projects, historical research, and Waitangi Day celebrations. It publishes histories
of state activity and research reports, and is responsible for the development of New Zealand’s online
encyclopaedia Te Ara. MCH maintains several heritage websites, including a teaching resource (The
Classroom) and provides cultural content for Eventfinda (Eventfinder.co.nz) a ‘what’s on’ website.
MCH administers key cultural and heritage legislation, including the Flags, Emblems and Names
Protection Act 1981 (to protect objects and symbols of national identity) and the Protected Objects
Act 1975 (to protect taonga tūturu – natural treasures). MCH provides a cultural perspective for the
work of other government departments. It leads the Cultural Diplomacy International Programme,
in collaboration with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade (MFAT), New Zealand Trade and
Enterprise (NZTE) and Tourism New Zealand.
MCH’s vision is that “New Zealand’s distinctive culture enriches our lives”. This vision recognises that
our distinctive culture is a core part of what makes New Zealand a great place to live. Culture is
important to our personal, social, environmental and economic wellbeing, as it contributes to
positive outcomes for individuals and communities in a range of areas, including education, health
and the economy.
Sectors MCH leads and agencies it funds (with Crown entities underlined) are set out below. MCH
does not have a policy role for the Sport sector.
Arts and music
Creative New Zealand
New Zealand Music Commission
New Zealand Symphony Orchestra
Royal New Zealand Ballet
Te Matatini Society Inc.

Heritage
Antarctic Heritage Trust
Museum of New Zealand / Te Papa
New Zealand Film Archive
New Zealand Historic Places Trust

Broadcasting and film
Broadcasting Standards Authority
Freeview
New Zealand Film Commission
NZ on Air
Radio New Zealand International
Television New Zealand

Sport
Drug Free Sport New Zealand
Sport New Zealand
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Delivery of Government Priorities

RESULTS SECTION
Part One: Delivery of Government Priorities
This section reviews the agency’s ability to deliver on its strategic priorities agreed with the
Government. While the questions guide Lead Reviewer to retrospective and current performance
the final judgements and ratings are necessarily informed by scope and scale of the performance
challenge.
Government priority 1: Digitisation and online publishing
Performance Rating: Well placed
Government priority 2: Growing the revenue base
Performance Rating: Needing development
Government priority 3: Māori culture and heritage
Performance Rating: Needing development
Government priority 4: Improving access to cultural activities for less well served communities
Performance Rating: Needing development
Government priority 5: Contribution of culture to meeting wider social and economic goals
Performance Rating: Well placed
In early calendar 2013 MCH developed this set of priorities in conjunction with the Crown funded
cultural sector. Government Priorities 1, 2 and 4 were suggested by the sector, with Government
Priorities 3 and 5 (Māori culture and heritage and Contribution of culture to meeting wider social
and economic goals) suggested by MCH. They are consistent with Ministers’ stated priorities.
There are not separate results, workplans or milestones set for each of these priorities. These
priorities are used “to prioritise activities across the Votes to maximise the contribution to sector
outcomes and the overarching vision”. That is, they are used as a guide when determining which
discretionary activities to pursue, to contribute to MCH’s and the sector’s overall outcomes.
The PIF Self-review sets out the major initiatives conducted by MCH and the sector which contribute
to the priorities. Many of these initiatives are also described in the next section which covers the
Core Business areas of MCH.

14
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Delivery of Government Priorities
Government priority 1: Digitisation and online publishing
The key initiatives for this priority are:
• Te Ara – the Encyclopaedia of New Zealand, the world’s first online encyclopaedia
• the Digital Media Fund administered by New Zealand On Air
• the New Zealand Film Archive’s digitisation programme
• the Going Digital project undertaken by MCH for the television digital switchover.
The delivery of the Going Digital Programme has been on budget and on time. Key performance
measures have been met, including awareness of digital switchover and the number of community
contacts made. MCH is widely acknowledged for the effective implementation of this project, which
came with considerable risks.
The development and roll out of Te Ara is nearly complete, on budget and on time. More recently,
targets to develop new topics for Te Ara have also been met. Te Ara is widely acknowledged for its
innovation, quality of content and its accessibility. Looking forward there is an unanswered question
about how it will be maintained and by whom. There is also a need to raise awareness amongst
possible users.
Government priority 2: Growing the revenue base
Some of the key initiatives for this priority are:
• ensuring awareness of the favourable tax regime for philanthropic giving, and support for
improving capability in seeking private donations and sponsorship arrangements
• policy advice on an additional tax incentive to encourage the donation of larger privately held
artworks to public institutions
• the Creative New Zealand mentoring and training project Creative Giving.
This Government Priority is a work in progress. A number of Crown entities have noted the importance
of this area for their futures, and are clear on the Crown’s expectations about future revenue growth
from non-government sources. Looking forward, the sector will need to improve its capability in this
area and some coordination across the sector is desirable. MCH needs to consider ways to support
and incentivise outcomes in this area, including facilitating access to specialist advice.
Government priority 3: Māori culture and heritage
MCH’s overarching Māori strategy, Te Arataki, has the following objectives/components:
• Manatū Taonga is a leader in the protection and depiction of Māori culture
• Māori arts, culture and heritage are well supported by the agencies funded through Vote Arts,
Culture and Heritage
• Te Reo ‘hums’ in the Ministry – our intention is to actively use te reo Māori on appropriate occasions
• MCH is recognised as a lead adviser to government on Māori arts, culture and heritage.
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Other initiatives to support the preservation and development of Māori culture and heritage include:
• a significant Māori culture and heritage presence at major international events, such as the
Frankfurt Book Fair and Rugby World Cup
• the development of te reo resources, such as translations of Te Ara and other online resources,
such as the 28th Māori Battalion website
• administration of the Protected Objects Act to protect taonga tūturu. The review of the Act in
2013/14 is planned
• the planned development in 2013/14 of an analytical tool to assist policy advisers to incorporate
a Treaty perspective in their work.
MCH is highly regarded for facilitating a significant Māori culture presence at recent international
events, the development of some te reo resources and its administration of the Protected Objects Act.
Looking forward, MCH needs to develop a strategy on how it will support the cultural commitments
made by the Crown in Treaty of Waitangi settlements in the post-Treaty settlement period. MCH will
also need to continue to partner and jointly set priorities with Te Puni Kōkiri, which has the lead role
in a number of areas, such as Māori broadcasting policy. Te Puni Kōkiri is currently developing its
own strategy and it is vital the two agencies collaborate closely.
Finally MCH is investing considerable senior leadership time to building its relationship with iwi
leaders. To be effective, staff throughout the organisation need to be empowered and enlisted to
follow through with concrete actions and initiatives.
Government priority 4: Improving access to cultural activities for less well served communities
MCH supports either directly or indirectly a range of initiatives to improve access to arts, culture and
heritage by a number of communities that are currently under served, including:
• the proposed establishment of a Te Papa shared facility in South Auckland
• Te Ara which has improved access to arts, culture and heritage material for young people still at
school
• through supporting heritage work, including earthquake strengthening of heritage building, to
protect and enhance access to heritage sites for current and future generations
• through the maintenance and preservation of war graves and memorials throughout New Zealand
and abroad.
The role played by MCH in assisting Te Papa to advance the South Auckland facility has been widely
acknowledged. MCH saw a tactical opportunity and took the initiative. This is to be commended.
Looking forward, there is an opportunity to prioritise access to arts, heritage and culture for additional
groups of New Zealanders, such as the growing Asian population. Better information on consumer
and community preferences and demand will be a necessary precursor to advancing this Government
priority in a systematic, evidence-based way.
Government priority 5: Contribution of culture to meeting wider social and economic goals
Increasingly throughout the world, it is understood that culture, arts and heritage underpin improved
social and economic outcomes, in addition to the inherent values they bring.
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MCH has a number of foundation building activities under way, including:
• Working with Sapere, Berl and Motu to extend MCH’s analytical tools to understand and frame
the different value dimensions of culture
• Exploration with the Ministry of Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE) and New Zealand
Trade and Enterprise (NZTE) of means to support the creative industries to perform well financially,
but also to contribute to vibrant and innovative workplaces and communities
• Through cultural diplomacy initiatives with the MFAT, NZTE, Tourism New Zealand and Education
New Zealand.
A number of achievements can be pointed to, including:
• Guest Country of Honour at the 2012 Frankfurt Book Fair, which led to achievement of significant
tourism, education and diplomacy benefits in addition to the direct cultural and economic
benefits for New Zealand artists
• Sistema Aotearoa, a pilot orchestral programme in South Auckland
• the negotiation of film and television co-production agreements with other countries, such as China
• the ability to attract major film productions to New Zealand, such as the recent Avatar agreement.
Looking forward, MCH will need to improve its ability to measure and track economic and social
benefits attributable to arts, culture and heritage. It will also require a policy framework that assists
it to understand the role of government in this sphere and allow tradeoffs to be made between
competing outcomes and initiatives. The role of MCH, government and the cultural sector with
respect to the creative industries needs further consideration.
MCH has found it difficult to engage the interest of some potential partners outside the cultural
sector. Research that demonstrates the economic and social value that flows from a vibrant culture
is vital to building commitment from other sectors. Recent MCH initiatives have had strong
demonstration effects and it needs to leverage off these.
Conclusion: Government Priorities
The development of these five Government priorities was an important initial step in engaging MCH
and the Crown funded cultural sector in a discussion about sector priorities. Looking forward, it is
important that MCH and the sector systematically support the achievement of these five priority
areas with objective measures of success, work plans and milestones, anchored in a longer term
vision and strategy. Eventually explicit collaboration on priorities could be extended to the nonCrown funded cultural sector. In time the rationale for these particular Government priorities needs
to be understood in the frame of the wider portfolio of investments being made through the cultural
sector and the value these particular Government priorities add.
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RESULTS SECTION
Part Two: Delivery of Core Business
This section reviews the agency’s effectiveness and efficiency in delivering its core business. While
the questions guide Lead Reviewer to retrospective and current performance the final judgements
and ratings are necessarily informed by scope and scale of the performance challenge.

Core business 1: Heritage services
Performance Rating (Effectiveness): Well placed
Performance Rating (Efficiency): Needing development
The Heritage Services branch of MCH delivers publications such as Te Ara - the Encyclopaedia of
New Zealand and other history web sites; programmes such as the First World War Commemoration
and the National War Memorial Park build; the maintenance of memorials, monuments and war
graves; custodial responsibilities for the use of national symbols and for protected objects; and
awards grants for regional museum projects, historical research and Waitangi Day celebrations.
MCH has built expert capability in telling New Zealand histories for the general public and educational
use. The focus has been on work that would not otherwise have been produced, for example by
commercial publishers or universities. There has been good web usage of Te Ara in particular and
this provides credibility to this approach. However the publishing function is now under review,
recognising the end of the development of Te Ara and a changing environment. Opportunities
include moving more print activity to the less expensive digital format, new digital media channels
and tools, and outsourcing to or partnering with the private sector. There need to be good policy
drivers for the content that MCH produces (“why this rather than that”) including a better
understanding of who is using the material created. And there should be careful consideration of
where content should be created.
One-off programmes and projects in progress include the First World War Commemoration and the
construction of the National War Memorial Park. These are complex projects requiring significant
expenditures, multiple stakeholders and considerable risks. This raises questions of capability and
systems within MCH to set up, budget, plan and deliver such projects. Although each project is oneoff, there is a continuous flow such that there is a strong case for strong programme/project
management skills to be retained within MCH to ensure there is a system of governance around any
new project with appropriate front end systems, risk and outcome assessment and performance
measures. In addition, the communication around new projects needs to make clear why MCH has
decided to undertake the project itself rather than have it delivered through other sector players.
Stakeholders need to understand the logic behind the decision. This will also ensure that MCH itself
has undertaken a rigorous assessment of the risks and outcomes including the redirection of
resources from other priority areas.
The efficiency rating for this area would improve if there was more rigorous consideration of whether
content and projects are produced/undertaken in-house or contracted out, and better project
scoping, commissioning and risk management.
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Core business 2: Policy advice
Performance Rating (Effectiveness): Needing development
Performance Rating (Efficiency): Needing development
MCH delivers policy advice to the Ministers for Arts, Culture and Heritage, and Broadcasting, and
supports the Minister for Sport and Recreation with its monitoring role for this Vote. It also contributes
to Cabinet papers and advice through other departments such as MBIE and the Treasury, such as for
the recent Screen Production Incentives matters and MFAT in the case of the Cultural Diplomacy
International Programme. Ministers consider the advice appropriate, timely and relevant.
MCH has worked to build its policy and strategy capacity. However there is a consistent view from
the sector and from MCH itself that there is more work to be done to articulate the overarching
strategic framework and associated measures to unify the outputs and outcomes of the sector. MCH
has laid the groundwork for this conversation through broad sector agreement around priorities
(Digitisation and Online Publishing, Growing the Revenue Base, Māori Culture and Heritage,
Improving Access to Cultural Activities for Less Well Served Communities, Contribution of Culture to
meeting Wider Social and Economic Goals) as well as the agreed sector outcomes under the headings
of Create, Preserve, Engage and Excel. But MCH needs to lead the development of an evidence
based strategic framework and the sector is ready to assist with this.
As well as delivering formal policy advice to government, MCH plays a significant role in facilitating
policy alignment across the sector and between agencies. There are a number of examples of this
including the policy development in support of an Auckland cultural strategy, the Te Papa South
Auckland project, the Heritage Forum, the orchestral review and the review of screen sector
subsidies. This is a key role for MCH and requires it to build relationships vertically and cross sector
where there are competing interests and where MCH struggles to articulate incentives that promote
collaboration. This requires major resourcing to enable transformational outcomes. The Heritage
Forum, for example, will require MCH to reprioritise resources if it is to succeed in getting tangible
outcomes that cross this heavily siloed sector. There is significant risk to heritage outcomes and
efficiency of delivery if this is not achieved.
The MCH Policy Branch also undertakes projects such as the Frankfurt Book Fair. This was an
opportunity that came up at short notice, with MCH mobilising rapidly to deliver a broad based NZ
Inc strategy. There were significant risks associated with this project largely due to the tight time
lines and budget issues that are noted elsewhere in this report. The Frankfurt Book Fair was
acknowledged a major success by the great majority of stakeholders.
While these projects and others have been successful, the involvement in project work and sector
entity monitoring is seen to have diverted the policy team to a short term and operational focus.
MCH’s core role is as the champion of culture, and as noted above it needs to articulate the strategy
for the sector. Others can often undertake the specific projects.
MCH needs to build the capability of its policy teams to engage with the sector and to undertake
strategic policy. When talking about relationships with MCH, stakeholders comment that MCH policy
needs to be informed by a more in depth understanding of the (admittedly diverse) sectors. The
recent employment of principal analysts and the creation of a research team is a start towards a
situation where great thinkers take a leadership role as MCH engages with the sector. The policy
work programme needs to be linked to the overall strategy and prioritised. And the teams need
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excellent processes that put quality control steps around all external deliverables and ensure that
the different parts of MCH are coordinated as they talk to stakeholders. The operating model to
support this may involve fewer specialists and more high quality policy generalists who can be moved
to priority work. Secondments to and from the sector may also help to build capability and draw in
the deep knowledge necessary.

Core business 3: Crown entity monitoring
Performance Rating (Effectiveness): Needing development
Performance Rating (Efficiency): Needing development
MCH monitors eleven Crown Entities and Crown entity subsidiaries and eight other funded
organisations, on behalf of Ministers. There is a delicate balance between the arms length principle
underpinning most of government’s relationships with cultural organisations to ensure content that
is free from political influence, and government’s purchase interest where it requires public
expenditure to achieve outcomes which accord with government priorities. So MCH faces a
considerable workload and a range of difficult relationships and issues as it undertakes its monitoring
activity.
Several years ago the monitoring function was integrated with the policy function. This was so that
agency performance is understood in the context of the policy settings and so the relationship is led
by the manager who best understands the agency’s business. There is also a manager with oversight
across the monitoring function (with in effect a virtual monitoring team) but this has been an acting
appointment for some time and the individual has had considerable other responsibilities as well.
There is a range of views on the effectiveness of MCH’s monitoring activity. The governance
appointment and support functions are well regarded; for example there is best practice governance
material on the MCH website for the use of entity boards. However monitoring is generally regarded
as compliance focused rather than performance focused, and not adding value to the oversight
provided by entity boards. MCH acknowledges it has encountered frustration about the value of its
monitoring and in some case defensiveness around what the entities perceive to be their boundaries.
There has also been concern about poor process with inconsistent messages to entities (a proposed
relationship system may help) and a lack of follow through at times.
Key to improving the monitoring function is a meaningful strategic/outcomes framework backed by
good performance measures. This will allow a tight, loose, tight approach, where the amount of
oversight is driven by recent performance. MCH needs knowledgeable and skilled monitors to
engage with entities on what really matters, agreeing appropriate expectations, empowering Crown
entities to deliver and innovate, and holding agencies to account for outcomes/performance.
Compliance activity should have a low transaction cost and monitors should generally use the same
information the entity is using for its own management and governance purposes. Moving monitoring
into the policy teams may have diluted monitoring expertise (it is a specialised skill) so further
consideration of the operating model within MCH is required.
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Regulatory impact
Performance Rating: Needing development
MCH administers 18 Acts of Parliament and a small number of regulations. It has been involved in a
considerable legislative programme in recent years, which particularly is updating the governing
legislation of cultural sector entities. This programme includes the Arts Council of NZ Toi Aotearoa
Bill, the Heritage NZ Pouhere Taonga Bill and the TVNZ Amendment Act. The Heritage New Zealand
legislation and other MCH work concerns how to balance heritage values with private ownership
interests and economic development objectives, particularly in regard to heritage buildings in the
post-Canterbury earthquake environment (with MBIE also involved in this work). Regulatory costs
and benefits have also been an issue for MCH’s input to the work led by the Law Commission on the
regulation of news media.
MCH has enforcement and prosecution powers under the Broadcasting Act 1989, the Flags, Emblems
and Names Protection Act 1981 and the Protected Objects Act 1975. Enforcement and prosecution
policies are set out on MCH’s website and are supported by documented procedures and records of
decisions made. Regulations administered by MCH include the Canterbury Earthquake (Historic
Places Act) Order 2011, the Historic Places Trust Elections Regulations 1993, the Television
New Zealand (Separation of Transmission Business) Order and Cultural Property (Protection in
Armed Conflict).
MCH undertakes an annual scanning of legislation against ‘fit for purpose’ criteria (for the regulatory
plan provided to the Treasury) but there is not a structured process for reviewing legislation and
considering the appropriateness of regulation. MCH has a small direct regulatory role but there are
a number of regulatory issues in the portfolio, with the future of heritage buildings in particular one
that will require considerable policy expertise and consideration of the regulatory costs and benefits.
Satisfactory resolution of earthquake risk to heritage buildings will require skilful leadership from
MCH.
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ORGANISATIONAL MANAGEMENT SECTION
This section reviews the agency’s organisational management. The questions guide Lead Reviewer
to current and future performance. Final judgements and ratings are informed by the scope and
scale of the performance challenge.

Part One: Leadership, Direction and Delivery
Purpose, Vision and Strategy
How well has the agency defined and articulated its purpose, vision and strategy to its staff and
stakeholders?
How well does the agency consider and plan for possible changes in its purpose or role in the
foreseeable future?
Performance Rating: Needing development

Leadership and Governance
How well does the senior team provide collective leadership and direction to the agency?
Performance Rating: Needing development

Values, Behaviour and Culture
How well does the agency develop and promote the organisational values, behaviours and culture
it needs to support its strategic direction?
Performance Rating: Well placed

Structure, Roles and Responsibilities
How well does the agency ensure that its organisational planning, systems, structures and practices
support delivery of government priorities and core business?
How well does the agency ensure that it has clear roles, responsibilities and accountabilities
throughout the agency and sector?
Performance Rating: Needing development

Review
How well does the agency monitor, measure, and review its policies, programmes and services to
make sure that it is delivering its intended results?
Performance Rating: Needing development
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Purpose, Vision and Strategy
MCH’s 2013-2016 Statement of Intent states its vision is ‘New Zealand’s distinctive culture enriches
our lives’. This vision is widely repeated and accepted within MCH and amongst its partners and
stakeholders. Nevertheless in the recent Engagement Survey, 59.7% of staff responded positively to
the statement: ‘this organisation has a clear vision of where it is going and how it is going to get
there’, which compares with the benchmark MCH uses of 75.1% from the Best Workplaces Small Medium Organisations. Throughout the PIF Review it was apparent that the result on this aspect of
the Engagement Survey was more likely to do with uncertainty about ‘how to get there’. MCH
acknowledges that its ‘Create, Preserve, Engage, Excel’ activity descriptions, while useful, do not
assist it to adequately differentiate and prioritise, nor do they substitute for an evidence based
intervention logic that connects the high level vision to its desired future state.
To be successful in its achievement of its vision, the purpose of MCH needs to be thought about
broadly. Therefore it is appropriate that MCH is challenging the way it has thought about its purpose
and role in the recent past, as moving from:
“an organisation that provided information and rather passive policy advice to Ministers, funded
particular cultural entities and programmes, while also itself delivering some specific (largely
heritage related activities)

to:
the ministry for advising Government on all aspects of the government funded cultural sector

and aspiring to be:
the Government’s principal advisor and influencer on New Zealand arts, culture and heritage issues,
funding, and actively monitoring the funded cultural agencies as well as directly delivering activities
itself.”

While staff appear to be motivated by a broadly shared sense of purpose about why their work
matters, this tends to be at the individual or team level rather than based on a clear understanding
of how their work contributes to the organisation’s purpose and priorities.
MCH has indicated that there is an ‘unwritten strategy’ for it and the sector, comprising the following
components:
• Digitisation
• Growing non-government sources of revenue
• Enhancing Māori culture and heritage
• Improving access to New Zealand’s cultural activities and cultural stories
• Enhancing the contribution of culture to Government’s wider social and economic goals.
Throughout the PIF review, partner agencies expressed a strong desire for MCH to lead a deeper
discussion about sector challenges, strategies, priorities and opportunities for collaboration and
acceleration of attainment of cultural goals. In doing so, MCH needs to clearly articulate the inherent
values of arts, culture, heritage and sport. This is the most significant contribution MCH can add, given
its central strategic policy advice role. A critical success factor will be its ability to keep this work well
anchored in an informed understanding of what is happening on the ground across the cultural sector,
led by community demand and able to be integrated with sector participants’ strategies.
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Looking forward, it is vital that MCH crystallises its vision and aligns its strategy to it in a way that
directly and explicitly enlists its own staff and those in the cultural sector.

Leadership and Governance
The MCH leadership team (MLT) comprises the Chief Executive, the three Branch Managers (Heritage
Services, Cultural Policy, and Corporate) and the Pou Ārahi Whakahaere (Strategic Māori Adviser),
with the Strategic Adviser to the Chief Executive attending the MLT meetings. MLT meetings cover
strategic leadership of the organisation and management matters. The focus of the meetings tends
to be on day-to-day business and process management rather than governance and collective
leadership of the business.
The Chief Executive of MCH provides strong conceptual leadership across all areas of responsibility
and is seen by the sector as the person to go to in the organisation when assistance or collaboration
is desirable. This has been reinforced by the establishment of the Heritage Forum and Cultural
Agency Chief Executives Forum. At this stage these forums are primarily about information sharing,
rather than bodies that agree sector strategies to deliver outcomes with collective impact. There are
also emerging sub-sector groups that focus on issues and opportunities.
Finally, over the last year the MCH third tier managers, who are the front line managers and often
subject matter specialists, have been given a greater mandate to lead and become involved in
strategic leadership. It is early days for this development, but the third tier took up the challenge of
assisting in the preparation of the MCH PIF Self-review.
Looking forward, as MCH develops its strategic policy and sector leadership roles, its approach to
collective leadership and governance needs to evolve. As the Heritage and Cultural Agency Chief
Executives Forums progress from information sharing to strategic forums, it will be critical they is
supported by a strong capability at the second tier that can turn ideas into action and provide the
analytical support to enable sector collaboration and decision making. Care needs to be given to
ensuring the Chief Executive’s conceptual thinking is supported by senior capability that ensures
follow through and the landing of key initiatives. This is likely to have a cascading impact on the
leadership requirements of the third tier and Principal Advisers. Finally, MLT needs to focus on its
shared or collective leadership capability for the whole of MCH and the sector.

Values, Behaviour and Culture
MCH has not explicitly articulated its values, behaviours and culture. Nevertheless we found a strong
set of values, behaviours and culture consistently expressed across work groups and across length of
time employed, including:
• collegial and collaborative
• openness and non-hierarchical
• innovative and can do
• passion for work and belief that it makes a difference.
This is largely consistent with the findings in MCH’s PIF Self-review. It also indicated that a number of
sub-cultures existed across work areas but this was less evident to us, though it is clear there are
differences in the nature of the work across the organisation.
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Once MCH clearly articulates its vision, purpose and strategy and its sector leadership role, a clearer
articulation of its values, behaviours and culture may be useful to take the agency forward. Given the
strength and consistency of this aspect of MCH’s performance, it may be relatively straightforward
to settle and would be a powerful reinforcement of the future direction. This would appear to be
consistent with the Engagement Survey results, which indicate that staff wanted to see steps taken
to further unify staff around a shared purpose.

Structure, Roles and Responsibilities
The current structure of MCH is relatively flat, as would be expected for a small ministry. It has three
Branches, Corporate Services, Cultural Policy, and Heritage Services. The Cultural Policy Branch was
reorganised in 2010, with the establishment of four third-tier policy managers assisted by new
Principal Advisers, and Crown Entity monitoring staff brought into the policy teams. The Heritage
Operations Team was organised to enable more specific roles between the Heritage Policy and
Operations. A web design, development and content management team has been brought together.
Finally, there have been reviews of most Corporate teams in recent times. Currently MCH is reviewing
its publishing functions.
The latter review appears to be timely and is a first principles review starting with the role of MCH
and how publishing assists it in fulfilling its role, including options for delivering the publishing
programme. This review might have benefited from greater clarity of MCH’s wider role, including
across the cultural sector.
It is not clear that bringing the monitoring function under the policy area has worked in practice. A
possible reason for this is that the skills required to do monitoring and policy are quite different. And
it may have contributed to the situation where the strategic policy role is currently under developed,
and the monitoring role is largely compliance focused rather than looking at wider performance and
the achievement of outcomes.
The wider sector felt that MCH could add more value in its monitoring role, that its policy focus was
more tactical than strategic and there was scope to support the strategic performance of the sector
more strongly. Finally, agencies indicated it was not always clear who in MCH was responsible for
particular matters. And staff indicated that they do not always have clear line of sight between their
roles and the objectives of MCH. In some cases teams did not know who was empowered to take
high level discussions forward to actually land them.
Looking forward, other diverse and significant sectors have found it useful to have dedicated resource
to support sector work to ensure that when chief executives meet there are substantive matters and
decisions to take that advance the joint agenda of the sector. Without this capacity on the ground to
make things happen, these forums are not likely to move beyond simple information sharing.
MCH needs to give careful consideration to when it needs to deliver cultural services directly and
when it is appropriate to procure or fund activities through other partners. Transparent and rigorous
criteria should be established to guide decisions in this space. Given the nature of the matters
confronted, MCH is likely to need to continue to directly undertake some delivery functions, but the
appropriateness of this should be consistently tested. Otherwise it will be increasingly driven by
short term projects, rather than focused on its leadership and strategic policy roles.
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Review
MCH has recently undertaken a number of specific reviews and/or monitoring of progress, including
of Te Ara – The Encyclopaedia of New Zealand; NZHistory.net.nz and other websites; Going Digital;
Cultural Diplomacy International programme initiatives, including the Rugby World Cup and Frankfurt
Book Fair; Sistema Aotearoa; Contestable funding schemes, such as the Oral History Awards; the
Professional Orchestral Sector; the Screen Sector review; and the Historic Places Trust establishment
legislation.
MCH, however, recognises that it (and the Crown funded cultural entities) lack a systematic and
coherent review programme and the capacity to undertake evaluations of projects and programmes.
Therefore four strategic research strands have been identified:
• The public value of culture
• Cultural statistics and indicators
• Cultural sector policy research leadership and capability
• Cultural research sector connectedness.
Looking forward, a more strategic approach to review will need to be informed by a well specified
organisation and sector strategy. It is clear, however, that the direction recently identified would
contribute a platform for a prioritised sector strategy, which is sought by many in the cultural sector.
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ORGANISATIONAL MANAGEMENT SECTION
Part Two: External Relationships
Engagement with the Minister(s)
How well does the agency provide advice and services to its Minister(s)?
Performance Rating: Strong

Sector Contribution
How well does the agency provide leadership to, and/or support the leadership of other agencies
in the sector?
Performance Rating: Needing development

Collaboration and Partnerships with Stakeholders
How well does the agency generate common ownership and genuine collaboration on strategy
and service delivery with stakeholders and the public?
Performance Rating: Well placed

Experiences of the Public
How well does the agency meet the public’s expectations of service quality and trust?
Performance Rating: Well placed

Engagement with the Minister(s)
MCH is highly responsive to Minister’s expectations and the Chief Executive is recognised as leading
a step up in performance. Policy advice is regarded as timely and effective. The 2013 MCH Annual
Report records Ministers’ satisfaction as follows: Arts, Culture and Heritage - policy advice 9/10,
monitoring of funded agencies 8.5/10; and Broadcasting - policy advice 7/10 and monitoring of
funded agencies 7/10. The NZIER rating of MCH policy papers is 7.2/10 which is regarded as Adequate,
and is an improvement on the rating of 6.9/10 in 2011.
Ministers have clear priorities for MCH. First is for MCH to articulate a robust argument for
government’s intervention in arts, culture and heritage to ensure that the culture and heritage value
is recognised, as well as the economic and social value. MCH has a responsibility to be the champion
for the intrinsic value of arts, culture and heritage as critical to matters of identity and nationhood.
Government is looking for MCH to play a powerful role in building alignment across different
government and non-government organisations to ensure New Zealand content is highly visible and
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accessible within the tsunami of international content. MCH needs to be sufficiently well positioned
to take a leading role in this alignment process particularly in the areas of cultural diplomacy, postTreaty settlement delivery and documentary records (archives, museums and libraries).
MCH is well regarded for its management of specific projects, including the Digital Switchover, the
Frankfurt Book Fair, and the First World War Centenary commemoration. MCH is seen as an effective
problem solver and a provider of quality historical products and services.
Looking forward, as noted in the MCH PIF Self-review, there is need for a “more explicit policy
framework (that) would assist agenda setting and engaging with Ministers on priorities”. A high level
sector strategy is essential to enable MCH to provide the leadership the sector is looking for as well
as to articulate priorities and trade-offs.

Sector Contribution
MCH is a small ministry with a diverse portfolio of direct relationships with 19 funded Crown and
non-government agencies spanning sports, arts, music, film, broadcasting and heritage. Although it
is referred to as one sector, the individual players do not necessarily see themselves that way. Even
within some of the sub-sectors such as the ’heritage sector’, participants do not see themselves as
natural bedfellows.
MCH is a small agency in a relatively large sector that is inward looking, siloed and competitive.
There are four distinct groupings which are very different from each other -Sports, Heritage, Media
and Arts. Māori arts culture and heritage has such distinctive features that it is a fifth group, while
also sitting in each of the other four. Articulating tradeoffs in such a diverse range of activity is a very
complex equation. The agencies also have different roles, with for example some being funders and
others being providers, and this creates issues in achieving clarity of purpose, impact and contribution
to outcomes.
MCH articulates a vision for achieving ‘collective impact‘. This requires a delicate balance between
the agency as a purchaser of services and the agency as a funder of services. The sector structural
arrangements centre on a number of Crown entities operating variously under their own legislation,
NGOs, independent boards and trusts. MCH has instruments to manage this balance such as the
annual Letters of Expectation from the Minister and the Statements of Intent, as well as other nonaccountability mechanisms such as reviews, forums, and sector chief executives’ meetings. MCH has
also started to develop, in concert with the sector, elements of a common language to facilitate
increased sector alignment. However, there is room for significant development in the sophistication
of how these opportunities are managed.
MCH has been working with sector agencies to develop a cross-sectoral approach. A high level
framework has been agreed around the themes of Create, Preserve, Engage, Excel. Five priority
themes have also been developed and socialised with Ministers as Government Priorities. These are
Digitisation and Online Publishing, Maximising Impact with Constrained Public Investment, Māori
Culture and Heritage, Improving Access to Cultural Services for Less Well-Served Communities and
Contribution of Culture to meeting Wider Social and Economic Goals.
MCH has undertaken a range of initiatives to deliver against these priorities including Going Digital,
the Cultural Philanthropy Taskforce and actions under the Protected Objects Act. However, there is
a widely held view in the sector that MCH needs to lead the development of a clearly articulated
sector strategy to create an overarching framework under which these priorities and initiatives will
sit, then develop systematic work programmes and measures.
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External Relationships
While there is a clear development need under this heading, MCH has sound and well respected
relationships with the sector from which to build its leadership position.

Collaboration and Partnerships with Stakeholders
The MCH portfolio has direct relationships with numerous other portfolios including Internal Affairs
(gaming and lotteries, Archives New Zealand, National Library and local government), Business,
Innovation and Employment (film and television incentives), Canterbury Earthquake Recovery,
Conservation (heritage sites, World Heritage), Foreign Affairs and Trade (Cultural Diplomacy, First
World War Centenary Commemoration, Repatriation), Justice (post-Treaty Settlements), Statistics
(cultural sector statistics), New Zealand Transport Agency (Memorial Park) and Te Puni Kōkiri (Māori
broadcasting, culture and heritage). It also has intersections with the Education, Employment,
Health, Tourism and Social Development portfolios.
MCH has placed a high priority on developing collaborations both from a policy perspective (eg,
Orchestral Review, Media Policy Review, Heritage Forum) and for specific projects (eg, Te Papa South
Auckland, Watts Peninsular, Maunga/Volcanic Cones World Heritage, Frankfurt Book Fair, First World
War Centenary Commemoration).
Stakeholders have a range of views about MCH success in collaboration and project delivery
depending on which project or forum they have an association with. The Frankfurt Book Fair was a
great success although MCH could have shown more expertise in setting up and managing a project
of this nature. The same is true of the First World War Centenary Commemoration and the Memorial
Park projects.
The Te Papa South Auckland proposal showcased MCH as an effective leader of collaboration with
various stakeholders both inside and outside its portfolio. This helped to shift the project from a
tactical focus on the seismic safety of Te Papa collections to strategic outcomes for an under-served
population in South Auckland, involving education, outreach and exhibitions in partnership with
Auckland City and the Auckland Museum.
However the Heritage Forum in the library/archives/museums area is not gaining traction. It is a
group of diverse agencies spanning Te Papa, the documentary heritage institutions in the Department
of Internal Affairs (National Archives and National Library) and the screen archiving agencies (Film
Archive and the TVNZ archive). As a group it is siloed and without a history of working together. The
Forum has not yet succeeded in moving beyond an information exchange and was put on hold in
August 2013 to enable MCH to conduct bilateral discussions to rethink how it might work. It is an
important initiative as digitisation brings these collections much closer together in how they can be
managed, both in regard to preservation and public access. We consider it will need specific
resourcing to enable it to function as MCH envisions it.
Māori stakeholders see MCH as embryonic in its development of programmes and services for iwi,
whānau and hapū. This is highlighted in the Treaty settlement process which will result in over 50
separate agreements with cultural obligations. MCH is seen as willing and positive in its approach
but at the beginning of the journey of engagement at a Treaty level in terms of conceptual framework,
staff numbers, policy focus, relationships, programme delivery and funding. The work on Te Ara and
the Māori Battalion is seen as very successful. The Treaty histories project is also a very positive
initiative. However MCH has the mandate to help a future nation which is younger and more diverse,
and regionally based in the case of iwi, whānau and hapū, engage with the nation’s culture and
heritage. MCH’s leadership role is very important as New Zealand enters the post Treaty settlements
phase.
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External Relationships
MCH is a competent and energetic collaborator with agencies directly in its portfolio, those aligned
to its portfolio and across a wide range of government agencies. It has significant experience at
partnering with a wide variety of players and on a diverse range of projects. We consider that while
there is scope for MCH to develop further competencies it in this space, it is well placed to do so.

Experiences of the Public
MCH has contact with the public through the products it delivers. These include websites such as Te
Ara and NZ History, books and other material it develops or publishes, projects such as the First
World War Commemoration and ongoing work such as on war graves and the Protected Objects Act.
The sectors MCH leads (arts and music, heritage, broadcasting and film, and sports) interact very
widely with New Zealanders and people overseas.
The environment in which MCH works is subject to significant change, including globalisation, social
and demographic change, and rapidly evolving technology. The voice of the customer is crucial for
the policy work as MCH attempts to understand these changes and decides what should be delivered,
to who and how to deliver it (for example comparing the relative priorities of war histories,
New Zealand music, book fairs, digital archiving, opera funding, heritage buildings and cultural
programmes in schools). Understanding the public’s expectations is also important as MCH articulates
the value of culture and heritage to New Zealand.
There has been a significant increase in the number of visits to MCH’s websites in recent years. Total
visits have increased from 3.737 million in 2008/09 to 7.774 million in 2012/13, representing a 108%
increase. MCH operates websites which are largely of a traditional style and its public face will need
to continue to evolve and take different forms to particularly meet the needs of some groups in
society and younger users. As noted under the Information Management element below, this will
require a considerable and ongoing commitment.
MCH considers its websites rank well if looking for specific things, but it does not know if some
potential users are findings its material. The PIF Self-review notes that the public is largely unaware
of MCH itself as a brand (as opposed to the websites) but the sector has a number of strong brands.
It is not necessarily important to promote the MCH brand, but MCH people consider it is important
to market the MCH products better.
MCH people also consider it is important to further understand the market segments, for example
what products are useful to schools. A research strategy is being developed, and this should take an
across sector focus. There is limited capability for research in other sector agencies so MCH has a
responsibility to lead. It can thereby take advantage of stakeholder and public research occurring in
agencies such as Creative New Zealand. There are also advantages of scale and efficiency, for example
data on the rankings of websites can be expensive and is better shared. Research should not be open
ended, rather focused on the key results that need to be achieved.
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ORGANISATIONAL MANAGEMENT SECTION
Part Three: People Development
Leadership and Workforce Development
How well does the agency develop its workforce (including its leadership)?
How well does the agency anticipate and respond to future capability requirements?
Performance Rating: Needing development

Management of People Performance
How well does the agency encourage high performance and continuous improvement among its
workforce?
How well does the agency deal with poor or inadequate performance?
Performance Rating: Needing development

Engagement with Staff
How well does the agency manage its employee relations?
How well does the agency develop and maintain a diverse, highly committed and engaged
workforce?
Performance Rating: Needing development

Leadership and Workforce Development
MCH is a small organisation (120 staff) and like many small agencies sometimes struggles with
capability at the levels it aspires to in some key areas.
The Chief Executive is seen as an inspirational leader which has the merit of branding MCH as an
attractive place to work but raises corresponding succession issues. Succession issues are also
apparent in other second tier roles where there are short term contract staff in key roles. MCH third
tier leaders have hands-on roles as well as management responsibilities, which carries the advantage
of in depth knowledge of their areas but also the risk of people being spread too thin.
MCH has worked to build capability in its second tier over the last four years but we consider that
more emphasis needs to be placed on individual strategic capability at this level as well as developing
the collective leadership competency of MLT as a group.
MCH has had some difficulty in the policy arena where size does influence the attractiveness of the
agency to potential recruits and the extent to which specialists such as financial analysts and
economists can be retained.
The Heritage Services branch has a depth of talent in subject leadership which is recognised widely
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People Development
across the sector as very valuable intellectual capital. Corporate Services is strong and seen as client
focused, providing good internal services and supporting the sector through direct service provision
where needed especially for the small agencies.
More recently MCH has placed a clear emphasis on building the capability in the third tier. The PIF
Self-review process which was a precursor to this Review, was led by a forum of third tier managers
as an explicit workforce development initiative. To continue this development the third tier forum
will need to be engaged in further outcome driven projects to ensure it does not simply become an
information sharing exercise. A strength of MCH’s relatively flat structure is that third tier managers
get the opportunity to lead on specific projects.
MCH is currently developing a framework to address its capability needs and workforce development
in a systematic way. Further clarity around MCH’s strategic framework will be essential to prioritising
resource allocation. This Workforce Planning project seems to be developing slowly. It should have
clear time frames to ensure timely delivery and implementation.
In the meantime, MCH spending on workforce training is $1,350 per person which is around average
relative to other comparable agencies according to the BASS statistics. The 2013 Engagement Survey
demonstrated this was an area of relative strength from a staff perspective.
Overall, MCH has a committed workforce but with all the challenges inherent in a small organisation
with a highly diversified set of outputs. There are skill gaps in project management, specialist policy
skills including Māori, and financial management.

Management of People Performance
MCH has standard annual performance and development strategies in place. These flow directly
from the Statement of Intent and unit business plans and are reviewed formally with the individuals
six-monthly. Learning and Development needs programmes are then put in place based on common
needs.
Although this is a standard approach, it is not perceived by staff as being transparent about how
performance is actually assessed. The MCH PIF Self-review notes there is an opportunity to develop
a more consistent approach that will give staff confidence that their performance is being assessed
according to clear measures, rather than the particular approach of an individual manager.
Staff also find the way remuneration levels are increased to be opaque. The global amount for payroll
increases is set by MLT on the basis of affordability but individual increases are set at management’s
discretion. There is no system of financial reward for outstanding individual performance owing to
the internal culture which is suspicious of such an approach. However there is the opportunity to
develop a non-monetary reward system which can be very effective in organisations with this type
of culture.
There is currently no formal talent management system. This forms part of the brief of the Workforce
Strategy which is being developed. However, anecdotal evidence suggests that there is targeted
career planning support for at least some staff on an informal basis.
Poor performance is identified and performance management plans are put in place and actively
managed. There are specific examples of this having been effective. However this seems to be a
relatively recent development and is not necessarily apparent to staff as evidenced by the Engagement
Survey results (see below).
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Engagement with Staff
MCH is widely seen by stakeholders as staffed by people passionate about their work. MCH has
traditionally had engagement scores above New Zealand State sector medians but the 2013 survey
saw the level of engaged staff drop from 29% in 2011 to 20% in 2013 compared with a State sector
average of 23%. At the same time the percentage of disengaged staff rose from 9% in 2011 to 14%
in 2013 compared with a State sector average of 17%. Reasons advanced for this include a perceived
lack of action to address issues raised in the 2011 Engagement Survey, the relatively large number of
fixed term contract staff (35% compared with Public Service norm of 8%) and the uncertainty created
by the Publishing Review and the conclusion of time limited projects such as Te Ara and the Going
Digital project.
Notwithstanding the drop in engagement in the 2013 survey and relatively high gross staff turnover
(29% compared with a Public Service mean of 16%), one other key indicator of organisational health,
average number of sick/domestic leave days taken per employee is only 5.6 compared to the overall
State sector at 7.9 days.
MCH has a clear plan to address the two main issues raised in the 2013 Engagement Survey which
are the need to deal with poor performance and the need to clarify staff understanding about the
vision and purpose of MCH. MCH has set a target of restoring its position among the top performing
small agencies in its cohort. An action plan to address this has been developed with formal reporting
and monitoring on a four-monthly basis. The HR manager has taken responsibility for addressing the
performance management issue and the Chief Executive has taken responsibility for clarity of the
vision.
MCH workforce diversity is roughly in line with the Public Service except for Māori who at 12% are
under-represented relative to the norm of 16%.
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Financial and Resource Management

ORGANISATIONAL MANAGEMENT SECTION
Part Four: Financial and Resource Management
Asset Management
How does the agency manage agency and Crown assets, and the agency balance sheet, to support
delivery and drive performance improvement over time?
Performance Rating: Well placed

Information Management
How well does the agency utilise information and communications technologies to improve
service delivery?
Performance Rating: Well placed

Improving Efficiency and Effectiveness
How robust are the processes in place to identify and make efficiency improvements?
How well does the agency evaluate service delivery options?
Performance Rating: Needing development

Financial Management
How well does the agency plan, direct and control financial resources to drive efficient and
effective output delivery?
Performance Rating: Needing development

Risk Management
How well does the agency manage its risks and risks to the Crown?
Performance Rating: Needing development

Asset Management
MCH has a small fixed asset base (computer equipment, office equipment, office furniture, leasehold
improvements, vehicles) with a carrying value of $0.512 million at 30 June 2013 (original cost $1.696
million). Intangible assets (acquired computer software) have a carrying value of $0.026 million
(original cost $0.301 million). The overall asset level should reduce somewhat as IT becomes more a
service, rather than based on in-house assets. MCH is exploring sector shared services (see below)
including premises, as a way to minimise operating cost and improve the use of capital.
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Non-departmental term assets are the National War Memorial, the National War Memorial Park and
Massey Memorial with a net value of $21.191 million at 30 June 2013. MCH also manages war
graves and other memorials in New Zealand and abroad. A structured asset management plan is in
place for the smaller memorials. Construction of the War Memorial Park is commencing. There are
earthquake strengthening and maintenance issues for the National War Memorial and early decisions
are required on this work. MCH recognises that a long-term asset management plan will need to be
put in place for these assets once the project is completed.

Information Management
MCH’s desktop technology has recently been upgraded. An electronic document and records
management system was purchased in 2010 and has been progressively implemented. Some work
remains but it is now largely being used consistently. Planning for future ICT is aligned with business
needs, with in particular an approach to mobile computing being considered to support possible
future configurations of premises and the paperless office.
MCH operates 13 websites and uses social media, as well as writing books and other physical content.
MCH needs to adapt to a changing environment in these areas. For example the separation between
writing and publishing is breaking down, print publishing is becoming relatively more costly as users
become more digital, new digital technologies are appearing (including increasingly mobile users
and websites that allow the user more interaction, such as self-learning) and there are new ways to
manage content (including data that links across multiple organisations). The publishing review is
addressing many of these issues and the digital business (the subject of this section) is part of this.
There is good early thinking within MCH but a large and ongoing commitment will be required to
ensure digital delivery is relevant, targeted and efficient in the future.
MCH is promoting open information including how to manage information as an asset, structure it
consistently and make it available for reuse so that others can add value to it. MCH contributes to
the all-of-government Open Data programme by donating one day a week of the CIO’s time. There
is also thinking on how to be more open in the policy formulation process and on how to provide
better reporting to Ministers.
MCH is aligned with the all-of-government Infrastructure as a Service initiative, even though it is
unlikely to generate financial savings for MCH. Benefits would come from supporting the wider
approach, the potential of simpler across agency collaboration to deliver joined-up services to the
public, and resilience. MCH also uses the central agencies’ financial management system which is a
long running shared services arrangement.
MCH is aware of its responsibility to lead in exploring opportunities for better information
management at reduced cost across the sector. Sector shared services are difficult and will need to
be advanced in parallel with possible co-location of some agencies. However work on a sector ISSP
should be started. Resilience is likely to be a stronger driver than efficiency and cost savings.

Improving Efficiency and Effectiveness
In regard to effectiveness, MCH has commenced work to look at the benefits of arts, heritage and
culture and it is developing a research strategy. These will be important inputs to the development
of a sector strategy and can be the basis of future work on where the best returns on investment can
be achieved. MCH already has an outcomes framework and some impact performance measures,
however these do not currently give a good basis for judgements of effectiveness.
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Financial and Resource Management
In terms of efficiency, the draft MCH Four-year Plan notes that the agencies funded through Vote
Arts, Culture and Heritage have not received increases in baseline Crown funding for several years
and that the other sources of revenue for these agencies, including donations and ticket fees, are
also under pressure. It notes that these agencies have continued to deliver their outputs while facing
rising prices. It notes that MCH has absorbed efficiency savings of 3% from 2012/13 onwards.
The MCH baseline has fluctuated in recent years as it has taken on and delivered projects such as
Going Digital and the Cultural Diplomacy International Programme. The MCH corporate services
functions have absorbed the extra responsibilities created or have used contractors to manage the
workload so that the fixed cost structure is not increased. The fluctuating baseline has meant the
Better Administrative and Support Services (BASS) metrics for MCH, where related to organisational
running cost, have also fluctuated. Generally the metrics indicate that MCH is at the more efficient
end of the small agency cohort for its administrative and support functions (and this is good given
MCH is one of the smallest agencies in the cohort). MCH has attempted to use a lighter version of
BASS in an exercise with sector agencies.
MCH moved to its current premises in a short term arrangement to enable coordination with a
possible approach to share premises with sector agencies and to take advantage of a low cost
arrangement. Co-location with sector agencies and other sector shared services are proving difficult,
as they are for other sectors, but MCH is continuing to explore these opportunities. Within the
sector New Zealand On Air, the New Zealand Film Commission and the Broadcasting Standards
Authority are now sharing premises and some services. A sector working group is looking at shared
services opportunities for IT and HR.
For MCH greater use of the internet for service delivery creates savings opportunities. There are a
few cost effectiveness measures but MCH has introduced new measures ‘Cost per output hour for
policy advice’ and ‘cost per website visitor’ this year.

Financial Management
MCH has a small finance function (four people). The external auditors have rated the management
control environment as ‘very good’. As noted MCH has been subject to a fluctuating baseline as it has
taken on and delivered several major projects in recent years.
As a small agency undertaking such projects it has had issues managing spending and has had
considerable surpluses or expense transfers in recent years ($0.6 million 2009/10, $2.5 million
20010/11, $1.5m 2011/12 and $2.9 million 2012/13). As a result more rigour has been placed around
internal planning and budgeting, with budgets revisited twice a year. There have been recent
improvements to management reporting, with in particular a new quarterly report to MLT against
the business plan introduced from December 2012.
But MCH acknowledges that more needs to occur to integrate performance and risk with planning
and financial management. The end result needs to be that MLT and budget managers are engaging
with and using financial management to drive prioritisation and performance. There also needs to
be a medium term view – the PIF Self-review notes that with limited resources and the need to
deliver on short-term priorities, it is difficult to identify and give effect to longer-term strategic work
programmes
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Sector financial management issues include static government funding, increases in Lottery funding
potentially allowing some portfolio reprioritisation, sizeable reserves in some entities, and the
impact of the Canterbury earthquakes. MCH has not taken a strong leadership approach to date on
sector financial management issues, although some steps are underway. In line with this MCH’s
current draft Four-year Plan has a current, rather than a medium term, view. The proposed sector
strategy should help, although it will not be a quick fix.

Risk Management
MCH has a risk management framework but it has not been closely followed, and MCH seems to
have had an ad hoc approach to risk management. Strategic risks have been considered by MLT once
yearly. Operational and project risks have been considered by individual and project managers, with
few reporting or escalation provisions, or recording of mitigation actions. MCH does not have an
audit and risk committee nor an assurance programme, although in small agencies good internal risk
processes can compensate for these disciplines.
The PIF Self-review notes that while MCH staff are not always aware of the risk management policy,
and a structured approach is not always taken, risks are usually mitigated through action taken by
managers who have a strong awareness of risk management. This is not an adequate approach to
risk. However the PIF Self-review also notes that the risk management policy is currently being
refreshed, and this should provide a better approach, subject to it also then being fully implemented.
There has been unclear project scope and cost overruns on some of MCH’s major projects (eg, the
Frankfurt Book Fair and the National War Memorial Park). The Audit New Zealand Management
report for the year ended 30 June 2013 comments, in regard to the First World War Centenary
Commemorations, that the lack of a programme/project management methodology presents a
potential risk of management inconsistency and a risk that the projects may not be delivered on
time. The PIF Self-review notes there is scope for MCH to build a more structured approach to project
management. Proper project scoping, business cases, project commissioning, and improved ongoing
governance and reporting need to be introduced to assist good project delivery and to mitigate risk.
In particular MCH has little experience of capital projects and the risks of such projects need to be
better managed.
The PIF Self-review notes that policy decisions take account of risks to the Crown, but MCH is not
always able to convince other agencies to work with it on the risk areas identified. This is another
area where more work is required.
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APPENDIX A
Overview of the Model
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Lead Questions
Results
Critical Area

Lead Questions

Government Priorities

1. How well is the agency responding to government priorities?

Core Business

2. How effectively is the agency delivering each core business area?
3. How efficiently is the agency delivering each core business area?
4. How well does the agency’s regulatory work achieve its required impact?

Organisational Management
Critical Area

Leadership,
Direction and
Delivery

External
Relationships

People
Development

Element

Lead Questions

Purpose, Vision and
Strategy

5. How well has the agency articulated its purpose, vision and strategy to its staff and
stakeholders?
6. How well does the agency consider and plan for possible changes in its purpose or
role in the foreseeable future?

Leadership and
Governance

7. How well does the senior team provide collective leadership and direction to the
agency?
8. How well does the Board lead the Crown entity? (For Crown entities only)

Values, Behaviour and
Culture

9. How well does the agency develop and promote the organisational values,
behaviours and culture it needs to support its strategic direction?

Structure, Roles and
Responsibilities

10. How well does the agency ensure that its organisational planning, systems,
structures and practices support delivery of government priorities and core
business?
11. How well does the agency ensure that it has clear roles, responsibilities and
accountabilities throughout the agency and sector?

Review

12. How well does the agency monitor, measure, and review its policies, programmes
and services to make sure that it is delivering its intended results?

Engagement with the
Minister(s)

13. How well does the agency provide advice and services to its Minister(s)?

Sector Contribution

14. How well does the agency provide leadership to, and/or support the leadership of
other agencies in the sector?

Collaboration
and Partnerships
with Stakeholders

15. How well does the agency generate common ownership and genuine collaboration
on strategy and service delivery with stakeholders and the public?

Experiences of the Public

16. How well does the agency meet the public’s expectations of service delivery quality
and trust?

Leadership and
Workforce Development

17. How well does the agency develop its workforce (including its leadership)?
18. How well does the agency anticipate and respond to future capability
requirements?

Management of People
Performance

19. How well does the agency encourage high performance and continuous
improvement among its workforce?
20. How well does the agency deal with poor or inadequate performance?

Engagement with Staff

21. How well does the agency manage its employee relations?
22. How well does the agency develop and maintain a diverse, highly committed and
engaged workforce?

Asset Management

23. How well does the agency manage agency and Crown assets, and the agency
balance sheet, to support delivery and drive performance improvement over time?

Information Management 24. How well does the agency utilise information and communications technologies to
improve service delivery?
Financial and
Resource
Management

Improving Efficiency and
Effectiveness

25. How robust are the processes in place to identify and make efficiency
improvements?
26. How well does the agency evaluate service delivery options?

Financial Management

27. How well does the agency plan, direct and control financial resources to drive
efficient and effective output delivery?

Risk Management

28. How well does the agency manage its risks and risks to the Crown?
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APPENDIX B
List of Interviews
This review was informed by input provided by a number of MCH staff, relevant Ministers, and by
representatives from the following businesses, organisations and agencies.
Agency/Organisation

Auckland War Memorial Museum
Creative New Zealand
Department of Internal Affairs
Museum of New Zealand Te Papa Tongarewa
New Zealand Film Archive
New Zealand Film Commission
New Zealand Historic Places Trust
New Zealand Music Commission
New Zealand Symphony Orchestra
NZ On Air
Radio New Zealand
Sport New Zealand
Sue Sutherland Consulting
Te Matatini Society Incorporated
Te Puni Kōkiri
Upstart Press
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