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Executive Summary  

This study examines the impacts and opportunities for Māori from recent changes to 
social housing provision. In 2010 the Housing Shareholders’ Advisory Group (HSAG) 
established through the Minister of Finance and Minister of Housing identified the need 
for changes in the social housing sector in New Zealand. In response to the HSAG 
report and the recommendations therein, Cabinet adopted the Social Housing Reform 
Programme (SHRP). The programme is intended to improve the government’s 
investment in social and affordable housing; increase the number and diversity of 
social housing providers; increase the quantity of social housing stock; and better meet 
social housing needs.  
 
The key policy changes that have emerged from this reform programme are focused on 
reforms to housing provision by Housing New Zealand Corporation (HNZC) and 
changes to support third sector social housing providers. Changes to HNZC include 
reassessment of all housing stock, increasing supply in high needs areas, improving 
stock, and changing supply to best meet needs. The reform programme also adapted 
HNZCs mandate in order to meet housing needs for those in greatest need for the 
duration of their need. As a result, from 2011 only high criteria tenants were housed (A 
and B category) and tenants housed after 2011 were required to undergo three yearly 
reviews. From 2014, three year reviews will extend to include all tenants. In mid-2014 
housing needs assessments will be transferred to the Ministry of Social Development 
(MSD). Finally HNZC service provision has been streamlined and a 24 hour telephone 
service established while some local offices have been closed. 
 
Changes to third sector social housing provision were also implemented through the 
Social Housing Reform Programme. In order to increase the supply of social and 
affordable housing the Social Housing Unit (SHU) was established. The Unit 
administers the Social Housing Fund (SHF) and facilitates partnerships between key 
stakeholders. The May 2012 Budget approved $104.1 million over three years 
(2012/13–2014/15) for the Social Housing Fund, of which $13.8 million is allocated 
Pūtea Māori. Under the SHRP Income Related Rent Subsidies (IRRS) have also been 
extended to approved community housing providers. In order to support this reform 
package an additional $26.6 million was approved in the May 2013 budget.  
 
The key objectives of this research are to identify the impacts and potential impacts of 
these changes for Māori and to identify the opportunities for Māori whānau, hapū, iwi 
and organisations emerging as a result of the changes. Community responses to the 
changes are identified in the research. Some successful Māori housing providers and 
models are also identified and strategies and responses to the changes from Māori 
communities, whānau, organisations and individuals noted.  
 
Three broad areas of change corresponding to the policy changes were identified by 
Te Puni Kōkiri (TPK) for this research. The three areas investigated were based on 
HNZC housing redevelopments; HNZC changes to tenancy management and service 
delivery; and changes to social housing provision. Six locations around New Zealand 
were chosen by TPK and the Family Centre Social Policy Research Unit (FCSPRU) as 
case studies to examine the changes implemented through the SHRP. Two case study 
areas were chosen for each topic to ensure coverage across the three broad areas of 
policy change:  

 Glen Innes (Auckland) and Pomare (Lower Hutt) were identified as areas where 
HNZC is currently undertaking an extensive redevelopment programme  
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 Maraenui (Napier) and Fordlands (Rotorua) were identified as areas with 
concentrations of state housing  

 Kaitaia and Western Bay of Plenty (WBOP) were both identified as regions in which 
Māori social housing provision is developing successfully.  

 
The study is based on qualitative research conducted with interested parties in the 
case study areas including Māori tenants in state housing service providers and 
officials, Māori social housing providers, and Iwi representatives.  
 
Focus groups and interviews were conducted with key informants in each location. 
Interviews and focus groups were conducted kanohi ki te kanohi by Māori researchers. 
In each location a range of opinions was sought. In topics one and two focus groups 
with HNZC tenants and former tenants were held, service providers were interviewed 
and officials from central government organisations and local government were 
interviewed. In topic three officials from central government and local government were 
also interviewed, including officials from local and regional councils and the Māori Land 
Court. Iwi representatives and whānau participating in social housing provision were 
also interviewed. Of the housing providers interviewed none had tenants available to 
participate in this research however some of the providers were also beneficiaries of 
their own social housing endeavours and were able to comment as both providers and 
residents. HNZC officials were invited to participate in each location, however chose 
not to do so. HNZC have subsequently provided feedback which has been 
incorporated into the report. 
 
The key findings are outlined below.  
 

Key findings  

Changes to government provision of social housing for Māori  

Changes to the provision of social housing by HNZC had considerable impact on Māori 
whānau in Maraenui, Pomare, Glen Innes, and to a lesser extent Fordlands.  
 
Positive impacts 

Housing redevelopment and the provision of better quality, more suitable housing for 
families most in need of support was recognised by all as a positive outcome for HNZC 
tenants. The redevelopments in Pomare and Glen Innes are expected to provide 
better, warmer, drier houses which will more appropriately meet the needs of HNZC 
tenants, particularly in providing appropriate sized houses for whānau and individuals 
in need. However, it was thought by many of those interviewed in Glen Innes and 
Pomare that these positive outcomes would not benefit the tenants currently resident in 
the communities affected, as many current tenants were relocated outside of the 
redevelopment area. Furthermore, the redevelopments in Glen Innes and Pomare will 
reduce the number of HNZC properties in both areas. In Glen Innes 156 HNZC 
properties will be redeveloped to provide 260 new houses, of which only 78 will be 
owned by HNZC. Similarly in Pomare 89 houses have been demolished and around 
108 houses will be built, only 20% of which will remain in HNZC ownership. 
 
Negative impacts: Health and education 

Considerable negative impacts from HNZC changes to social housing provision were 
reported in several areas. The redevelopment process in Pomare and Glen Innes was 
disruptive and stressful for tenants interviewed. Tenants interviewed in Pomare and 
Glen Innes reported negative outcomes to health, education, crime rates, and sense of 
wellbeing. In Pomare and Glen Innes the local primary school roll was reported to have 
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fallen as a result of the redevelopment and associated relocations. Tenants interviewed 
in Pomare also reported poor educational outcomes for children who felt stigmatised at 
secondary school as a result of the redevelopment. Tenants reported financial impacts 
from relocations, as did the health clinic in Pomare. Health providers and tenants 
interviewed in Pomare noted that relocated tenants had enrolled with different General 
Practitioners (some with higher fees), and the health clinic had raised fees as a result 
of loss of patients. Furthermore, relocation had reduced the accessibility of 
neighbourhood and whānau support for tenants in Glen Innes and Pomare making it 
more difficult for tenants to easily attend health and other appointments.  
 
Negative impacts: Overcrowding and increased crime 

Changes to tenancy management, including the three-yearly review of tenant eligibility 
and the focus on A and B priority applicants introduced in 2011, caused increased 
family stress and in some cases overcrowding and unhealthy living conditions for 
whānau. In Maraenui tenants and officials interviewed reported increased rates of 
whānau moving in with extended whānau, and living in garages or lean-tos, as a result 
of the tighter eligibility. It was reported that whānau who had been assessed as 
ineligible for a state house (previously C or D priority) struggled to find affordable 
housing in the private market in Napier.  
 
In areas such as Glen Innes and Maraenui where the redevelopments and earthquake 
strengthening had resulted in a large number of empty houses, tenants and officials 
reported increased crime rates as the houses were stripped for on-sellable goods, and 
increased drug use among young people who temporarily occupied the empty houses. 
Tenants and officials interviewed in Maraenui and Glen Innes were concerned about 
the danger the houses posed in their unoccupied and unmaintained condition.  
  
Break-up of whānau  

In Pomare, Glen Innes, and Maraenui break-up of whānau, and loss of community 
networks and support were reported as the most serious negative outcomes of the 
changes to social housing provision within HNZC. Tenants in these areas described 
relationships between HNZC tenants as ‘like a whānau’. Some whānau had been living 
in state houses in the area over several generations. Particularly strong relationships 
had formed between these tenants often strengthened by intermarriage.  
 
Tenants interviewed in Maraenui, Pomare and Glen Innes also described the strong 
connection to place and whenua which had developed across multiple generations of 
HNZC tenants. For these families the relocation was culturally as well as physically and 
socially disruptive.  
 
Concerns identified 

Significant concerns over the changes within HNZC were raised by Māori interviewed 
including tenants, service providers, Iwi representatives and officials. Concerns were 
based on the perceived aims of the changes. This includes the removal of ‘anti-social’ 
elements within the neighbourhood, which was seen to disproportionately and often 
negatively affect Māori HNZC tenants as a social and ethnic group. Redevelopment in 
Glen Innes in particular was identified by some service providers and tenants 
interviewed as part of a history of relocating low-income Māori communities from 
desirable housing locations in order to ‘gentrify’ those areas. There is a history in 
Auckland of displacement of low-income families, particularly Māori and Pacific Island 
families, from inner-city neighbourhoods as housing gentrification occurs (Friesen, 
2009; Latham, 2003; Tanielu & Johnson, 2013; Scott, Shaw, & Bava, 2010).  
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Māori tenants were also perceived to be unfairly targeted as ‘anti-social’ tenants 
particularly in Maraenui and Pomare where gang-related activities had been widely 
discussed in the media. The discourses of the ‘anti-social’ Māori state house tenants 
were disputed by tenants, service providers and officials interviewed in Maraenui and 
Pomare who instead drew attention to the strengths of the community, the whānau-like 
nature of the community and support provided by tenants to each other.  
 
Communication and engagement 

Communication about the changes was viewed as inadequate by many tenants who 
felt disempowered and excluded from the design and implementation stages. Tenants 
in Pomare had not participated in early discussions about the Pomare redevelopment 
alongside other stakeholders such as HNZC, Lower Hutt City Council, Regional Public 
Health and New Zealand Police. In Pomare and Glen Innes on-going consultation 
about the changes was considered limited. Although HNZC and the redevelopment 
groups (City Living in Pomare and Creating Communities in Glen Innes) had held 
public meetings and hui, tenants, service providers and officials interviewed in Pomare 
and Glen Innes believed that consultation did not adequately listen to or respond to and 
incorporate tenant concerns. In Maraenui tenants and officials interviewed expressed 
hope that a more collaborative and consultative process would emerge if the currently 
empty houses were redeveloped.  
 
It was noted by some officials, tenants and service providers interviewed in Pomare 
and Glen Innes that the current style of consultation did not take into account Māori 
cultural understandings of consultation. It was thought that a more Māori consultation 
should allow space for stakeholders to state their opinions, debate their points and 
have their opinion heard and responded to in a more ‘hui’ like way. According to some 
tenants, officials and service providers interviewed this had not adequately occurred in 
Pomare and Glen Innes. 
 
Concerns were also raised by stakeholders about the manner in which information was 
delivered which was sometimes seen to unduly disadvantage Māori and low-income 
tenants. Letters informing tenants about the changes to HNZC were considered 
bureaucratic and impersonal by tenants interviewed in Pomare, Glen Innes and 
Maraenui. Tenants in these areas also said that letters were ineffective and a poor 
manner in which to communicate what was to many, devastating news. Furthermore, 
tenants in Pomare and Maraenui identified language and literacy skills as barriers to 
understanding proposed changes from HNZC for some tenants. Kanohi ki te kanohi 
was the preferred method of communication for many Māori tenants interviewed. 
Service providers interviewed in Glen Innes thought that HNZC had informed tenants of 
the changes in a culturally insensitive manner and wanted to collaborate with HNZC in 
the future to provide a better and more culturally appropriate model. 
 
Support received 

Tenants affected by the changes to social housing provision from HNZC had received 
support from various organisations including government agencies such as HNZC, Te 
Puni Kōkiri, and local government such as the Hutt City Council and Napier City 
Council. Tenants were also supported through iwi organisations, marae, various non-
government organisations such as Ahi Kaa in Pomare, community groups such as Tū 
Tangata Maraenui and social service providers such as the health clinic in Pomare.  
 
Changes to Māori provision of social housing  

Māori providers of social housing interviewed in Western Bay of Plenty and Kaitaia 
were developing and effectively building housing to meet whānau needs. Most Māori 
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social housing providers who participated in this research were small, whānau or hapū-
based, building fewer than 30 houses each, and engaged in increasing home 
ownership among whānau.  
 
Many providers interviewed were building on multiple-owned Māori land in rural areas. 
WBOP and Kaitaia have large areas of undeveloped, rural Māori land. Many of the 
housing providers interviewed had access to multiple owned Māori land which 
facilitated their ability to build houses for Māori whānau.  
 
Seven Māori social housing providers were interviewed for this report. The seven 
providers were Te Rūnanga o te Rarawa (Northland), He Korowai Trust (Kaitaia), 
Ahipara Whareuku project, Unaiki Mare Whānau Trust (Northland), Horaporaikete 
Trust (WBOP), Pukekohatu Trust (WBOP), Mangatawa Papamoa Blocks Inc. (WBOP), 
and Tauwhao te Ngare Trust (WBOP).  
 
All of the seven had become or were in the process of becoming Māori social housing 
providers. All except Te Rūnanga o te Rarawa were in the process of building or 
relocating housing for Māori. Te Rūnanga o te Rarawa was working with a bank to buy 
houses with whānau. All of the housing providers except Te Rūnanga o te Rarawa, and 
Horaporaikete Trust had received SHU funding in the 2012-2013 funding round for 
social housing provision.  
 
Positive impacts 

Positive impacts from Māori provision of social housing were noted by housing 
providers interviewed particularly the positive outcomes for low-income whānau, 
kaumātua, and kuia who were the tenants and buyers of homes. Positive health 
outcomes associated with warm houses and security of tenure were identified. Whānau 
and kaumātua health had reportedly improved as a result of secure and warm houses 
provided through Māori social housing organisations. Whānau and kaumātua health 
and wellbeing was central to the vision of all of the social housing providers interviewed 
in Kaitaia and WBOP. Improved connection to whānau and whenua was also 
considered a positive impact of Māori social housing provision. 
 
Officials interviewed noted that the development of Māori social housing in WBOP had 
increased Māori engagement with their home marae and had fostered connectedness 
with papa kāinga whenua. This improved connectedness with whenua was seen by 
officials and social housing providers as a positive outcome for Māori in WBOP and 
Kaitaia.  
 
Barriers identified 

Some barriers to the successful provision of social housing by Māori social housing 
providers interviewed were identified. Key barriers included costs (particularly resource 
consent and council fees). Housing providers in Northland in particular noted that 
council resource consent was “unaffordable”. In WBOP the District Council is 
committed to reviewing council and development fees for Māori social housing 
applications.  
 
Lack of available funding was also a significant barrier for some housing providers 
interviewed. The establishment of the SHU fund has facilitated social housing 
provision. The SHU administers a fund of $104.1 million over three years for all social 
housing providers of which $13.8 million is designated Pūtea Māori. However providers 
interviewed did not think that this funding met the social housing need in New Zealand. 
In Kaitaia some providers interviewed believed that the entirety of Pūtea Māori could be 
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used in Auckland alone and still not meet the social housing needs of that area. The 
cost of housing redevelopment was restrictive for many Māori social housing providers 
interviewed. Costs in both regions were escalated by council fees, development fees, 
and the need to develop infrastructure.  
 
The difficulty of obtaining consent to work on multiple-owned land (both from owners 
and from Councils due to zoning restrictions) was also noted as a significant barrier to 
social housing development by housing providers and officials interviewed in both 
regions.  
 
Success factors 

Significant elements of success included close working relationships between all 
parties involved (City and District Councils, funding providers, Iwi, Whānau trusts, 
Māori Land Court, environment authorities). This was particularly recognised in WBOP 
where relationships had been fostered through mutual collaboration to produce Te 
Keteparaha mō ngā Papakāinga toolkit and workshops. Relationships between 
organisations relied partially on good personal relationships and proactive leadership 
across organisations. Housing providers and officials interviewed in WBOP identified 
relationships as a significant aspect of the success of their project. The papa kāinga 
toolkit itself was also considered significant for the success of housing provision in 
WBOP.  
 
The importance of whānau and whenua in social housing  

It was found during this research that Māori attitudes to whenua and whānau or hapū 
identification were important issues for Māori when considering social housing. For 
organisations, iwi groups and whānau who were social housing providers or in the 
process of becoming so, whānau and whenua were significant motivators for their 
engagement in Māori social housing. These groups and providers identified the needs 
of whānau who were struggling in the private market, were isolated from their whānau 
or papa kāinga, or who suffered poor social, mental, and physical wellbeing as a result 
of housing circumstances or conditions. The responses to identified housing issues 
from Māori social housing providers interviewed were based on improved whānau 
wellbeing and improved whānau connection to whenua. Correspondingly positive 
impacts for whānau from housing redevelopments were identified. Whānau living in 
warm, dry, healthy, and secure housing would benefit from housing redevelopments 
and changes undertaken by HNZC and by Māori social housing providers.  
 
Conversely, whānau and whenua were also identified by tenants, service providers, iwi 
representatives, and officials interviewed as areas most negatively impacted by 
changes to HNZC provision of social housing. Redevelopments and the associated 
relocations were associated with loss or break-up of whānau and a cultural dislocation 
from land. Areas such as Maraenui, Glen Innes and Pomare were identified as having 
developed a hapū tanga containing real and proxy whānau. Neighbours were 
considered whānau through intermarriage and shared history by many tenants 
interviewed. Similarly, long standing connections with HNZC homes over multiple 
generations had fostered a connection to the area and land among many Māori HNZC 
tenants interviewed. This sense of connection may have been more closely associated 
with Māori concepts of kaitiakitanga rather than ‘ownership’ as such. As a result of the 
identified connections to people and land the impacts of the changes, relocations and 
redevelopment was described as extremely negative by many Māori tenants 
interviewed. This association with land and the importance of historical associations 
were also discussed by officials and service providers interviewed in Maraenui, Glen 
Innes and Pomare in particular.  
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The contrast between the negative responses of those impacted by the changes to 
state housing allocation and eligibility and the positive responses of those providing 
Māori social housing through their own organisations is very clear in this research. It 
suggests that when people are empowered to participate in addressing the problems 
they face they respond more positively than when decisions are made at a higher level 
allowing little room for choice and participation. 
  
Key recommendations 

In response to the key findings outlined above several recommendations are made in 
this report. These are summarised below. Further detail is provided in section seven. 

 

1. HNZC and other organisations with responsibility for housing redevelopments and 
tenant relocation engage respectfully with affected tenants and communities from 
an early stage and ensure there are appropriate support structures in place.  

2. MBIE, HNZC, MSD, SHU and TPK work together where appropriate to ensure 
vulnerable whānau have access to appropriate and sustainable housing, with 
opportunities to remain in preferred areas with existing support structures. This 
includes those tenants who are ineligible for the waiting list through changes to 
housing allocation policies, or who are required to move out of HNZC housing as 
part of tenancy reviews. Support should include prioritising extended whānau 
networks among Māori tenants when relocating, strengthening third party social 
housing providers (through funding and capacity building), and developing 
affordable renting and home ownership options for Māori.  

3. MBIE, HNZC, SHU and TPK prioritise and support local communities to identify and 
develop local solutions to meet their housing needs and aspirations, and to 
minimise harm, stress and disruption from housing policy changes.  

4. Organisations involved in supporting housing on Māori land, including MBIE, SHU, 
TPK, and local councils, provide more effective support for Māori housing 
providers, whānau and ahu whenua trusts and Māori. This support may include 
investigating the feasibility of a “one stop shop” for Māori housing providers, 
providing capacity and capability support for Māori housing providers, showcasing 
best practice, and improving financial and legislative support for Māori housing 
providers.  

5. Further research is undertaken to investigate impacts and opportunities, such as 
opportunities to leverage HNZC’s $multi-million asset base for innovative housing 
investment, and tracking the impacts of large scale redevelopments on existing 
tenants, from the time of the first discussions of the proposed redevelopment to 5 
years after the redevelopment is complete. 
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Introduction 

Social housing plays an important role in New Zealand housing provision. This study 
examines the impacts and opportunities for Māori from recent changes to social 
housing provision.  
 
Social and affordable housing provision in New Zealand was examined in 2010 and 
significant changes have been implemented through the Social Housing Reform 
Programme (SHRP) since 2011. The changes have a dual focus, the first has entailed 
a reassessment of the government’s role in social housing provision and the second 
involves increased funding opportunities to third-party social housing providers.  
 
The government primarily meets social housing needs through Housing New Zealand 
Corporation (HNZC) and through the Accommodation Supplement (AS). HNZC is 
mandated to provide affordable housing for those most in need for the duration of their 
need. The Social Housing Reform Programme has involved reassessing the role of 
HNZC. Changes have included enabling tenancies to be regularly reviewed from mid-
2014, and changes to HNZC waiting list criteria to now only house A and B priority 
applicants (those deemed to be in highest housing need). HNZC is also committed to 
reviewing their portfolio in order to best meet housing needs around New Zealand. 
Current stock is acknowledged as inadequate, and many houses are recognised as 
poor quality. Changing demographics mean stock does not now meet the needs of 
applicants. Several areas are undergoing significant redevelopments in order to best 
meet housing needs in these areas.  
 
The SHRP has also focused on increasing third-party social housing provision in New 
Zealand. Funding and regulation of non-state social housing is provided through the 
Social Housing Unit (SHU) established in 2011. Māori social housing providers may be 
supported through Pūtea Māori and the general fund in the SHU and through initiatives 
managed by Te Puni Kōkiri, HNZC and Kiwi Bank among others.  
 
This research examines the impact of these changes for Māori in six locations 
identified as significant. These are Pomare (Lower Hutt), Glen Innes (Auckland), 
Fordlands (Rotorua), Maraenui (Napier), Western Bay of Plenty, and Kaitaia 
(Northland). This research is primarily informed by interviews and focus groups 
undertaken in each of these key areas. Informants were tenants or former tenants, 
officials from key organisations involved, iwi leaders, and service providers in each 
location.  
 
Aims of the research 

The aim of this research is to assess the impact on Māori of the changes identified 
above, and to identify opportunities within the changes for Māori individuals, 
organisations, communities, whānau, hapū, and iwi. In particular this research identifies 
the early or potential impacts for Māori from the proposed changes, and the response 
strategies that are or have been used by whānau and communities affected by the 
changes. In addition the report identifies examples of successful Māori social housing 
models and assesses the barriers and keys to their success, as well as the impact of 
these housing models for Māori whānau and communities. Finally the report considers 
how whānau, communities, iwi and government can enhance the opportunities for 
Māori and mitigate against any unintended negative outcomes.  
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Outline of the report 

This report is divided into seven sections. Section one provides an overview and 
description of the changes to social housing provision in New Zealand identified as part 
of the SHRP. Changes to HNZC housing provision are first identified and described. 
Secondly the changes to third-party social housing provision are briefly discussed, 
including the establishment of the SHU and changes to Kāinga whenua loans.  
 
Section two identifies relevant international and national literature. This literature was 
used to inform the analysis carried out on the data provided in interviews and focus 
groups. The literature review examines briefly the housing context of New Zealand, 
Māori housing concepts, housing affordability and social housing provision. The review 
also discusses social outcomes relating to housing particularly benefits to health and 
education outcomes from affordable, secure, warm and dry homes. In addition the 
implications of social housing reform through redevelopment are briefly considered. 
Finally the context of Māori social and affordable housing provision is identified.  
 
Section three provides a description of the aims and objectives of the report. A 
description of the methodology followed is also provided. Qualitative fieldwork in each 
of these locations was undertaken by Māori researchers. Participants were identified by 
the funder (Te Puni Kōkiri) and by the researchers. Focus group participants and 
HNZC tenants were recruited through the research organisation connections with 
tenant support groups. Each of the case study areas is then identified and described, 
including general information on housing, HNZC stock, and changes underway (by 
HNZC and third-party social housing providers where relevant). 
 
The findings of this research are discussed in sections four and five. Section four 
identifies the impacts and opportunities for Māori from the changes to state provision of 
social housing. Positive and negative impacts and opportunities are identified from 
analysis of the interview and focus group data. Concerns and responses of tenants, 
relevant officials, and service providers interviewed are also identified and discussed. 
Section five contains an analysis of interviews with Māori social housing providers. The 
vision, impacts, barriers to success, and keys to success for Māori social housing 
providers in Western Bay of Plenty and Northland are also described.  
 
Section six provides a discussion of the findings identified in sections four and five. 
Discussion of the key themes and additional analysis is provided, particularly in regards 
to the concepts of Kaitiakitanga, hapū tanga, and gang-related issues as well as the 
wider context of Māori and housing policy in New Zealand.  
 
Section seven contains recommendations and conclusions based on the research 
findings. The findings and discussion indicate that the recent changes to social housing 
provision had significant impact on and opportunities for Māori in the six areas 
researched (Glen Innes, Pomare, Maraenui, Fordlands, Kaitaia and WBOP). 
Recommendations are based on these findings. Improved communication and 
engagement, and a consideration of culturally appropriate forms of communication, 
between HNZC, MSD and other relevant government organisations and communities 
affected by the changes implemented through the SHRP is recommended. MBIE, 
HNZC, MSD, SHU, and TPK are recommended to work together where appropriate to 
ensure sufficient and relevant support is provided to vulnerable whānau who are 
relocated due to redevelopment as well as those ineligible for HNZC housing due to 
housing allocation policy reviews. Additional recommendations include improved 
communication and engagement between organisations involved in social housing 
provision, including local and district councils, the Māori land court, the SHU, MBIE, 
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TPK, iwi and whānau groups, and environment councils. Finally it is recommended that 
further research is undertaken, such as to investigate innovative funding opportunities 
to leverage HNZC’s asset base for further investment.  
 
The changes implemented through the SHRP hold significant opportunities for Māori 
social housing providers and communities to design, develop and deliver innovative 
housing solutions.. These changes may also provide significant opportunities for low-
income Māori to move into secure long-term leases or home-ownership.  
 
The SHRP holds opportunities for the expansion of the third-party social housing sector 
in New Zealand. There are opportunities for government to engage with and gain the 
support of Māori organisations, leaders, service providers and tenants to provide social 
housing which meets the housing needs of an important section of New Zealand.  
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Section one: Overview of the Social Housing Reform 
Programme  

New Zealand’s social housing reform programme is shaped by the recommendations 
of the Housing Shareholders Advisory Group (2010). The key foci of the reforms are on 
refocusing government participation and fostering third-party participation in social 
housing. These changes include: 

1. reducing state delivery of social housing 
2. improving government efficiency in social housing 
3. increasing community delivery of social housing.  
 
The core aim of HNZC remains housing provision for those in the greatest need for the 
duration of their need. The focus of the reform programme is to increase and improve 
social housing provision across the state and non-state sectors.  
 
Since the recommendations were adopted by the government in 2011 practical reforms 
to social housing delivery have been undertaken. Core components of the changes 
include:  

 reassessment of state housing stock and reviewing appropriateness to meet 
current need, including redevelopment in some areas.  

 regular review of state house tenants for eligibility (from mid-2014).  

 streamlined delivery of HNZC services  

 transferral of tenant assessment and priority, reviews, and Income related rent 
subsidies (IRRS) to the Ministry of Social Development (MSD)1 

 establishment of the Social Housing Unit (SHU) to administer and fund non-
government social housing providers 

 extension of IRRS eligibility to third-party providers.  
 

Changes to HNZC provision of social housing  

1. Ensuring appropriate type, quality, location and number of State Housing properties 
through redevelopment 

2. Ensuring housing supply for those in greatest need for the duration of their need, 
addressing eligibility criteria and tenancy reviews 

 
HNZC stock is old, outdated, and does not meet current housing need. Nearly three 
quarters of HNZC housing stock was built before 1981 (HSAG, 2010, p.31), and 
houses have been described as “old, cold and mouldy” (HSAG, 2010, p.31). HNZC has 
implemented various policies to upgrade existing stock to meet current housing 
standards, including a modernisation programme, an energy efficiency retrofit 
programme, and the Healthy Housing initiative. Several redevelopment initiatives are 
also underway to better address housing needs in key locations. 
 
Housing demands are shifting and State Housing stock no longer adequately meets 
housing needs. In 2006 39 percent of State Houses were occupied by a single adult, or 

                                                
1
 Throughout this report HNZC is referred to in relation to tenancy management. It is recognised 

that MSD will take this role in the future and recommendations from this report include MSD, 
however, at the time of research tenants, service providers, and officials interviewed all referred 
to HNZC in relation to tenancy management and consequently this is reflected in the report.  
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by two adults without children, however 80 percent of HNZC stock consists of two or 
three bedroom homes (HSAG, 2010). At the same time, a limited number of four and 
five bedroom homes is leading to overcrowding in some areas. HNZC has identified 
that 14 percent of State Houses are vacant, 4.1 percent are under-utilised, and 4.2 
percent are overcrowded by two or more bedrooms (HSAG, 2010).  
 
HNZC has adapted its focus to ensure the provision of housing for those most in need 
for the duration of their need. This change has involved reviewing current tenant 
eligibility and processing only A and B priority applicants on the waiting list. In February 
2013 HNZC had 3,109 priority A and B applicants on the waiting list.  
 
Change outcomes 

The outcomes of the reforms for HNZC involved a shift of focus to delivering housing to 
high needs applicants for the duration of their need and on providing appropriate 
housing in appropriate locations.  
 
The shift to focus on those with the greatest needs resulted in several changes. The 
long standing ‘house for life’ approach2 has been discontinued and all tenancies will be 
regularly reviewed from mid-2014 (National Government Budget 2013). In order to 
focus on those in greatest need, only A and B priority applicants will be housed by 
HNZC. Applicants in A and B priority are those who are unable to afford and keep 
housing without assistance, low-income applicants, applicants who have been refused 
tenancy by private landlords, and applicants who cannot afford housing that is safe or 
big enough to meet their needs. HNZC assesses priority on a case-by-case basis. 
Those who have been assessed as C or D priority are provided with support and 
advice about private rental and home ownership or are referred to appropriate local 
council or community housing.  
 
HNZC has also reassessed housing stock and will focus on providing appropriate 
housing in high need locations. All housing stock will be reassessed and inappropriate 
housing sold or redeveloped. This includes reassessing the large number of old HNZC 
three bedroom houses, many of which may need significant repairs or earthquake 
strengthening. Most applicants to HNZC are individuals without children, childless 
couples, single parents with children, or large families. Three bedroom houses do not 
currently meet the needs of these demographic groups. Consequently more smaller 
houses (one or two bedrooms) and more large houses (four or five bedrooms) will be 
bought or built to best meet these needs. HNZC will sell some stock in low-demand 
areas and will focus on building up stock in high-demand areas, particularly Auckland. 
In several locations HNZC will undertake, or has already begun, major redevelopments 
whereby a significant quantity of stock in that location will be rebuilt to best meet 
needs. Some of this rebuilt stock will then be sold to private investors. Key locations 
currently under redevelopment are Glen Innes (Auckland), Pomare (Lower Hutt) and 
Christchurch.  
 
HNZC has also reassessed their service delivery model and has made two significant 
changes. Local offices in some areas were closed (such as in Maraenui) and a 24 hour 
0800 number was established to facilitate tenant contact.  
 

                                                
2
 HNZC has never officially held a ‘house for life’ policy. 
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Changes to third-party social housing provision policy 

Current government social housing reform is based on three objectives, to curtail the 
role of the state; to increase third-party participation in social housing; and to increase 
efficiency of state provision (HSAG, 2010). In order to increase third-party provision 
non-state social housing providers have been given increased funding and support.  
 
The community housing sector is undeveloped in New Zealand. In 2007 there were an 
estimated 160 non-profit community housing organisations, most of whom had a very 
small number of houses (a median of nine). Only three organisations surveyed owned 
more than 100 units (Productivity Commission, 2012). The Social Housing Reform 
Programme aims to grow the community housing sector and to this end has 
established the Social Housing Unit. However, according to the Productivity 
Commission it is currently unlikely that the community housing sector will be able to 
meet in entirety the needs of HNZC applicants assessed as C and D priority 
(Productivity Commission, 2012).  
 
Following recommendations from HSAG in 2010, the Social Housing Unit (SHU) was 
established with the mandate to support, monitor and fund approved third-party social 
housing providers. The SHU is responsible for allocating and administering the Social 
Housing Fund. The Social Housing Fund has $104.1 million available over three years 
for social housing providers. Within this fund a specific Pūtea Māori has been 
established. Pūtea Māori funding will distribute $4.6 million each year for three years. 
Pūtea Māori aims primarily to assist Māori social and affordable housing providers to 
increase social and affordable rental housing on multiple-owned Māori land. Pūtea 
Māori will also be available to Māori Housing providers for assisted home ownership 
schemes. The General Fund in the Social Housing Fund is also available to Māori 
social housing applicants. Social housing providers who wish to apply to the General 
Fund are required to pre-qualify with the SHU. However Māori housing providers who 
apply for Pūtea Māori funding are not required to prequalify as providers. 
 
Additional changes include changes to Kāinga Whenua loans to increase their 
availability and accessibility. Until recently Kāinga Whenua loans were only available to 
individuals, however, from mid-2013 these loans were also available for Māori land 
trusts. It is hoped that these changes will facilitate more Māori whānau into home 
ownership.3  
 
 
 

                                                
3
 Kāinga whenua loans are managed by HNZC and borrowed through Kiwi Bank. The 

government underwrites the loan. Normal home loan lending criteria applies for all applicants. 
Kāinga whenua loans are granted for the cost of the house only, not the land, therefore houses 
must be moveable unless alternative security is obtained. The uptake on Kāinga whenua loans 
has been extremely low in the past. 
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Section two: Literature review 

Introduction  

This literature review provides an overview of the literature concerning Māori and social 
housing in New Zealand. The review first identifies Māori concepts of housing and 
situates these within the current and historical context of New Zealand, including 
housing unaffordability. The background of social housing in New Zealand is then 
reviewed. The links between socio-economic outcomes and housing, including health, 
education and economic benefits are then identified. Social housing reform practices 
such as redevelopments and mixed tenancy approaches are then identified and 
discussed. Finally Māori experiences and participation in social housing are 
considered.  
 
Importance of housing  

For many people a home is at the centre of their lives. Housing is most fundamentally 
about meeting basic needs such as shelter, warmth and a place of security. However, 
housing may also meet social, cultural and economic needs. Many recognise that 
housing is more than simply shelter over one’s head, rather it is “fundamental to our 
economic and social wellbeing” (Productivity Commission, 2012, p.21). 
 
The right to adequate housing is recognised in the United Nations Declaration of 
Human Rights, article 25  

“everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and 
wellbeing of himself and of his family including food, clothing, housing and 
medical care and necessary social services” (UN, 1948).  

The Housing Shareholders Advisory Group (HSAG) noted that “shelter is one of the 
most basic human needs, but a home is much more than the place where we hang our 
hat: it gives our lives stability and permanence and contributes materially to our 
physical and social wellbeing” (HSAG, 2010, p.11). Quality and affordable housing is 
an essential part of decent living standards, and housing experiences have been linked 
to positive social, health and education outcomes. 
 
Housing Concepts for Māori  

Numerous understandings of ‘home’ and housing exist. These concepts vary across 
cultures and have changed over time. Māori understanding of housing and home is 
strongly linked to concepts of whenua (Waldegrave, King, Walker & Fitzgerald, 2006). 
Land is a significant factor in Māori identity (Bennett, 1979; Cloher, 2004; Mead, 2003; 
Walker, 1989, 2004). Researchers have noted that for Māori, land may be understood 
as a source of nourishment, identity and mana (Waldegrave et al., 2006). Historically 
tribal, hapū and whānau identity was linked to land. For individuals land may be 
turangawaewae or ‘a place to stand’. Prior to colonisation land was not owned by 
Māori, instead the relationship with land was about ‘guardianship’ (Mead, 2003). 
Historic and current Māori conceptions of land include economic use and production 
from land, however research indicates that “economic considerations were not the only, 
or even the most important, measurement of the importance of land to Māori” 
(Waldegrave et al., 2006, p.21).  
 
Māori use of land for kāinga or housing is strongly connected to these notions of land. 
Unlike many Pākehā conceptions of housing as meeting social and economic needs, 
researchers have argued that Māori value housing as a background for social 
interaction (Tocker, 1977). Māori use of housing varies also from mainstream use 
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particularly in accommodating whānau and meeting intergenerational housing needs 
(such as accommodation for kaumātua and kuia and whānau hui or tangi). In cities 
whānau often move to houses near their relatives and build a neighbourhood cluster. 
The Productivity Commission noted in the Housing Affordability Inquiry that “for many 
Māori communities, housing is valued more for keeping whānau connected to land, 
tradition, tūpuna, and their whānaunga, than as a financial investment” (2012, p.16). 
Māori are also more likely to express preference to live near whānau, and whānau and 
communities were identified in the inquiry as significant for resolving housing situations 
(Productivity Commission, 2012).  
 
Housing layout is also important for Māori. Precolonial housing and lifestyles were 
primarily communal and layout and design of houses and communities followed 
tīkanga separating eating, sleeping and cleaning functions. Waldegrave et al., (2006) 
found that housing layout remained significant for Māori today. They noted that housing 
“models that do not value the social, spiritual, and cultural/historical aspects of housing, 
as well as the economic and status aspects, are likely to be inadequate when 
addressing housing expectations and aspirations of Māori” (Waldegrave et al., 2006, 
p.23). 
 
As a group Māori “experience disproportionately poorer housing situations compared to 
the rest of the population” (Productivity Commission, 2012, p.17). Māori are the largest 
ethnic group housed by HNZC (HNZC, 2012), are more likely to be on the HNZC 
waiting list, more likely to be living in poor housing conditions, less likely to own a 
house (30.1 percent4 compared to 66.9 percent for the general population in 2006), 
and more likely to have low incomes (Statistics NZ, 2006a). 
 
Housing in New Zealand  

According to the Housing Shareholders Advisory Group report (2010) home ownership 
in Australia, Canada, the USA, the UK, France and the Netherlands increased between 
1991 and 2006. In comparison home ownership in New Zealand declined during the 
same period (HSAG, 2010). Home ownership has been falling since 1991 from 73.8 
percent in 1991 to 66.9 percent in the 2006 Census (Statistics NZ, 2006a; 
Demographia, 2013). Māori rates of home ownership are lower than Pākehā rates of 
ownership and have been so for a considerable period of time (Murphy & Cloher, 
1995). Furthermore, Māori rates of home ownership have been falling over a longer 
period than Pākehā ownership rates. Māori home ownership rates declined from 31.7 
percent in 2001 to 30.1 percent in 2006 (TPK, 2010). Auckland has the lowest rates of 
Māori home ownership despite a high Māori population. Murphy and Cloher (1995) 
draw attention to the manner in which government housing policies have affected Māori 
specifically. In particular, housing policy is largely based on a British model of home 
ownership centred on single-family habitation on freehold land, thus “the state helped 
create a system which was in many ways inimical to the housing aspirations of Māori 
communities” (1995, p. 326).Research carried out by Waldegrave, King, Walker, & 
Fitzgerald (2006) showed that home ownership is an aspiration for Māori whānau. 
However income remains a key barrier to Māori home ownership.  
 
Housing Affordability 

Declining ownership has been linked to housing affordability in New Zealand. Housing 
in New Zealand has been identified as unaffordable for many. Demographia identifies 
that “houses in New Zealand are now nearly 80 percent more expensive than the 

                                                
4
 See TPK, 2010 
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historic affordability housing norm of 3.0” (2013, p. 15).5 Housing affordability is usually 
measured by the relationship between income and the cost of accommodation (buying 
or rental) (Nelson, Pendall, Dawkins & Knapp, 2002, p.120).6  
 
Various measures of housing affordability have been identified. Housing affordability is 
considered by many to be when a household “can acquire use of that housing unit 
(owned or rented) for an amount up to 30 percent of its household income” (Miles, 
Weiss & Berens, 2000, p.293, cited in Susiliwati & Armitage, 2004, p.3; Nelson et al., 
2002; CHRANZ, 2006; Downs, 2002). Nelson, Pendall, Dawkins and Knapp (2002) 
refer to the shelter poverty measure which addresses the variable impact of income. 
They note that households with extremely low incomes may struggle to meet housing 
costs even when these costs make up as little as 10 percent of the household income. 
Some researchers have argued that housing affordability should also take into account 
access to services and travel times (Nelson et al., 2002; Quigley & Raphael, 2004). 
Low income families who spend less than 30 percent of income on housing may, as a 
result of housing location, spend a disproportionate amount on required transport 
(Nelson et al., 2002, p.120) 
 
In New Zealand housing affordability is most often understood as when a household in 
the lower 40 percent income group spend no more than 30 percent of gross income on 
housing (rent or mortgage) (CHRANZ, 2006). The Productivity Commission report 
notes that low income renters in New Zealand are likely to spend more than 30 percent 
of their income on rents (2012). High rent has health and social implications for families 
(particularly low income families) and also for the country as a whole (pressure on 
health providers etc.) (Productivity Commission, 2012, p.203).  
 
Housing costs which account for more than 30 percent of household income are likely 
to cause financial stress to households. Research indicates that low-income families 
are likely to spend a greater percentage of income on housing expenses, in some 
cases around 50 percent (Quigley & Raphael, 2004). Māori are more likely than non-
Māori to experience housing affordability stress, with 6.9 percent of households 
surveyed in 2011 spending more than 60 percent of total income on accommodation 
compared to 5 percent of non-Māori (Flyn, Carne & Soa-Lafoa’I, 2010).  
 
Research on the causes of unaffordable housing identify international pressures, such 
as the global recession, and national influences such as regulatory practices, building 
restrictions or land costs. Demographia argue that housing unaffordability is caused by 
land regulation and restrictions, “overwhelming economic evidence indicates that urban 
containment policies, especially urban growth boundaries raise the price of housing 
relative to income” (2013, p.3). Higher house prices impact rental markets which affects 
low-income households the most. Demographia’s stance on the relationship between 
land regulation and housing affordability has been critiqued (Gurran, 2008). In contrast 

                                                
5
 Demographia calculate housing affordability using a median multiple. The median multiple is 

calculated by dividing the median house price divided by gross before tax annual median 
household income. An affordable median multiple rating is considered 3.0 or under. By this 
measure much of New Zealand housing is considered severely unaffordable. This measure is 
widely used including by the World Bank.  
6
 Auckland is the most unaffordable area, with a median multiple of 6.7, followed by 

Christchurch (6.6), Tauranga-Western Bay of Plenty (5.9), Wellington (5.4), and Dunedin (5.1). 
All of these key areas were rated as severely unaffordable. Palmerston North, Napier-Hasting, 
and Hamilton were ranked as seriously unaffordable (4.4, 4.5, and 4.7 respectively). According 
to Demographia, there are no affordable markets in New Zealand. 
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Costello and Rowley found that in Australia “releasing large quantities of land in an 
area does not automatically increase housing affordability” (2010, p.18). Smart growth 
or urban constraint remain popular urban planning policies and are widely used 
throughout New Zealand (for example current Auckland Council policy).  
 
The causes of housing unaffordability are complex. According to the Productivity 
Commission inquiry (2012) housing affordability in New Zealand is influenced by:  

 lack of supply  

 high cost of land in New Zealand  

 fragmented and unproductive ‘cottage industry’ building industry (see also 
Demographia, 2013) 

 smart growth policies restricting land expansion 

 global events including monetary policy in US; high saving in some Asian and oil 
exporting countries; securitisation of loans in the US; relaxed credit standards 
globally  

 population growth (including rising net migration) 

 low interest rates 

 increased GDP (rising household incomes) 

 low New Zealand exchange rate until 2003 

 lack of affordable housing being built – supply is currently based on the luxury end 
of the market as land is expensive and developers maximise profit through 
housing.  

Housing affordability has broad socio-economic impacts including economic growth 
(Productivity Commission, 2012), social wellbeing and health, civic engagement and a 
sense of community (Roskruge, Grimes, McCann, & Poot, 2011), family and social 
stability (Glaeser & Shapirio, 2002), and better living standards.  
 
Housing quality 

Housing stock in New Zealand is often criticised as being of poor quality, particularly 
rental properties many of which are damp, draughty and cold (Buckett, Jones & 
Marsten, 2011; HSAG, 2010). Poor quality housing, high rental prices and high 
electricity costs provide particular pressure on low-income families in New Zealand. 
Research from University of Otago, Department of Public Health showed that lowest 
decile income earners spent an increasing proportion of income on energy, and that 
those most likely to be in poor quality rental accommodation are likely to spend an 
estimated 13 percent of income on energy in the home (Productivity Commission, 
2012, p.203).  
 
Social housing in New Zealand 

Social housing in New Zealand is understood as the provision of affordable housing to 
those who cannot otherwise meet their own housing needs (HSAG, 2010). The 
Productivity Commission inquiry recognised that “the role of social housing is to provide 
a stable, quality environment for this to occur within” (2012, p.218). Housing needs 
which may prompt recourse to social housing range from extreme (homelessness, 
sleeping rough or in improvised accommodation, caravans, camp sites, boarding 
houses) to private renters who are unable to find affordable accommodation or have 
been refused private rental multiple times.  
 
Provision of social housing in New Zealand has traditionally been the role of the 
government through the supply and management of State Houses and through the 
provision of an accommodation supplement to low-income tenants in private rentals. 
Government social housing policies are historically linked to political positions from 
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successive centre-left and centre-right governments. The current social housing reform 
programme in New Zealand is the latest in a series of reforms.  
 
Although some state provided social housing was built early in the twentieth century, 
social housing in its current form in New Zealand was established through the 
extensive building of state houses by the First Labour Government in the 1930s to 
meet recognised housing problems (Murphy, 2003b). Between 1936 and 1949 State 
housing grew to approximately 26,000 homes across New Zealand (HNZC, 2013a). In 
1974 the Housing Corporation was established as the tool through which state 
intervention in housing was delivered (Murphy, 2003b).  
 
The late 1980s and 1990s saw the implementation of neoliberal policies across many 
government services, although the reforms did not impact strongly on the provision of 
housing until the 1990s. Housing reform of this era focused on moving away from 
supply-side housing interventions to rely on market interventions. Reforms were 
introduced by the National government throughout this period. The Housing 
Restructuring Act was introduced in 1992 to reform housing provision (Thorne, 2006). 
Management of Housing Corporation properties (State Houses) was transferred to 
Housing New Zealand (HNZ), a newly formed profit-based entity. At this time Income 
Related Rent Subsidies (IRRS) for state housing tenants were stopped in favour of an 
Accommodation Supplement (AS) provided to all low-income families, and market rents 
in state owned social housing were introduced. In addition the neoliberal agenda saw 
the sale of state housing as part of the privatisation of state assets (Thorne, 2006). 
Between 1992 and 1999 Housing New Zealand reduced their portfolio by over 10,000 
houses (Thorne, 2006). Murphy argues that housing reforms during this time the 
market was privileged as the means to improve social outcomes. This ignored issues 
such as “discrimination in the housing market, the inelastic nature of housing supply, 
the high transaction costs of moving within the rental market […] and the uneven power 
relations between landlords and tenants” (2003b, pp.120–121) 
 
It is argued by some that social housing reform in the 1990s, particularly reform to 
IRRS, increased housing related poverty throughout New Zealand (Thorne, 2006, 
Murphy, 2003b). In 1999 the incoming Labour-led Government reintroduced IRRS and 
halted the sale of state houses. The Accommodation Supplement was retained to 
support low-income families not in State Housing. In addition HNZ was again re-formed 
to become Housing New Zealand Corporation. The new organisation was to include a 
broader focus on policy and research and had a strong social (rather than profit) base 
(Murphy, 2003b). 
 
Since the late 1990s, government owned social housing stock has again grown to 
approximately 69,000 properties (representing around 5 percent of New Zealand’s 
housing stock), with approximately 200,000 tenants (HNZC, 2013a). Some HNZC stock 
is in need of upgrading with only 11 percent of state housing built in the last 20 years. 
In 2009 social housing in New Zealand accounted for one in five of all dwellings 
(HSAG, 2010, p.16), including state housing and all Accommodation Supplement 
recipients.7 Most HNZC tenants receive Income Related Rent Subsidies (IRRS) with 
only about 5,000 tenants able to pay market rent (HNZC, 2013a). Social housing needs 
are currently met primarily by the Government through HNZC and the Accommodation 

                                                
7
 The Accommodation Supplement is administered through MSD. In the year to June 2011 

government expenditure on the accommodation Supplement was $1.2 billion (Productivity 
Commission, 2012). According the Productivity Commission report approximately 280,000 
renters in the private market receive the AS (2012, p.202) 
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Supplement, and partly through third-party social housing providers (mostly not-for-
profit) funded privately and through government organisations (such as SHU).  
 
The demand for social housing is strong in New Zealand. There are currently estimated 
to be 3,500 high needs applicants on the waiting list. However, the Productivity 
Commission report (2012) considered this an underestimate and believed the number 
could be much higher. The highest need area is Auckland, with an estimated shortage 
of 5,000 houses (Productivity Commission, 2012). Current HNZC housing stock is 
comprised primarily of three bedroom family homes which are considered no longer 
suitable for many current applicants who are mainly larger families, single parent 
families, or single applicants. Over one third of HNZC occupants are Māori (37 percent) 
and another third are Pacific peoples (36.6 percent) (HNZC, 2012). 
 
New Zealand has an underdeveloped community housing sector when compared with 
like countries such as the Netherlands and the United Kingdom who have both 
successful developed community housing providers (HSAG, 2010). New Zealand 
community housing stock is estimated to account for 1.2 percent of the total housing 
stock in New Zealand (Productivity Commission, 2012). The Centre for Housing 
Research Aotearoa New Zealand (CHRANZ) (2007) estimates that there are 160 non-
profit community housing groups. The median number of houses owned by each 
organisation was nine. However 58 percent of organisations did not own any housing, 
and only three owned more than 100 each. City councils are significant social housing 
providers. Wellington and Christchurch City Councils are both large providers with 
2,300 and 2,640 units respectively.  
 
International experience suggests that community housing providers are better able to 
manage community development and provide a ‘wrap around service’ for complex 
interconnected needs than government (Cowan & Maclennan, 2008). However, some 
concerns exist as to whether the community housing sector can effectively meet future 
demand for social housing in New Zealand (Productivity Commission, 2012, pp.223–
224). The impact of pressure on non-government social housing providers may have a 
detrimental effect on long term gains made through state housing provision.  
 
HNZC policy has recently been changed away from long term tenancies to providing 
for tenants in greatest need for the duration of their need. The 2013 budget announced 
that all HNZC tenants will now undergo regular reviews to assess eligibility. It was 
estimated in the 2013 budget that 3000 HNZC tenants currently paying market rent will 
move to the private housing market over the next three years (MBIE, 2013a; Minister of 
Housing, 2013).  
 
Housing and social outcomes: Health and Education  

Health  
Poor quality housing is associated with negative health outcomes for residents 
(Thomson & Petticrew, 2005; Krieger & Higgins, 2002; Allen, 2000; Baker, Zhang & 
Howden-Chapman, 2010; Bay of Plenty District Health Board, 2008; RPH, 2011), 
particularly for children (James & Saville-Smith, 2010; RPH, 2011). Poor quality or 
insecure housing “is known to have a marked effect on people’s health” (Baker, Zhang 
& Howden-Chapman, 2010). Home ownership may provide financial and psychological 
security for residents, while rental accommodation is likely to be poorer quality, and 
those who rent are likely to have lower incomes and experience higher levels of 
insecurity. Home ownership has been linked to improved health and better quality 
housing for residents. However, home ownership may also cause stress for those who 
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struggle to meet mortgage repayments or are in mortgage arrears (Thomson & 
Petticrew, 2005).  
 
Poor quality and unaffordable housing is likely to have a range of health impacts. 
These include increased transmission rates of infectious diseases (Krieger & Higgens, 
2002), increased overcrowding, poor mental health and increased health inequality 
(Baker, Zhang & Howden-Chapman, 2010). Overcrowding is associated with increased 
transmission of infectious diseases and is more common in low-income households. 
Housing insecurity and overcrowding were also linked to negative psychological health 
outcomes in some research (Evans, 2008). According to Baker, Zhang and Howden-
Chapman (2010) housing quality contributes to health inequality in New Zealand (p.10). 
They note that “cold, damp, mouldy housing affects people’s health and wellbeing, as 
well as their use of health services” (p. 10).  
 
Social housing has been shown to provide positive health outcomes for tenants (Baker, 
Zhang & Howden-Chapman, 2010). Baker, Zhang and Howden-Chapman found that 
HNZC tenants had lower hospitalisation rates than private tenants for most health 
conditions, “placement of housing applicants into social housing is associated with a 
significant drop in hospitalisation rates for almost all health outcomes” (2010, p.7). 
 
Education 
Researchers have found some association between housing and educational 
outcomes for children however these links are more tenuous than that with health 
(James, 2007). Lubell and Brennan note that “stable, affordable housing may provide 
children with enhanced opportunities for educational success” (2007, p. 2). In contrast 
poor quality and overcrowded housing is associated with poor education achievement 
in children (Phibbs & Young, 2005; Braconi, 2001; James & Saville-Smith, 2010). Key 
housing issues affecting educational achievement are family mobility and overcrowding 
(both caused by unaffordability and scarcity of housing), and school absenteeism as a 
result of high mobility or illness (Lubell & Brennan, 2007). In New Zealand, research 
indicates that high mobility and housing insecurity is linked with negative education 
outcomes for children, particularly among renters (James & Saville-Smith, 2010). 
Families who rent were also more likely to experience overcrowding which, as 
identified, may contribute to negative education outcomes for children. Māori are more 
likely than Pākehā to live in overcrowded housing (Statistics NZ, 2012). 
 
Research has identified residential stability as a significant factor in education 
achievements for children. Cunningham and MacDonald (2012) noted that “children 
who experience homelessness or are living in overcrowded, doubled-up situations may 
lack the necessary tools to do well in school” (2012, p. 6). Overcrowding may reduce 
parental responsiveness, increase noise and chaos, and reduce available physical 
space, all of which may contribute to poor educational outcomes for children living in 
overcrowded homes (Brennan, 2011). In addition families experiencing high levels of 
housing stress may consider school work a low priority (Cunningham & MacDonald). 
Housing related health problems have also been identified as related to (though not 
necessarily causing) negative educational outcomes such as low school attendance 
and achievement (Cunningham & MacDonald, 2012).  
 
In contrast good quality and affordable housing is associated with positive education 
outcomes. Brennan (2011) noted that stable, affordable housing reduces family 
mobility and thus disruption to schooling. Affordable housing may also reduce 
household stress and overcrowding which have been shown to lead to negative 
educational outcomes (Brennan, 2011; Braconi, 2001). Affordable quality housing 
reduces health risks which may impact children’s education experiences and learning 



 

14 
 

and lead to school absenteeism (Brennan, 2011). In addition, affordable housing 
reduces homelessness among families with children thus improving educational 
outcomes for those children. 
 
In New Zealand research has identified frequent mobility as detrimental to children’s 
education outcomes (Biddulph, Biddulph & Biddulph, 2003). Māori children have 
particularly high mobility and may consequently experience associated poorer 
education outcomes. Overcrowding was also connected to inability of students to 
complete homework (and subsequently may affect educational outcomes) (Biddulph, 
Biddulph & Biddulph, 2003; Viggers, Free & Howden-Chapman, 2008). Financial 
constraints and limited housing affordability “make it very difficult, if not impossible, [for 
caregivers] to provide their children with books, a computer and study desk, holidays 
away from home and visits to places of interest, or academic assistance” (Biddulph, 
Biddulph & Biddulph, 2003, p. 92). For these children, the cost of housing may have a 
flow on impact to their schooling experiences, and access to positive educational 
outcomes may be limited. Research in New Zealand also linked poor education 
outcomes with cold, damp houses. It was noted in one study that cold, damp housing 
exacerbate respiratory diseases which were the leading cause of school absenteeism 
(Viggers, Free, & Howden-Chapman, 2008).  
 
Meeting social housing needs through renewal and redevelopment 

Social housing provision is often associated in formal and informal discourses with a 
concentration of low-income families, frequently ethnic minorities, with high rates of 
crime, unemployment, ill-health and poor quality housing. Often high density social 
housing communities and people within these geographical locations are stigmatised 
through this characterisation. Furthermore these communities are frequently 
pathologised as socially dysfunctional and/or criminal and social and racial narratives 
may be invoked to describe social housing tenants (Minto Resident Action Group, 
MRAG, 2005).8 In consequence efforts are frequently made to ensure better quality 
housing is made available, and to regulate concentrations of social housing. Regulation 
of social housing is often applied through a mixed-tenure model or pepper-potting.9 
Redevelopment of social housing, particularly the introduction of mixed social housing, 
is sometimes seen as the solution to the ‘problems’ found in high density social 
housing. Redevelopments responding to social concerns have mixed outcomes for 
affected communities (particularly social housing tenants). 
 
The key proponents of the mixed social housing model hope to foster social 
relationships between various groups, encourage tolerance, and reduce antisocial 
behaviour (Gwyther, 2009; Morris, Jamieson & Patulny 2012). It is further hoped by 
some mixed social housing advocates that the model ‘elevates’ low-income household 
values through contact with affluent neighbours (Sarkissian, 1976). Mixed-tenure, 
although popular in policy, can produce varied positive and negative outcomes for 
former tenants (Kleinhans, 2004; Goodchild & Cole, 2001; Fraser & Nelson, 2008). 
Empirical studies verifying the positive impact of mixed social housing are inconclusive 
(Atkinson, 2005; Graham, Manley, Hiscock, Boyle, & Doherty, 2009; MRAG, 2005). 
Morris, Jamieson & Patulny (2012) reviewed 11 studies on mixed tenure housing and 

                                                
8
 Researchers have noted that social housing debate may implicitly and explicitly link to 

discussions on race, power and identity. Dufty (2009) has identified how race and racism is 
strongly linked to social housing narratives in Australia.  
9
 In New Zealand in particular pepper-potting is also associated with attempts to assimilate 

Māori families into Pākehā communities (Hill, 2012). Thus for many Māori the concept of 
‘pepper-potting’ may have particularly negative connotations.   
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found that study outcomes were varied with improvement in physical environment 
identified as the only consistent positive benefit of mixed tenure housing. However the 
individual impacts on a ‘day to day’ basis for tenants is hard to verify and may not be 
definitively positive (Cole & Goodchild, 2001; Goetz, 2002). Mixed-tenure social 
housing “should be approached with a substantial dose of circumspection, sensitivity to 
contextual nuance, and modest expectations” (Productivity Commission, 2012, p. 
227).10  
 
Critics of the mixed-tenure model argue that tenants and former tenants may 
experience widespread negative impacts, including to health and mental wellbeing as a 
result of mixed social housing. Negative impacts result when tenants are isolated from 
support networks and feel socially isolated in their new environment. Attention has also 
been drawn to the concept of ‘elevating’ tenants through association with middle class 
ideals. Such a concept assumes that the ‘problems’ found within high density social 
housing estate are inherent to that location (and tenants) and should not be addressed 
through wider structural change (Darcy, 2010; Dufty, 2009). In consequence the 
causes of poor social outcomes for social housing tenants, housing unaffordability, or 
of poor access to quality housing are left unaddressed. Gwyther (2009) has strongly 
criticised the desire to ‘elevate’ low-income social housing tenants through association 
with ‘middle class’ home owners and argued that it is unlikely to achieve the desired 
positive change. Gwyther places this desire within discourses of neoliberalism, social 
capital and a ‘moral underclass discourse’ (2009; see also Darcy, 2010).  
 
Redevelopment projects undertaken to increase mixed ownership and to improve 
housing quality may also have mixed impacts on tenants in social housing properties 
(Kleinhans, 2003). Research from the Dubbo transformation in New South Wales, 
Australia, indicates that crime and assaults have dropped considerably since the 
redevelopment of the Gordon Estate. However, forced relocations in social housing 
often for the purpose of ‘gentrification’ or redevelopment are associated with multiple 
negative effects, including impacts on health and financial loss for relocated tenants 
(RPH, 2011). Impacts to health from housing redevelopments are hard to assess as 
the original residents may be relocated so that the actual health benefits from the new 
houses are not experienced by those tenants (Thomson & Petticrew, 2005).  
 
Allen (2000), in research on housing regeneration in the United Kingdom, noted that 
tenants found the process stressful and some expressed concern over the lack of 
control experienced by tenants. Allen found that this was in contrast to the rhetoric 
about housing renewal which usually focusses on the positive outcomes including 
increased control and “happier and healthier communities” (2000, p.454). Although 
relocating to a new area (with better housing) has been noted to improve health 
outcomes and opportunities, the process of relocating has been recognised in several 
studies as causing stress and may be a “health-damaging life event” (Thomson & 
Petticrew, 2005, p. 14).  
 

                                                
10

 The impact of mixed-tenure social housing on Māori tenants should be especially considered. 
Recent research by Bécares, Cormack, and Harris (2013) indicated that “increased Māori ethnic 
density is associated with decreased reports of poor/fair self-rated health and doctor diagnosed 
common mental disorders, as well as with decreased reports of experienced unfair treatment, 
personal attack, and any racial discrimination” (pp.79–80). Thus dispersal or separation of Māori 
tenants from areas with high density Māori HNZC tenants may have hitherto unrecognised 
health-related ramifications. 
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Limited engagement and consultation between housing providers and tenants, and loss 
of community and social networks may contribute to tenant stress and dissatisfaction 
during relocations (Wilcox, 1998; Goetz, 2005; Speller & Twigger-Ross, 2009; RPH, 
2011; Thomson & Petticrew, 2005; MRAG, 2005). Thomson and Petticrew note that “it 
is important to negotiate with residents involved in proposed housing changes and 
general regeneration projects” (2005, p.24). Loss of community support networks and 
community sense of identity may be particularly significant for tenants relocated from 
social housing (RPH, 2011).  
 
Māori and Social housing  

As acknowledged earlier, Māori housing needs and conceptions of housing may vary 
from mainstream or Pākehā needs and concepts. A connection to whānau, tūpuna, or 
whenua is often considered more important than financial investment. A number of 
factors impact on Māori housing including  

“tenure rates and housing conditions. Unemployment, low incomes and large, 
young families all play a role in hindering households obtaining a suitable 
affordable dwelling. Discrimination and the location of available housing may 
also hamper Māori obtaining decent accommodation” (BOP District Health, 
2008, p.13). 

In 2012 Māori were the largest ethnic group of occupants in HNZC housing, 37% of 
HNZC tenants were Māori (HNZC, 2012). Māori were also the second largest group on 
the waiting list, and the majority of Māori on the waiting list were in severe (A or B) 
need. As of December 2009 Māori received 27 percent of all Accommodation 
Supplement allowances (Flynn, Carne, & Soa-Lafoa’i, 2010). Several initiatives have 
been developed to better provide social housing for Māori historically including rural 
land development loans. Current initiatives include Kāinga Whenua loans, Special 
Housing Action Zone funding (SHAZ), and Pūtea Māori allocation through the SHU. 
Māori social housing provision may play an important role in meeting the needs of 
Māori low-income whānau, however, such housing provision is at very early stages for 
most Māori organisations involved. 
 
Limited research on Māori conceptions of social housing has been undertaken, 
although many iwi, hapū and whānau groups have a history of engagement with social 
housing. Research indicates that Māori resources (social and economic) may be 
significant in meeting Māori housing needs; “social and cultural resources that whānau 
and communities can bring to bear are essential for resolving the housing and other 
social issues they face” (Office of the Auditor General, 2011, p.246).  
  
There is a recognised strong demand among Māori for affordable homes especially on 
their own land  

“there was significant demand from Māori individuals and organisations to use 
their land for housing, given appropriate support and regulation. Māori land is 
considered to be taonga tuku iho, a treasure handed down through the 
generations. Māori land has significant cultural and social value, and the desire 
to live on the land is often described in terms of fostering wellbeing for the 
community and as a source of mana” (Office of the Auditor General, 2011, p.23) 

Various barriers to affordable housing on Māori land such as lack of financial backers, 
planning restrictions, rates arrears, lack of infrastructure and consent difficulties have 
been identified (Office of the Auditor General, 2011).  
 
The process of building on Māori land may be fraught. On multiple-owned Māori 
freehold land the average number of shareholders is 86 (Office of the Auditor General, 
2011) and agreement on land use must be reached among shareholders. In addition 



 

17 
 

legislation and land use restrictions may impede development on Māori land. Although 
intentions are positive many “initiatives are not effectively targeted and the processes 
are not streamlined” (Office of the Auditor General, 2011, p.9). Furthermore many 
agencies are involved including banks, the Māori Land Court, Te Puni Kōkiri, local 
Māori trust boards, Iwi organisations, City and District Councils, and Environment 
Councils. Advice given by such organisations may conflict and is often difficult to locate 
(Office of the Auditor General, 2011, p. 51). There is lack of coordination and 
understanding across agencies including across government agencies.  
 
In response to recognised Māori housing needs and aspirations attempts have been 
made to increase housing on Māori land and the provision of social housing by and for 
Māori. However policies to foster development of Māori housing provision have only 
recently been implemented and barriers to change still exist.  
 
Summary  

Housing is a fundamental human right. Housing plays a vital role in the mental, 
physical, social and cultural health and wellbeing of communities and individuals. 
Conceptions of housing are culturally specific. Māori housing concepts vary from other 
cultures and are linked closely to the cultural importance of whenua and whānau.  
 
New Zealand is currently experiencing a housing shortage. Housing is severely 
unaffordable in all major urban centres and also throughout rural areas and home-
ownership is decreasing in New Zealand. New Zealand currently has a poor supply of 
housing stock to meet housing needs.  
 
Social housing in New Zealand has played a significant role in meeting housing needs 
through the provision of affordable housing to families and individuals in need. Social 
housing provision in New Zealand has largely been through the provision of state 
housing and the accommodation supplement to low-income families. Social housing 
provision in New Zealand is influenced by political ideology and has altered over time 
to reflect successive governments aims and policies.  
 
Research has shown that housing is associated with social outcomes such as health 
and education. Safe, warm, secure and affordable housing has been linked with 
positive social outcomes for residents, particularly for children (Braconi, 2001; 
Biddulph, Biddulph & Biddulph, 2003; Brennan, 2011; Baker, Zhang & Howden-
Chapman, 2010). 
 
Social housing tenants, both in New Zealand and overseas are often stigmatised and 
social housing is frequently associated with ‘problem’ areas identified as low-income, 
high crime, low education and poor health. In addition to meeting the housing needs of 
families otherwise unable to access safe healthy housing, social housing policy may be 
concerned with minimising these ‘problem’ areas. Whereas historically social housing 
tended to be concentrated in certain areas, current policy in New Zealand (and 
internationally) advocates a mixed tenure social housing model, whereby rental social 
housing is interspersed with private ownership and affordable housing. Mixed tenure 
housing may have positive social outcomes for residents, however these have not 
been conclusively demonstrated in empirical research (Goetz, 2002; Atkinson 2005; 
Atkinson & Kintrea, 2000; Morris, Jamieson & Patulny, 2012). Mixed tenure housing 
may also lead to a sense of isolation and extensive loss of community support for 
social housing tenants.  
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Mixed-tenure ownership is often achieved through redevelopment of areas with high-
density social housing and may require the complete demolition of some houses and 
extensive relocation for social housing tenants. Such redevelopment may result in 
significant negative short to medium term impacts for social housing tenants. 
Relocation may negatively impact health and education outcomes, social stability and 
cohesion, and sense of cultural identity (MRAG, 2005; Thomson & Petticrew, 2005). 
Research indicates that redevelopment may be emotionally, physically and mentally 
damaging for social housing tenants (RPH, 2011).  
 
Extensive social housing redevelopments and introduction of a mixed-tenure housing 
model have been criticised particularly for the social and racial implications of this 
policy (Darcy, 2010; Dufty, 2009; Gwyther, 2009). Already marginalised low-income 
families/individuals and ethnic minorities are frequently the groups most affected by 
social housing policy changes. These groups are often those with the least ability to 
influence policy or redevelopments in their favour.  
 
The impacts of social housing redevelopments and mixed-tenure social housing for 
Māori may vary from international research. Māori housing experiences in New 
Zealand have a complex history influenced by colonisation, extensive rural to urban 
migration, and by traditional concepts of kāinga, whenua, and whānau (Hill, 2012). 
Māori are currently the largest ethnic group housed by HNZC (HNZC, 2012). Māori 
may also have particular connections to both whenua and whānau which shape their 
housing experiences (Waldegrave et al., 2006), regardless of whether they live in 
social or private housing. The combination of these factors indicate that Māori 
experiences of the current changes to HNZC social housing provision are likely to be 
particular to Māori and may potentially be more negative than the experiences of non-
Māori, particularly Pākehā, social housing tenants. Similarly current changes to third 
party social housing provision may provide opportunities that are unique to Māori, and 
Māori social housing providers may be able to meet the needs of Māori whānau in a 
way which is culturally informed.  
 
Māori conceptions of housing can be different from non-Māori, and subsequently 
housing needs for Māori may also differ from Pākehā and non-Māori groups. Social 
housing provision by Māori housing providers is in early stages of growth. Recent 
changes to social housing policy have facilitated growth however significant barriers 
have been identified in recent research (Office of the Auditor General, 2011). Māori 
participation in social housing provision has varied.  
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Section three: Research overview  

In this section the aims and objectives are briefly identified and expanded upon, 
following which the methodology adopted by the researchers is discussed. The case 
studies are then outlined including general information about each area, HNZC 
properties within each location, and housing (re)developments that are underway within 
each area.  
 

Aims and objectives of report 

This research aims to identify the impacts on and opportunities for Māori whānau, 
hapū, iwi, and organisations, from the Social housing Reform Programme. 
 
The guiding questions were:  

1. what are the early or potential impacts of the changes for Māori from the SHRP 
2. what responses to the changes have Māori in the affected communities used, and 

how successful have these been 
3. what are some Māori social housing models, and how successful are they 
4. what strategies should be considered by affected groups (iwi and hapū, 

government bodies, Māori tenants, and service providers) to enhance the 
opportunities and diminish any potential impact from the SHRP? 

 
The research was based on three topic areas which were used as a guideline to 
assess the changes occurring through the SHRP. The topic areas chosen were:  

1. HNZC housing redevelopments 
2. HNZC changes to tenancy management 
3. social and affordable housing provision and support 
 
Under each topic additional questions were developed in order to gain further 
understanding of the questions identified above.  
 
Limitations of the research 
This research interviewed tenants, officials and service providers in specified areas. 
Many of these people were upset about the changes or concerned over the 
consequences of the changes implemented by HNZC. Although, as identified in section 
three below, positive outcomes were recognised by those interviewed, serious negative 
outcomes were also discussed. It is recognised that there may be tenants (and 
possibly other organisations and community groups) not interviewed who see the 
redevelopments and changes in a more positive light. For example, although some 
relocated tenants were interviewed, many were not. Some other relocated tenants may 
have expressed greater satisfaction with their changed circumstances. Similarly some 
businesses may have been more positive about the changes implemented by HNZC.  
 
In the light of this limitation it is important to note that it was not within the remit of this 
research to provide equal representation of positive and negative impacts, but rather to 
gain an understanding of the current and potential impacts of the changes for Māori 
and to identify opportunities for Māori from the changes. Thus, in seeking interview 
participants, the researcher’s primary aim was to speak to those who had been 
impacted by the changes in the areas where they occurred. Interviewers were also 
instructed to ask all interviewees about the positive outcomes of the changes. This 
report reflects what was said in those interviews and focus groups. It is not possible in 
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research of this scale and type to interview every person connected with the changes 
even if all agreed to be interviewed.  
 

Methodology 

This research comprised of focus groups and individual interviews conducted in six 
regions throughout New Zealand. These regions were Pomare (Lower Hutt), Glen 
Innes (Auckland), Maraenui (Napier), Fordlands (Rotorua), Western Bay of Plenty and 
Kaitaia (Northland). These locations were chosen to reflect the topic areas outlined 
above. A significant number of HNZC properties in Glen Innes and Pomare are 
currently undergoing redevelopment. Maraenui and Fordlands were identified as areas 
with concentrations of state housing where HNZC changes to tenancy management 
were potentially or demonstrably affecting Māori tenants and applicants. Kaitaia and 
WBOP were chosen as areas where Māori social housing providers are increasingly 
active and are successfully building, buying, and managing properties for Māori 
whānau. Details of the research interviews and focus groups can be seen in Table 1 
below.  
 
Table 1: Fieldwork locations and details 

Location  Type Type of interviewee  

HNZC Housing redevelopments 

Pomare and 
Glen Innes 

3 focus groups (total 
20 participants) 
13 key informant 
interviews  
 

Tenants  
Iwi representative/Māori organisation interested in 
redevelopment 
Official (TPK) 
Service providers 
Community group representatives 

Changes to HNZC tenancy management 

Maraenui and 
Fordlands 

2 focus groups (total 
17 participants) 
11 Key informant 
interviews 

Tenants 
Former Tenants  
Community group representatives 
Official (City council) 
Service providers  
Official (District Council) 

Social and Affordable housing provision by MǕori organisations 

Western Bay 
of Plenty 
(Tauranga) 
and Kaitaia 

1 focus group (total 5 
participants) 
16 key informant 
interviews 

Community Group representatives 
Officials (City Council) 
Whānau trusts

11
 and Social housing providers 

Rūnanga representative 
Official (Council) and Māori trust representatives 

 
A qualitative approach was chosen as the most appropriate research model to identify 
the impacts and opportunities for Māori from changes to social housing provision.  
 
Informants 

Focus groups were undertaken in four out of the six locations, Glen Innes, Pomare, 
Western Bay of Plenty and Maraenui. Focus groups had between five and eight 
participants. Some difficulties were encountered in locating participants for focus 
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 Most of the social housing providers interviewed were Māori Trusts and most were whānau 
trusts established in order to provide whānau social housing on multiple-owned Māori land.  
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groups in the remaining two locations, Fordlands and Kaitaia. In Fordlands the HNZC 
changes to service delivery and tenancy management including tenant allocation had 
not had a significant impact according to informants. In Kaitaia and WBOP many of the 
trusts interviewed were in the process of building social housing and did not yet have 
tenants/owners who could be interviewed. However, in these locations some of those 
providing social housing were also beneficiaries of that housing provision. Most Māori 
social housing providers interviewed in WBOP and Kaitaia were whānau or ahu 
whenua trusts who aimed to provide secure and healthy housing for whānau or hapū 
members. Some of these provider/recipients were interviewed in WBOP and Kaitaia.  
 
Key informant interviewees were identified by TPK, the FCSPRU, and local 
stakeholders. Informants in each location had the aims of the research outlined and 
were invited to participate by the researchers. Focus group participants were identified 
with the assistance of key informants and other stakeholders in each area and through 
contact with community organisations.  
 
In each research location representatives from HNZC were invited to contribute to the 
research, however they declined to do so in each of the regions visited. Information 
about HNZC and their implementation of changes to social housing provision was 
gathered primarily from the HNZC website,12 from research and reports published by 
HNZC and others, and from HNZC Statement of Intent 2013– 2016 and Strategic Plan. 
HNZC also made available data from each location, specifically the number of 
applicants on the waiting list (Māori and non-Māori), number of tenants in HNZC 
properties (Māori and non-Māori), number of vacant properties and reasons for 
vacancy, household composition and length of tenure, number of overcrowded 
households, and number of tenants who receive Income Related Rent Subsidy (IRRs).  
 
Question lines 

Question lines were developed in consultation with TPK and were informed by existing 
literature and the research goals. Following the first focus group the question lines 
were reviewed and adapted to more clearly respond to desired research outcomes. 
Questions were open-ended. Appendix A sets out the question line structure for the 
three topic areas.  

Key questions were based on:  

 what has changed in HNZC stock, criteria, or service provision in each area 

 the attitudes from tenants, officials and service providers towards the changes 

 the impacts of the changes on current tenants and potential and former tenants  

 the types of support provided to tenants affected by the changes, and responses to 
the changes from tenants, community groups, service providers, and officials 

 suggested alternatives to the changes proposed or undertaken by HNZC, or 
alternatives to the delivery model used by HNZC to implement changes 

 
Kaupapa Māori research 

A kaupapa Māori approach was followed at all stages of the research process. 
Kaupapa Māori has been described simply as research by Māori, for Māori, and with 
Māori (Smith, 1999; Walker, Eketone, & Gibbs, 2006). Kaupapa Māori research 
methodologies seek to decolonise the research process through intentionally 
privileging Māori ways of knowing and working within a specifically Māori cultural 
framework (Mahuika, 2008; Walker, Eketone, & Gibbs, 2006). In order to achieve this 
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 http://www.hnzc.co.nz/ 

http://www.hnzc.co.nz/
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interviews and focus groups were led by Māori researchers and were conducted kanohi 
ki te kanohi. If desired by the interviewees, interviews were also conducted in te reo 
Māori. Focus groups and interviews were all digitally recorded and consent, both verbal 
and written, obtained before each interview or focus group. Focus groups and 
interviews with tenants provided an opportunity for their experiences of the social 
housing changes to be discussed and questioned in depth.  
 
Analysis and discussion  

Information from each topic was gathered and analysed within each topic area. 
Interview and focus group transcripts were coded and analysed across topics. Data 
were analysed under a two-fold coding process. Manifest codes following the interview 
schedule and question line development were initially identified (David et al., 2004). 
Manifest codes are based on pre-developed question lines and seek to respond to 
those questions. In this research manifest codes were based on understanding the 
rationale for social housing provision changes, attitudes towards and impacts of these 
changes, and the emerging responses to changes to social housing provision. 
Following this analysis latent coding to identify developing themes was undertaken 
(David et al., 2004). Latent coding seeks to identify broad concepts and issues 
discussed by research participants. In this research latent codes such as whānau, 
community, identity, assumptions and security emerged as significant for research 
participants. Key themes were identified and then summarised at the end of each 
section. Several themes emerged as relevant across topics.  
 
On representation 

Although ‘Māori perspectives’, ‘impacts on Māori’ and ‘Māori opportunities’ are spoken 
of throughout, this report, this is not intended to homogenise Māori experiences or 
opinions. Māori individuals have “a variety of cultural characteristics and live in a 
number of cultural and socio-economic realities” (Durie, 1996, p.464). In this report 
Māori perspectives and experiences refer only to those who were interviewed, or, when 
spoken by an informant refers to their conception of Māori perspectives, experiences 
and opinions. 
 

Case study overview  

In order to investigate the impact of changes to social housing provision six locations of 
interest were identified. These are Glen Innes (Auckland), Pomare (Lower Hutt), 
Fordlands (Rotorua), Maraenui (Napier), Kaitaia (Northland) and Tauranga (WBOP). 
 
Glen Innes and Pomare are the current focus of housing redevelopments by HNZC. 
They have been identified as areas with large numbers of HNZC properties which do 
not currently meet need. Many are relatively old three bedroom houses on large 
sections. HNZC has identified shifting housing requirements in these areas, including 
demand for more large family homes, and for more small one or two bedroom units for 
single applicants and applicants without children.  
 
Maraenui and Fordlands were identified as areas with concentrations of state housing 
where tenants may have been affected by housing stock upgrades or by changed 
eligibility criteria and tenancy management.  
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Te Tai Tokerau/Northland and Tauranga Moana/Western Bay of Plenty are both high 
priority housing areas. Both regions have poor housing affordability compounded by a 
severe housing shortage.13  
 
Glen Innes 

Glen Innes developed primarily as a state housing suburb in the 1950s to support the 
manufacturing industries in the surrounding suburbs (Scott, Shaw, & Bava, 2010). 
Many of the houses were lived in by World War II returned soldiers many of whom 
were offered housing support by the government of the time. The suburb was further 
bolstered by Māori rural to urban migration throughout the 50s and the population has 
also changed with increased Pacific immigration into Auckland (Friesen, 2009; Latham, 
2003; Scott, Shaw, & Bava, 2010). Today Glen Innes is ethnically diverse with high 
Pacific (over 40 percent) and Māori populations (over 20 percent). (Statistics New 
Zealand, 2006b).  
 
Glen Innes has high levels of deprivation and poor health outcomes. Median personal 
income at the 2006 Census was $19,200 in Glen Innes West and $18,400 in Glen 
Innes East.14 Government spending per household on health, education, social security 
and housing in the Tāmaki area exceeds spending per household throughout New 
Zealand (Bodman, n.d.). The population of Glen Innes is youthful, the median age in 
Glen Innes West at the 2006 Census was 27.5 and in Glen Innes East was 26 years, 
compared to the median across Auckland city of 33 years.  
 
Homeownership in the Tāmaki area is very low; 28 percent compared to 66.9 percent 
for New Zealand as a whole (Statistics NZ, 2006b). The Tāmaki area is dominated by 
state housing. HNZC owns between 50 and 60 percent of all the housing in the Glen 
Innes and Panmure area. The table below describes HNZC properties in Glen Innes 
and Panmure.  
 
HNZC properties in Glen Innes and Panmure at March 2013 

HNZC properties total  1197 

Māori households
15

 293  

HNZC under redevelopment July 2013 
(Stage 1) 

31 

Targeted for redevelopment 156 

HNZC demolished or sold
16

 21 (17 demolished) 

Projected HNZC owned following 
completed redevelopment 

78 

(HNZC, 2013b) 
 

                                                
13

 Demographia (2012) identifies Tauranga/Western Bay of Plenty as severely unaffordable with 
a median multiple of 5.9. In comparison Wellington has a median multiple of 5.4 and Auckland 
(New Zealand’s least affordable housing market), a median multiple of 6.7.  
14

 This compares to the median personal income of $26,100 in Auckland city and the New 
Zealand median of $24,400. The median income for Māori across the Auckland region was 
$25,300 (Statistics NZ, 2006b). 
15

 Based on primary tenant 
16

 Including houses pending sale 
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The most common HNZC household composition in Glen Innes is one parent with 
children for both Māori and non-Māori households (HNZC, 2013b). Of a total 1197 
HNZC houses in the area 21 are untenanted (but lettable) and 31 are under 
redevelopment (HNZC, 2013b). A further four have been sold and 17 demolished 
(HNZC, 2013b). The number of households on the HNZC waiting list for Glen Innes is 
213, just over half (117) of whom are listed as C or D priority (HNZC, 2013b). Tenants 
in Glen Innes (Māori and other ethnicities) currently have long tenancy tenures, with 
more than half of the current tenants on over five years tenure (HNZC, 2013b). Almost 
all tenants in Glen Innes pay Income Related Rent (IRR) (HNZC, 2013b). 
 
Summary of redevelopment 
Glen Innes has been the target of urban renewal discussions for nearly 20 years. In 
1998 the Glen Innes Community Development Project team held a three day hui with 
the community to discuss the needs of the area, and out of this hui the Glen Innes 
Charette was produced as a guiding document for development in the area. Between 
2000 and 2007 consultations between the Glen Innes community and the Auckland 
City Council about development in Glen Innes was undertaken. In 2007 the Tāmaki 
Transformation Programme was established as an intergovernmental agency to direct 
urban renewal in Tāmaki. In 2012 the Tāmaki Redevelopment Company Limited (TRC) 
was established to take over direction of redevelopment in the Tāmaki area.17  
 

Recent redevelopment Timeframe  

Prior to 2007 Consultation between Glen Innes and Auckland City Council about the 
shape of urban renewal in the area 

2007 Tāmaki transformation project established 

2012  Partnership between Auckland Council and Crown to establish TRC.  

2012 HNZC begins to notify affected tenants of proposed changes 

2012 HNZC sends out first eviction notices to tenants. Tenants assisted to 
relocate to new properties. 

2012 Community Hub established to provide support, advocacy and advice to 
affected HNZC tenants 

2012 Creating Communities win contract to redevelop Glen Innes State housing 

March 3013 Remaining tenants in properties affected by stage one redevelopment 
notified.  

July 2013 All tenants in affected properties for stage one relocated 

July 2013 Stage one redevelopment building begins. 

December 2013 Stage one completed, 49 new houses built in Glen Innes. 

 Stage two commencement date unspecified 

 
The TRC was created through an agreement between the Crown and the Auckland 
Council as the entity charged with the regeneration of the Tāmaki area. The purpose of 
the TRC is to support Tāmaki residents and families, strengthen the local economy, 
optimise available housing and use of land, and lift prosperity and wellbeing in the 
area. The TRC will work with a range of government and nongovernment agencies,  
and local residents, businesses, service providers, and nongovernmental 

                                                
17 See http://www.tamakitrc.co.nz/ for additional information 

http://www.tamakitrc.co.nz/
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organisations.18 The TRC released a draft strategic framework in June 2013 for 
consultation which will be finalised in September 2013. The regeneration of the Tāmaki 
area is expected to take 15 to 25 years.  
 
The goals of the Tamaki Transformation include improving lifestyle and culture, 
fostering talent and creativity, and building places and neighbourhoods. Desired 
outcomes include warm, modern homes, successful businesses, thriving town centres 
and great neighbourhoods.  
 
The current changes to HNZC housing in Glen Innes are part of this wider regeneration 
plan for the Tāmaki area in Auckland directed through the TRC. In 2012 the 
redevelopment of HNZC stock was contracted by HNZC to Creating Communities, a 
conglomerate of three partners.19 Creating Communities aims to deliver efficient land 
use and provide a mix of houses to meet the housing needs in Glen Innes, including 
HNZC housing, affordable housing, privately owned housing, and rental properties. The 
houses will range from small two bedroom units to four and five bedroom family homes. 
The average section site will reduce from 840sqm to 400sqm, allowing for higher 
density housing.  
 
HNZC has identified 156 houses across two areas in Glen Innes for housing 
redevelopments. It is intended that out of the sale of the 156 HNZC houses, at least 
260 new homes will be built. HNZC will own and lease 78 of the new houses. At least 
39 houses will be offered as market-based affordable houses, and the remainder will 
be for private sale. An additional 40 HNZC houses in Glen Innes will be modernised 
during the redevelopment. Both areas under redevelopment are high density state 
housing, largely built between 1940 and 1960. Many of the homes under 
redevelopment no longer meet HNZC criteria or standards.  
 
Area A is located north of the Glen Innes town centre between Apirana Avenue, Saint 
Helliers Bay Road and West Tāmaki Road. Area A contains 111 HNZC homes of which 
only 43 are currently tenanted. Area B is located in Glen Innes East to the North of the 
Point England reserve and between Taniwha Street and West Tāmaki Road. Area B 
contains 45 state houses, 29 of which are tenanted. The redevelopment in Area B will 
not include any new state housing, only private and affordable housing. In March 2013, 
70 affected tenants in Areas A and B had already chosen to relocate to other state 
houses, 72 families remained in their affected state home, and 14 houses were vacant. 
 
Creating Communities will begin development in Area A in July 2013. The first stage of 
the development will involve the removal and demolition of 18 HNZC houses. These 
houses will be replaced by 49 new homes, of which 24 will be State houses. Of the 18 
HNZC homes identified for redevelopment, nine were still occupied in March 2013, the 
remainder were already vacant or demolished. These tenants were notified of the 
redevelopment timeframe in March and assisted to relocate by July 2013 in order for 
the redevelopment to begin. The new houses are due to be completed by the end of 
2013. The first stage of the redevelopment will contain a mix of two to five bedroom 
houses. Creating Communities and HNZC have not specified a starting date for stage 

                                                
18

 This includes the Ministry of Social Development (MSD), Ministry of Business Innovation and 
Employment (MBIE), Treasury, Housing New Zealand Corporation (HNZC), Te Puni Kōkiri, 
Ministry of Pacific Island Affairs, New Zealand Police, Auckland District Health Board, Ministry 
of Education, Auckland Council, mana whenua (Ngati whatua o Orakei, Ngati Paoa, and 
Ngaitai) 
19

 Arrow International, Hopper Developments, and Southside Group Management. 
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two of the redevelopment. The redevelopment of Area B will not begin for at least a 
year.  
 
Glen Innes residents, community groups, and service providers have been aware of 
and participated the planning of urban renewal in Glen Innes since the Glen Innes 
Charette. HNZC has provided information on their website and communicated with 
tenants about the redevelopment. Tenants are kept informed through letters from 
HNZC. Since 2011 when the redevelopment was first announced to the public HNZC 
has published a quarterly Glen Innes redevelopment project newsletter to inform 
affected communities, each newsletter is available on their website. HNZC have also 
attended community meetings to discuss the changes. In addition HNZC have held 
information drop-in sessions at the Glen Innes Public Library, most recently in March 
2013.  
 
Service providers and community groups are supporting affected HNZC tenants and 
providing advocacy and advice. The Community Hub was established in 2012 in order 
to mitigate some of the negative impacts around communication between HNZC and 
tenants. The Hub was established by the office of the Member of Parliament for Tāmaki 
Makaurau and the Minister of Māori Affairs (Dr Pita Sharples) to provide advocacy, 
advice and support for HNZC tenants affected by the redevelopment. Communication 
support, advocacy and advice for tenants has also been provided by the Ruapotaka 
marae and the Family Centre Glen Innes. Mana Party representatives have also 
attended protests held by HNZC tenants in Glen Innes.  
 
Some Glen Innes HNZC tenants and community supporters have been very vocal in 
their opposition to planned redevelopment and tenant relocations throughout 2011, 
2012 and 2013. There are frequent small protests against the removal or demolition of 
houses. Most recently protesters from Glen Innes attended the presentation of the draft 
strategic framework for Tamaki regeneration on 18 June 2013. Several larger protests 
have also been held, including in November 2012 a march to Parliament with HNZC 
tenants from Maraenui and Pomare. However, the protests are not necessarily widely 
supported throughout Glen Innes and some media coverage has noted positive 
responses to the changes.  
 
Summary 
The redevelopment of HNZC properties in Glen Innes is at the early stages of building. 
In total it is expected that 156 properties will be demolished and 260 new houses built, 
of which 78 will be owned by HNZC. 
 
In 2012 Glen Innes HNZC tenants were informed of the redevelopment plans and 
between 2012 and 2013 affected tenants were offered relocation to another HNZC 
property. Throughout 2012 and 2013 some HNZC tenants have taken the opportunity 
to relocate and some vacated houses have been demolished or removed. The 
redevelopment will occur in stages across Glen Innes. Tenants in properties affected 
by later stages will not be relocated until their property is due to be developed, 
however, tenants in these areas may relocate earlier if they so choose.  
 
The first stage of the development will involve 18 HNZC houses in Glen Innes West. All 
tenants in those properties have been relocated and some of the houses already 
demolished. Creating Communities has been selected as the developer, and is due to 
start building in July 2013. By December 2013 Creating Communities expects to 
complete 49 houses for the first stage of the redevelopment, 24 of these houses will be 
owned by HNZC.  
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Some HNZC tenants have found the redevelopment and required relocation very 
stressful and have, alongside community groups, protested against the redevelopment. 
HNZC tenants affected by the redevelopment have been offered support, advice and 
advocacy from the Ruapotaka Marae and community groups in Glen Innes such as the 
Family Centre and the Community Hub.  
 
Pomare 

State Housing in Pomare was developed immediately following World War II to meet a 
growing need for cheap housing in the Wellington region. Much of HNZC stock in 
Pomare was built in the 1950s and no longer meets HNZC standards or tenants needs. 
Pomare is historically an area with high density HNZC stock. In some areas of Pomare 
state housing accounted for nearly 100 percent of the street. This was the case in the 
area currently under HNZC redevelopment on Farmers Crescent. In Taita North HNZC 
owns approximately 31 percent of the housing stock (Statistics NZ, 2006b). 
 
As in Glen Innes, Pomare has high deprivation levels. The median income in Taita 
North is $17,900, compared to the New Zealand median of $24,400 (NZ Census 2006), 
and compared to the median income in Lower Hutt of $27,300. The area is also 
younger than the Hutt City as a whole with a median age of 29 compared to a median 
age of 35.1 (Statistics NZ, 2006b). 
 
The area has strong historical gang associations. HNZC has held concerns over anti-
social, particularly gang-related, behaviour in Pomare in the past. HNZC has argued 
that the redevelopment in Pomare will create safer communities.  
 
Summary of redevelopment 
 
HNZC stock in Taita North at March 2013 

HNZC properties total  297 

Māori households
20

 98 

HNZC under redevelopment 
July 2013  

89 in Pomare  
4 in Taita North 

Targeted for redevelopment 89 

HNZC demolished or sold
21

 89 

HNZC owned after 
development  

Projected up to 20 percent of 
total redeveloped 

(HNZC, 2013c) 
 
As of 31 March 2013 there were 261 tenanted State Houses in Taita North (including 
Pomare) (HNZC, 2013c). An additional 31 lettable houses were untenanted and four 
were under redevelopment. A further 219 people were on the waiting list for a HNZC 
property of which 200 were listed as A or B priority, indicating a high housing need in 
the Taita North region (HNZC, 2013c). Just over a third of HNZC tenants in Taita North 
were Māori (98 households) (HNZC, 2013c). More than half of all tenants in Taita North 
had lived in their HNZC property for more than five years. Single-parent households 
with children were the most common household composition for Māori and other 

                                                
20

 Based on primary tenant 
21

 Including houses pending sale 
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ethnicities, followed by one person households (HNZC, 2013c). Almost all tenants in 
Taita North paid Income Related Rent (IRR) (HNZC, 2013c).  
 

Timeframe for current redevelopment in Pomare 

2009 HNZC begin discussion with Pomare community and HNZC tenants 
about redevelopment of Pomare HNZC stock 

2009 – 2011 HNZC issue eviction notices for remaining tenants and demolish 89 
houses 

2011 Pomare HNZC tenants and community groups hold an occupation of 
affected properties to protest demolitions 

2011 Community groups Positive Pomare and Community Voice support 
tenants affected by the redevelopment and advocate on their behalf  

2011 - 2012 Pomare redevelopment opened for development proposals. Shortlisted 
companies notified in February 2012 

October 2012  City Living appointed development partner by HNZC 

November 2012 Pomare HNZC tenants and community groups march to Parliament to 
protest HNZC action 

January 2013  City Living releases draft Pomare redevelopment plan for community 
consultation 

February 2013 City Living launch the Pomare redevelopment project 

February to July 
2013 

City Living plan construction  

November 2013 City Living plan to begin construction  

 Complete construction.  

December 2014 Intended completion date for first two stages of development – City Living 
has not announced a completion date. 

 
HNZC first proposed redeveloping Pomare housing stock in 2009. Stock was 
recognised as old and unsuitable for current tenants. Community groups and HNZC 
tenants in Pomare were notified of the possibility of redevelopment and consulted with. 
HNZC had historically struggled to fill empty houses in Pomare and at the time of the 
demolitions over half of the houses were vacant. HNZC linked this difficulty in tenanting 
houses in Pomare to reported anti-social behaviour in HNZC houses and vandalism of 
empty houses in Pomare. In response to on-going maintenance issues, increasing 
crime and anti-social behaviour and as part of the wider HNZC redevelopment plans 
and housing stock assessments, HNZC demolished 89 houses in Pomare between 
2009 and 2011.  
 
Early in 2012 HNZC invited groups interested in partnering with HNZC on the 
redevelopment to submit proposals. City Living was contracted by HNZC as its 
development partner in the Pomare redevelopment in October 2012. City Living is a 
Wellington based property development company with extensive experience in both 
commercial and residential development in the Wellington region. City Living intends to 
work with a team of specialist consultants22 on the Pomare redevelopment project in 
order to meet the affordable housing and community development needs of the project. 

                                                
22

 The consultants are The Property Group Limited, Harrison Grierson Consultants, Roger 
Walker Architects, and The Professionals–Hutt City. 
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Since winning the development contract City Living has also established a working 
group containing Pomare community members and Iwi representatives. 
 
City Living has produced a draft proposal for the redevelopment and in January 2013 
released this proposal for consultation with residents, community groups, local 
government and service providers. They plan to build between 100 and 110 new 
homes on the sites of the 89 demolished homes. The redevelopment project is still in 
the consent stage and the exact number of homes will depend on final consent 
conditions.23 The new homes will be a mixture of two to five bedroom houses. Up to 20 
percent of the new houses will remain under HNZC management, while the remainder 
will be offered for private sale with prices between $300,000 for a two bedroom unit 
and $375,000 for larger sections.  
 
The Pomare redevelopment project “aims to create a more balanced community 
through a mix of housing that will provide a greater level of option and choice including 
social and affordable rental housing and private home ownership” (HNZC, 2013). The 
new development will include cycle routes, improved pedestrian accessibility, an 
additional bus lane, a mixture of medium and high density housing, and public green 
spaces. The community centre and health clinic currently in Pomare will remain open 
and active for residents. Significant cultural and historic items will be preserved and 
improved. The taniwha sculpture currently in Pomare will be retained and enhanced 
and the harekeke (flax) will be relocated within the Pomare area.  
 
City Living has communicated with and engaged the Pomare community. In addition to 
releasing the Pomare Redevelopment preliminary plan for consultation they have also 
distributed two community newsletters and have undertaken some community 
consultation and meetings. The meetings have been well attended and the plans 
positively received by a number of HNZC tenants and community groups in Pomare.  
 
Pomare HNZC tenants affected by the redevelopment have protested strenuously 
against the demolitions. In November 2011 Pomare HNZC tenants with the support of 
community groups, occupied the area around the demolished HNZC houses in protest 
of the continued demolition of housing. In November 2012 residents of Pomare, Glen 
Innes and Maraenui marched to parliament to protest against HNZC changes and 
redevelopments in their suburbs. Pomare residents and community groups have also 
taken positive community action, holding events (such as ‘Christmas n’da hood’ and 
community barbeques) in Pomare in order to continue to strengthen and support the 
Pomare community.  
 
Summary  
In Pomare 89 HNZC houses were demolished between 2009 and 2011. All affected 
residents were relocated during that time. In 2012 a redevelopment company, City 
Living, was appointed by HNZC. In January 2013 City Living released a draft plan of 
the redevelopment for consultation. City Living will work with consultation feedback 
between February 2013 and July 2013. They intend to begin construction in October 
2013 and have not specified an end date for construction. City Living intends to build 
between 100 and 110 new houses on the 89 vacant sites, of which up to 20 percent will 
be owned by HNZC. As of early July 2013 construction had not begun and a 
completion date not publicised.  
 

                                                
23

 The number of houses to be built is likely to be around 108.  
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Some Pomare HNZC tenants have actively expressed their opposition to the 
redevelopment. Pomare HNZC tenants affected by the redevelopment have been 
provided with support from community groups and have participated in groups such as 
Positive Pomare and Community Voice.  
 
Maraenui 

Development of housing in Maraenui began in the 1950s when 850 new houses were 
planned, 800 of which were to be state houses or part of a group housing scheme 
(Annabell, 2012, p.234). State housing in Maraenui remains significant with 
approximately 35 percent of houses still in HNZC ownership (Census, 2006). Similar to 
other high density state housing areas, Maraenui has a low median income, $15,400 
compared to $22,700 Napier wide. Maraenui is also younger than the surrounding area 
with a median age of 25 compared to 38 in Napier City (Statistics NZ, 2006b).  
 
Maraenui also has a high Māori population, and over half of tenanted HNZC houses in 
Maraenui are leased to Māori. Historically, Maraenui has had a reputation for gang 
activity. HNZC has struggled to lease empty houses in Maraenui and as of March 
2013, 38 lettable houses were untenanted (HNZC, 2013d). However HNZC has a 
waiting list of 130 in the Hawkes Bay region, of whom 123 are listed as A or B priority 
applicants and 74 are Māori (HNZC, 2013d).  
 
Housing New Zealand properties in Maraenui at March 2013 

HNZC properties total  374 

Māori households
24

 201 

HNZC properties tenanted/lettable 277 

HNZC properties vacant
25

 97 

HNZC under redevelopment July 2013  13 

Earthquake prone 38 

HNZC demolished or sold
26

 8 

(HNZC, 2013d) 
 
HNZC tenants and local officials interviewed in Maraenui noted that the large number 
of empty HNZC properties is attracting crime and vandalism, and may become a 
hazard for remaining residents. Increased vandalism of vacant houses decreases the 
ability of HNZC to lease these properties thus increasing the problem as houses 
remain empty for longer.27  
 

Timeframe   

2009 Reported gang related activities in Maraenui 

2011 Three year tenancy reviews introduced for all tenants housed after 2011 
(tenants housed before 2011 will not undergo reviews) 

                                                
24

 Based on lead tenant 
25

 Includes properties under sale, earthquake prone, or those under redevelopment. In March 
2013 there were 38 properties in lettable condition vacant in Maraenui (HNZC, 2013d). 
26

 Including houses pending sale 
27

 HNZC has spoken to media about the difficulty they have experienced placing HNZC 
applicants in Maraenui because of the reputation of the area (Chatterton, 2012).  
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2011 HNZC policy change to house only A and B priority applicants  

2011 HNZC establish 24/7 0800 contact number for tenants 

2012 HNZC closes Maraenui office 

 Tū Tangata Maraenui formed out of Tū Tangata Ahuriri as support group 
concerned with the changes to HNZC housing provision 

October 2012 HNZC conducts earthquake assessment on houses and begins relocating 
residents 

2013 To decrease empty houses in Maraenui HNZC offers Maraenui houses to 
applicants even when it is not listed as a preferred location 

2013 HNZC reopens Maraenui office 

2013 HNZC plan increase security on empty houses in Maraenui 

2013 HNZC engage in community building activities (for example a community 
garden) 

July 2013 HNZC in process of assessing earthquake prone houses and plans for 
Maraenui.  

September 2013 HNZC announce plan to build seven new two-bedroom houses in 
Maraenui in partnership with Horvath Homes. Construction is due to begin 
at the end of October 2013 and be completed early 2014. Further 
redevelopment and strengthening is yet to be announced.  

2014 Regular tenancy reviews will be introduced for all tenants  

 
HNZC tenants in Maraenui, as elsewhere, have been affected by the changes to 
tenancy management including tenancy reviews for tenants housed after 2011,28 
changes to social allocation criteria, closing local offices and opening the 0800 number.  
 
In 2012 HNZC, in line with changed service delivery model nationwide, closed the 
Maraenui HNZC office. Tenants were instead able to contact HNZC through the 0800 
free number, and the HNZC Hastings office remained opened and responded to 
Maraenui concerns. In 2013 HNZC reopened the Maraenui office following protest 
action by community groups and tenants. The new office is staffed between 9am and 
4pm on weekdays and has a landline for tenants to call the 0800 HNZC number. Some 
tenants interviewed in Maraenui claimed that some tenants were still required to go to 
Hastings for some HNZC appointments, and some reported continued difficulties in 
contacting local HNZC staff despite the reopened office. As the office has only recently 
reopened it is possible that these difficulties will be responded to when HNZC has had 
more time to work with Maraenui tenants. 
 
HNZC is addressing the housing security in Maraenui by increasing security in the 
suburb and increasing maintenance of properties. HNZC are working with the Maraenui 
community and with Napier City council to ensure a safer community. HNZC is also 
assessing earthquake prone houses and will either repair the house or demolish the 
houses and redevelop the properties. HNZC is yet to make a decision on the properties 
assessed as earthquake prone and those vandalised.  
 
Summary 

                                                
28

 As noted earlier, tenants housed after 2011 already experience regular reviews. From 2014 
all HNZC tenancies will be reviewed regularly.  
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Changes in social housing policy have impacted Maraenui. In 2012 the HNZC office in 
Maraenui was closed, due to strong protest action from community groups and HNZC 
tenants the office reopened in 2013. Changes to eligibility criteria in 2011 to focus on A 
and B priority applicants reportedly increased overcrowding in Maraenui. Nearly 100 
HNZC houses are vacant in Maraenui, of which 38 are earthquake prone and 13 under 
redevelopment. Vacant houses are causing concern for HNZC tenants and community 
groups in the suburb and reportedly foster crime and vandalism. As of 2013 HNZC has 
not specified a redevelopment plan for Maraenui. They intend to respond to vandalism 
and crime in the area by increasing security and hope to lease some of the vacant 
properties. These responses were announced in 2013. HNZC has not announced the 
cost of repair to earthquake prone houses. When this is known, HNZC will either repair 
the houses or demolish and redevelop the sites.  
 
Fordlands  

Fordlands is a youthful, low-income suburb in Rotorua, with a high proportion of 
Māori.29 Fordlands is an area with a high number of HNZC properties (around 30 
percent of houses in Fordlands), many of which are old and no longer meet the needs 
of HNZC tenants.  
 
Fordlands as an area with high density social housing and low median income was 
identified by the research funders as an area in which the impact of changes to HNZC 
service delivery, tenancy management, and eligibility criteria may be significant. 
However, impacts of recent changes to HNZC social housing provision in Fordlands 
were not widely identified by interviewees. HNZC has not implemented widespread 
changes to the number or availability of houses in Fordlands, neither is Fordlands 
identified by HNZC as a priority location.  
 
Between 2001 and 2008 a number of HNZC Fordlands properties were part of an 
HNZC community renewal programme to improve the quality of housing, particularly 
housing warmth.  
 
HNZC properties in Fordlands at March 2013 

HNZC properties total  156 

HNZC properties tenanted 136 

HNZC properties vacant
30

 20 

Māori households
31

 101 

HNZC under redevelopment July 2013  — 

HNZC sold
32

 17 

(HNZC, 2013e) 
 

Timeframe   

                                                
29

 The median wage is $15,200 and the median age 24 years. In comparison the median wage 
in the Rotorua district is $23,900 and the median age is 34 years. At the 2006 census 36.4 
percent of the population in the Rotorua district identified as Māori (Statistics NZ, 2006b). 
30

 Includes properties under sale, earthquake prone, or those under redevelopment. 
31

 Based on lead tenant 
32

 Including houses pending sale 
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2001 – 2008  Community renewal programme implemented by HNZC in Fordlands to 
improve quality of housing.  

2011 Three year tenancy reviews introduced for all tenants housed after 2011 
(tenants housed before 2011 will not undergo reviews) 

2011 HNZC policy change to house only A and B priority applicants  

2011 HNZC closes Fordlands office 

2014 Regular tenancy reviews introduced for all tenants  

(HNZC, 2013e) 
 
In Fordlands HNZC has a total of 156 houses, 136 of which are currently occupied 
(HNZC, 2013e). HNZC has 12 unoccupied properties under sale, three unoccupied 
(but lettable) properties, and has sold five properties (HNZC, 2013e). Most HNZC 
properties in Fordlands are tenanted by Māori, 101 households out of 136. Most 
tenants in Fordlands have long tenures of over 5 years (93 households) (HNZC, 
2013e). The majority of HNZC tenants Fordlands pay Income Related Rent (IRR) 
(HNZC, 2013e). 
 
Summary 
HNZC has not as yet implemented widespread changes to the number or availability of 
houses in Fordlands as it is not identified as a priority location.  HNZC closed the 
Fordlands branch office in 2011, and it has remained closed. Tenants are now required 
to contact HNZC through the 0800 number.  
 
Some HNZC stock in Fordlands was thought by interviewees to be poor quality, 
however HNZC has implemented housing improvement programmes as part of their 
community renewal programmes between 2001 and 2008.  
 
Changes to social housing provision announced in the May 2013 budget may have an 
increased impact on HNZC tenants in Fordlands, however these changes will not be 
implemented until 2014 at the earliest.  
 
Western Bay of Plenty (WBOP) 

Tauranga has a severely unaffordable housing market (Demographia, 2013). Home 
ownership in WBOP is slightly lower than the New Zealand wide average at 56.2 
percent, while in Tauranga ownership was lower at 51.1 percent. The median income 
in WBOP and Tauranga is $22,600 and $23,200 respectively, lower than the national 
median. WBOP and Tauranga have a higher Māori population than the general 
population in New Zealand, 17.4 percent of the population in WBOP are Māori and in 
Tauranga 16.5 percent are Māori (Statistics NZ, 2006b). Many housing providers and 
officials interviewed identified houses in the region in very poor condition and 
inadequate for housing needs. Overcrowding was noted by informants as an issue 
throughout Western Bay of Plenty. Māori HNZC tenants were more likely than other 
ethnicities to live in overcrowded households in Tauranga and WBOP.33 HNZC aims to 
support HNZC applicants in to suitable housing and tries to avoid overcrowding in 
HNZC properties.  
 

                                                
33

 Figures from HNZC show that in 2013 130 out of a total 661 Māori HNZC households were 
overcrowded in Tauranga, compared to 32 out of 571 households of other ethnicity. Similarly, 
17 out of 71 Māori households were overcrowded according to HNZC in WBOP compared to 
four of 26 households of other ethnicities (HNZC, 2013f) 
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HNZC reported 88 applicants on the A and B priority waiting lists in WBOP as of 31 
March 2013, 55 of whom were Māori (HNZC, 2013f). An additional five applicants were 
on the C and D priority list, one of whom was Māori. HNZC has a large quantity of 
housing stock in WBOP and Tauranga with 1329 currently occupied properties. Only 
six properties in WBOP and Tauranga were vacant and lettable (HNZC, 2013f; 2013g). 
Over half of HNZC lead tenants in Tauranga identified as Māori and close to half had 
five or more years tenure (HNZC, 2013g). Almost all tenants in Tauranga and WBOP 
are on IRR (HNZC, 2013f; 2013g).  
 
HNZC stock Western Bay of Plenty and Tauranga at March 2013 

HNZC properties total  1378 

Māori households in HNZC houses
34

 732 

HNZC properties tenanted 1329 

HNZC properties vacant 6 

HNZC under redevelopment  — 

HNZC sold
35

 38 

(HNZC, 2013f; 2013g) 
 
Housing providers and other officials interviewed identified whānau living in  

 Lean-tos 

 Caravans 

 Tarpaulins 

 Sheds 

 Garages 

 Barns 

 With other whānau (in overcrowded situations)  

 Temporary accommodation.  
(see also Capital Strategy/SGS Economics and Planning, 2007) 
 
Poor housing was considered unacceptable by many social housing providers spoken 
to, “there are substandard housing that people shouldn’t be living in in this day and age 
because we’ve got the ability to provide them with some decent housing” (W-I-2). 36  
 

Timeframe   

2002 – 2009 Horaporaikete ahu whenua Trust work through papa kāinga development 
building on multiple-owned Māori land.  

2005 WBOP Māori Housing Forum recommend that WBOP district council and 
Tauranga City Council adapt development regulation to allow Māori 
development  

2009 Development of papa kāinga toolkit and workshops, Te Keteparaha mō 

                                                
34

 Based on primary tenant 
35

 Including houses pending sale 
36

 Although HNZC aims to provide housing to those who lack accommodation or are in 
unsuitable accommodation, those living in the accommodation described above do not 
necessarily apply to HNZC for housing. In addition some may still be ineligible for HNZC 
housing. Informants who identified these housing conditions did not specify whether these 
whānau had applied for and been refused HNZC accommodation.  
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ngā Papakāinga toolkit by WBOP District Council, Environment Bay of 
Plenty, Tauranga City Council, Māori Housing Forum, Māori Land Court, 
Joint Agency Working Group (JAG), HNZC

37
 and Te Puni Kōkiri. 

Workshops held at Horoparaikete community whare.  

2011 Social housing reform programme introduces reforms for third party social 
housing providers 

July 2011 Social Housing Unit (SHU) established. One year funding at $37.35 
million. Māori Pūtea designated $700,000 

May 2012 Budget 2012 designates three year programme for SHU, 2012/13 – 
2014/15 
$104.10 million. Of total fund $13.8 million is designated Pūtea Māori 
($4.6 million per year) 

2011/2012 Mangatawa Papamoa Inc. receive SHU $950,000 funding from general 
SHU fund.  

2012 Pukekohatu Trust receive $475,000 SHU funding through Mangatawa 
Papamoa Inc. Building commences in 2013. Completion projected for 
June 2013 through Mangatawa Papamoa sponsorship  

2011/2012 Tauwhao te Ngare Trust receive $1.31 million SHU funding from the 
Niche fund. Building commence 2012 – completion set for 2013 

2012/2013 Mangatawa Papamoa Inc. receive $2.59 million SHU funding from Pūtea 
Māori for stage two development.   

2012 Combined application from 10 trusts to WBOP Regional Infrastructure 
Fund Strategic grant submission to build 252 houses over 10 years (total 
available fund of $38 million contestable fund) 

 
WBOP has large areas of undeveloped land and large areas of undeveloped Māori 
land. Over recent years WBOP has experienced growth in third party social housing 
provision. Significant changes at the central Government and local level have occurred 
to facilitate this growth.  
 
The SHU funding has been an important addition to social housing development (see 
section one for more details of funding available). All trust representatives spoken to in 
WBOP had applied to and received funding from the SHU with the exception of 
Horaporaikete Trust who had completed development before 2011. Two of the trusts 
interviewed in WBOP were prequalified for the General Fund with SHU as social 
housing providers (Mangatawa Papamoa Inc., and Tauwhao te Ngare Trust), while a 
third (Pukekohatu Trust) had applied for SHU funding through a partnership with 
Mangatawa Papamoa Inc.  
 
TPK has also played a significant role supporting third party providers of social 
housing. In WBOP the Special Housing Action Zone (SHAZ) funding38 supported social 
housing providers. The SHAZ fund and manager were widely acknowledged in WBOP 
(and Northland) as significant to the success of housing projects by most providers 
interviewed.  

                                                
37

 HNZC is no longer actively involved however HNZC does attend some of the workshop 
sessions where relevant.  
38

 The SHAZ fund provides $456,000 annually for capacity building purposes for social housing 
providers. The Office of the Auditor General found that the work of the SHAZ fund was regarded 
highly by many Māori landowners interviewed (Office of the Auditor General, 2011, p.54).  
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Significant changes in social housing provision in WBOP have also occurred at the 
local level. In WBOP the District Council and Tauranga City Council addressed 
development restrictions on Māori land development by allowing Māori to build on 
Māori land regardless of whether it was zoned for urban or rural use. In addition the 
Joint Agency Group (JAG) in the WBOP comprising local councils, regional Te Kooti 
Whenua Māori, Housing New Zealand Corporation and Te Puni Kōkiri representatives  
united to produce a toolkit and workshops (Te Keteparaha mō ngā Papakāinga) for 
Māori trusts and organisations interested in developing housing on Māori land. The 
workshops facilitate groups through the toolkit which covers planning stages, legal 
requirements (particularly around licences to occupy), funding applications, and council 
requirements and fees. The Toolkit is designed to support organisations, housing 
providers or trusts looking to build multiple houses on multiple-owned Māori land.  
 
The toolkit has a five step process. The first step is about developing a housing 
kaupapa, housing providers need to develop a vision for housing. Step two is 
rangahau, housing providers gather relevant information about the land on which the 
development is to occur from the Māori Land Court, District, Regional and City 
Councils, and any other relevant organisation. The third step is whiriwhiri, the 
information is shared with relevant land owners, discussed and a plan agreed upon. 
The fourth step is mahi hangarau, a detailed technical plan and associated costs are 
produced, technical advice over housing design and infrastructure is incorporated. The 
final step requires finalisation of the housing plan and agreement of all relevant parties. 
Having produced a detailed plan housing providers or trusts are then able to take their 
plan to the relevant council for approval and to funding organisations such as the SHU 
to funding.  
 
Depending on the trust additional time will be required for trusts to finalise plans, 
establish consensus between land owners (particularly where owners are unknown or 
dispute the proposed plans), and submit applications. Trusts may also need to partially 
self-fund housing projects which may again require more time. One trust spoken to 
(Pukekohatu Ahu Whenua Trust) was able to complete the entire process in under two 
years from forming a trust and creating a plan to building new whare.  
 
The case study below outlines the process undergone by the Pukekohatu Ahu Whenua 
Trust. 
 
Pukekohatu trust  

The Pukekohatu ahu whenua trust administers 3.6 hectares of Māori freehold land 
approved by the Māori Land Court for papakāinga housing. The undeveloped site had 
some infrastructure including electricity. Currently the trust is made up of three 
trustees.  
 
The whānau land administered by the trust was previously occupied by extended 
whānau members who lived in what was described as ‘dodgy caravans’, a garage and 
inadequate housing without insulation (Official, W-I-4). This whānau had an obvious 
self-identified need and a vision to meeting that need. Their vision was identified as a 
significant factor in their success.  
 
The whānau began in 2011 by forming a trust and implementing a governance 
structure. They attended Te Keteparaha mō ngā Papakāinga toolkit workshops 
throughout 2011 and 2012 and followed the steps to building on multiple-owned Māori 
land. Through the workshops they were able to form key relationships with Tauranga 
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City Council, WBOP district council, and groups such as the Māori Housing Forum. In 
addition through the workshops they formed important relationships with other social 
housing providers such as Mangatawa Papamoa Block Inc., and were able to see 
examples of successfully funded social housing projects. During the workshops the 
trust was able to identify their greatest needs and how to best meet those needs. The 
workshops helped the trust work through each stage of the process to building; 
creating a vision, assessing the land, creating a proposal, and applying for funding.  
 
Within two years they have completed the establishment stage, have successfully 
applied for funding, and are in the final completion stages of building their first whare. 
Through their relationship with another trust they were able to apply for funding through 
the SHU, essentially ‘grandparented’ through this process (official, W-I-4). Applying to 
the SHU through an already established trust was important for this small whānau trust 
and contributed to their success. Social housing providers are required to pre-qualify 
with the SHU before being eligible for general funding. Pre-qualification can take time 
and may be difficult for some small trusts. The ‘grandparenting’ process provided 
security for the SHU and saved on administrative costs for the Pukekohatu trust.  
 
Pukekohatu Trust has now received SHU funding to build three houses on their land. 
These are one two bedroom kaumātua unit and two whānau whare (three and five 
bedrooms each). The total cost of the development is $576,950. Funding was gained 
from SHU ($475,000 based on a land valuation of $285,000), TPK ($76,950) and an 
equity contribution of $25,000. The houses will be owned by the trust and tenanted to 
whānau.39  
 
The Trust has a long term vision to build a total of seven houses on the block. The new 
houses are insulated, easy to build and can be constructed using largely whānau 
labour. During the build the whānau were able to bury a spirit stone under the whare at 
the wishes of a kuia living on the property. The whānau were able to follow tīkanga at 
various stages while also complying with Council consent processes. The buildings are 
safe, warm, and healthy. The trust does not have lifestyle requirements for whānau 
who will tenant the houses.  
 
The success of this trust is a good example of “the solution in terms of getting people 
into better housing but on their own whenua” (W-I-2).  
 
Summary 
Social housing policy changes, specifically the creation of the SHU, has fostered and 
supported growth of social housing providers in Western Bay of Plenty. Since 2011 the 
Unit has funded three Māori social housing providers to build at least 22 houses in the 
WBOP region. However growth of social housing provision in WBOP was also 
attributed to collaboration and relationships between key parties – The WBOP District 
Council, Tauranga City Council, Māori Land Court, TPK, Māori Housing Forum and the 
Joint Agency Working Group. In addition the Keteparaha mō ngā Papakāinga toolkits 
and workshops have been influential in the development of social housing provision in 
WBOP.  
 

                                                
39

 This model has been chosen so that the Trust can build up equity in order to build the 
remaining whare planned. Funding from TPK and SHU require minimum equity from trusts 
which is sometimes difficult to meet.  
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Kaitaia 

The Far North District has a very high Māori population, 43.9 percent are Māori 
compared with 14.6 percent for all New Zealand (Statistics NZ, 2006b). The median 
age in the district is 39.1 years, slightly higher than the median for New Zealand as a 
whole (35.9 years) (Statistics NZ, 2006b). The median income in the far North is lower 
than the median across New Zealand at $19,200 compared to $24,000. In Kaitaia West 
the median income in 2006 was $16,800 while in Kaitaia East it was slightly higher at 
$17,700, both well below the New Zealand wide median income (Statistics NZ, 2006b). 
The unemployment rate is 7.6 percent compared to the median across New Zealand of 
5.1 percent (Statistics NZ, 2006b).  
 
HNZC stock Northland at March 2013 

HNZC properties total  321 

Māori households in HNZC properties
40

 247 

HNZC properties tenanted 301 

HNZC properties vacant 5 

HNZC under redevelopment  — 

HNZC sold
41

 15 

(HNZC, 2013h) 
 
In March 2014 HNZC had 116 applicants on the waiting list, of whom 75 were A and B 
priority and 68 (A – D applicants) were Māori (HNZC, 2013h). Most HNZC tenants in 
Northland pay IRR with only 17 paying market rates and nearly half of all HNZC 
tenants have over 5 years tenure in Northland (HNZC, 2013h). For Māori HNZC 
tenants in Northland, the most common household composition is single parent with 
children (87 households) followed by one person households (68 households) (HNZC, 
2013h). For other ethnicities in Northland single person households were the most 
common HNZC tenancy household composition (27 households) followed by single 
parent with children (13 households) (HNZC, 2013h). Over two thirds of all tenants in 
Kaitaia had over five years tenure and most HNZC tenants were Māori (82 percent) 
(HNZC, 2013h). 
 
Much of the housing in Northland was recognised by many interviewed in Kaitaia to be 
of poor quality and inadequate for the needs of whānau in the region. In addition, some 
providers interviewed had observed that whānau were moving back to the region from 
Auckland and experiencing difficulty renting or buying a house, often for financial 
reasons, thus increasing housing pressure in the region.  
 
As in WBOP, interviewees in Kaitaia identified whānau living in:  

 Lean-tos 

 Caravans 

 Tarpaulins 

 Sheds 

 Garages 

 Barns 

 With other whānau (in overcrowded situations)  

                                                
40

 Based on lead tenant 
41

 Including houses pending sale 
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 Temporary accommodation.  
 
 

Timeframe  

2006 Ahipara whareuku project begun by Unaiki Mare Whānau trust 

2011 Social housing reform programme introduces reforms for third party social 
housing providers 

July 2011 Social Housing Unit (SHU) established. One year funding at $37.35 
million. Māori Pūtea designated $700,000 

May 2012 Budget 2012 designates three year programme for SHU, 2012/13 – 
2014/15 
$104.10 million. Of total fund $13.8 million is designated Pūtea Māori 
($4.6 million per year) 

2011/2012 He Korowai gain SHU pre-qualification  

2012/2013 Unaiki Mare Whānau trust receive $600,000 SHU funding from Pūtea 
Māori  

2011/2012 He Korowai receive $400,000 from SHU Māori Fund and $240,000 from 
SHU Rural Fund for housing development  

2012 – 2013 He Korowai relocate nine houses to Kaitaia. The houses are awaiting final 
council consent and are not yet occupied. Final completion date not 
specified.  

2013 Rūnanga o te Rarawa establish housing project through bank loans. 

 
Third party social housing provision in Northland is growing. As in WBOP the creation 
of the SHU has facilitated distribution of funds to providers in Northland, thus opening 
up opportunities for new and established housing providers. Of the three social housing 
providers interviewed in Northland two had applied for and been granted SHU funding. 
One whānau interviewed had also applied to Kiwi Bank and HNZC for a Kāinga 
whenua loan and been refused.42  
 
The third housing provider (Te Rūnanga o te Rarawa) had applied previously to the 
Māori Development Partnership Fund in HNZC. The application was for a $1.5 million 
loan over 10 years interest free. It was intended to build affordable homes on Māori 
freehold title however the project was not completed because the Rūnanga was not 
able to make the homes affordable.43 The Rūnanga has also historically partnered with 
HNZC to maintain and improve houses in which Māori whānau are living.  
 
Te Rūnanga o te Rarawa is currently in the process of establishing another scheme in 
partnership with a Bank and HNZC to provide affordable home ownership to Māori 
whānau on general land. In the first year the Rūnanga will support eight whānau into 
home ownership. The Rūnanga will purchase homes and repair them to a good 
condition. Selected whānau will be provided with financial literacy training and support 
and will then be able to buy the homes through the Rūnanga. Whānau will have 
freehold ownership of the land not just the house. The mortgage for each house will be 

                                                
42

 This trust intends to build rammed earth houses. Kāinga whenua loans are only provided for 
houses that can be relocated. 
43

 The Rūnanga estimated that the cost of land purchase, building, and consents would require 
a $300,000 home price, unaffordable for the targeted whānau 
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held with the bank and whānau will need to meet bank mortgage criteria to be eligible. 
The Rūnanga has put in $2 million of their own funds. The scheme will run for 10 years 
providing eight homes per year. Relationships with service providers will be fostered to 
support a wrap-around service for whānau. The scheme is still at the early stages; in 
April 2013 the Rūnanga had established a project team. The houses had not yet been 
bought nor whānau selected for the scheme.  
 
An outline of the experience of He Korowai Trust is provided below as an example of a 
Māori social housing provider in Northland. 
 
He Korowai trust 

He Korowai trust is a well-established trust based in Kaitaia. Originally founded in 2000 
the trust has been working in Kaitaia with low-income Māori whānau since 
establishment. There are currently eight trustees on the board and four staff members. 
He Korowai work with various organisations and government agencies including ACC, 
TPK and HNZC.  
 
The trust provides a range of social services including: 

 ACC Kaiawhina – advice and advocacy among Māori about ACC services 

 supported living for individuals with complex and challenging needs and/or 
disabilities 

 Kaitataki-ā-rohe – supporting Māori families impacted by mortgagee sales and 
working to prevent homelessness (funded through TPK)  

 Whānau assistance programme – helping to resolve multiple and complex whānau 
issues 

 Child advocacy – to support children and young people who witness or experience 
family violence  

 Home ownership education programmes 

 Economic development through education and commercial opportunities  

 Affordable housing and papa kāinga development 
 
He Korowai have a good understanding of the social and housing needs in the region, 
particularly through their work with whānau affected by mortgagee sales, research 
conducted in the region, and their home ownership education programme.  
 
He Korowai have recently become an affordable housing provider. They bought a 50 
hectare block in Kaitaia and have begun converting this land. He Korowai Trust intends 
to relocate 18 houses and place them on a five hectare portion of the land. So far nine 
houses have already been relocated. Each house is estimated to cost a total of 
$75,000 including relocation, decorating, and infrastructure connections.44 Home 
owners will pay no more than $172.00 per week in mortgage repayments.  
 
He Korowai Trust will offer houses to low-income whānau to buy over a 20 year period. 
The rest of their land block will be converted to animal husbandry and a meat works. It 
is intended that the five hectare housing block will also contain a medical centre, a 
kohanga reo, a playground, and various buildings where some small shops and 
microenterprises will be built. They also intend to provide meat, milk, vegetables and 
fruit, free kohanga reo, medical care, counselling, and budgeting advice to whānau. He 

                                                
44

 The estimate is based on infrastructure already in place and requiring minimal extension and 
connection only.  
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Korowai have received over 57 applications from whānau who wish to buy these 
houses. A short list of 16 whānau has been made.  
 
There is a moderately strict eligibility criteria for whānau who wish to buy the houses. 
Their primary focus is low-income whānau who are unable to find suitable 
accommodation elsewhere. Whānau must have been refused housing assistance from 
other organisations to meet eligibility. Whānau must also be currently living in 
unhealthy or unliveable homes such as ‘lean-tos’, barns, and caravans. He Korowai 
Trust intend the property to be drug, alcohol and violence free, and all residents must 
stay on the Trust’s self-care parenting, mentoring and coaching programme for the first 
five years of occupation (provided free by the Trust). Their hope is “that the families will 
be able to up-skill and kick start some career pathway through one of the five or six 
training courses on site” (W-I-2). He Korowai have a deliberately holistic response to 
the housing need they have seen in Northland.  
 
Over 2012–2013 He Korowai Trust relocated nine three bedroom houses from 
Auckland. The homes are old HNZC homes scheduled for demolition, primarily from 
Glen Innes. At the time of research He Korowai were waiting on resource consent from 
the Far North District Council before work on the houses can be completed. The 
timeframe for this process is uncertain and delays have already been experienced. He 
Korowai hope to have the first nine families move in by February 2014. Plans to 
relocate and install the next nine homes are temporarily on hold. The process of 
relocation from Glen Innes caused some controversy and anger among some Glen 
Innes HNZC tenants. He Korowai are currently working with the Glen Innes community 
and seeking to come to an agreement about the housing relocations. The next nine 
houses will not be bought and relocated until agreement has been reached.  
 
He Korowai received funding from SHU (Pūtea Māori for 6 homes and Rural sub-fund 
fund for 3 homes). The total cost of this project is $1.5m. He Korowai has received a 
total of $640,000 from the SHU ($400,000 from Pūtea Māori for 6 homes and $240,000 
from the previous Rural Fund for 3 homes). They also received $400,000 from 
philanthropic donors, and a further $600,000 will come from commercial lending. 
Whānau will be granted a licence to occupy and will, after the 20 year period own the 
house but not the land. Should whānau default on the loan or the conditions of living on 
the property they will be able to remove the house from the Trust land. A He Korowai 
Trust interviewee said: “we’ve created a model where we can house Māori whānau for 
under $100,000 and free up state assets to $250–300,000 dollars or at least move 
some of these families out of these horrible living conditions” (Housing provider, K-I-2).  
 
Summary 
Social housing by third party providers although small is growing in Kaitaia. Several 
Māori trusts and organisations have recently become social housing providers or are 
working to become providers. As in WBOP the SHU has been influential in developing 
third party provision of social housing in Kaitaia. Since 2011 the unit has funded one 
trust to build nine homes in Northland.  
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Section four: Social Housing Reform Changes to HNZC  

Impacts of and attitudes towards changes in state provision of Social 
Housing 

In three of the case study areas affected by changes to HNZC’s delivery of social 
housing (Glen Innes, Pomare, and Maraenui) wide ranging impacts were experienced. 
In Fordlands fewer impacts from the changes were identified in this research. The 
policy changes from the Social Housing Reform Programme discussed above were 
implemented differently in each area researched. However the attitudes towards and 
concerns about the changes overlapped considerably among tenants, officials, and 
service providers interviewed in three of the areas researched (Maraenui, Pomare, and 
Glen Innes). In addition, in these areas, officials and service providers noted similar 
impacts of the changes for Māori. A key aspect of this similarity was that in three high 
impact areas (Maraenui, Glen Innes and Pomare), similar events had occurred despite 
the absence of a redevelopment programme in Maraenui, including a large number of 
tenants who were relocated and who reported limited communication from HNZC about 
the changes. In Maraenui, and to a lesser extent Fordlands, overcrowding in both 
private rental properties and HNZC properties was identified by interviewees and was 
partially linked to changes in eligibility criteria for HNZC applicants (introduced in 2011).   
 
Despite widespread recognition of the value of good quality housing for social housing 
tenants, most of those interviewed, particularly tenants, were strongly against the 
redevelopments in Glen Innes and Pomare. Negative attitudes were based on the 
perceived aims of the redevelopments, concern about communication and engagement 
from HNZC, and concern over the impacts of the redevelopment on tenants.  
 
In this section the impacts of the changes for Māori HNZC tenants in Glen Innes, 
Pomare, Maraenui and Fordlands are identified and discussed. Both positive and 
negative impacts from the housing redevelopments and from the policy changes were 
identified. These are discussed in relation to each policy change. The attitudes towards 
the policy changes and redevelopments are then also discussed. In Maraenui, Pomare, 
and Glen Innes the changes to HNZC policy (redevelopments and tenancy 
management) were considered to have multiple, and sometimes unspoken aims. 
Attitudes towards the changes were based on what were perceived to be the aims of 
the changes, and the identified impacts in each location. 
 

Positive impacts 

A significant number of positive impacts from the redevelopment for HNZC tenants 
were identified. These included more appropriate housing that better met the needs of 
tenants, the potential for warmer, drier and safer houses, safer neighbourhoods, an 
increased number of houses available for those in the greatest need, increased 
economic activity, and strengthened communities. These improvements are all policy 
aims of HNZC and the changes currently underway (including redevelopments and 
changes in tenancy management) are part of the implementation process to improve 
housing outcomes for tenants. 
 
Positive Impacts from redevelopment in Glen Innes and Pomare 

Positive impacts and potential impacts from the redevelopments were noted by 
interviewees in Glen Innes and Pomare. These positive outcomes were improved 
quality of housing, both in the redevelopment houses to be built and sometimes in the 
houses to which HNZC tenants had been relocated; more appropriate housing which 
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better met tenant needs; improved neighbourhood and increased affluence in the 
neighbourhood; and potential economic benefits for each area. In addition, increased 
supply of third party social housing provision was raised as a potential outcome. 
Finally, a possibly unexpected although positive impact in Glen Innes and Pomare was 
the development of a strong community voice and increased community activism, 
particularly led by HNZC tenants.  
 
It is important to note that although tenants, service providers, officials, and others 
interviewed recognised the value of good quality housing, many were concerned that, 
due to relocations, those most affected by the redevelopment would not be living in 
these new houses.  
 
Improved quality of housing  

Service providers, officials and HNZC tenants in Glen Innes and Pomare were aware of 
and concerned about mouldy, damp and unsafe houses in both areas. All of those 
interviewed recognised the value of quality social housing in each location and were 
positive about housing improvements 

“it was all about improving the community and what it has to offer, ensuring that 
these new homes were warmer, drier, healthier for people to live in. That it 
would improve the opportunities within the community” (Iwi representative, P-I-
3).  

“at first I thought that the only upside […] was that all the old rusty mouldy cold 
damp houses have gone. Majority of them and that they are going to build 
healthy, warm, solid, earthquake [safe], you know, those kinds of houses, in its 
place” (Tenant, P-FG-2).  

I support having well planned communities with healthy homes that are well 
designed with good heating and insulation. I don’t support having … changing 
from having affordable housing to not affordable housing. […]. I think this could 
be a really beautiful community but most low income people won’t be able to 
afford to live in it” (service provider, P-I-5).  

“there’s plenty of scope for renewal there, some of the houses are really old and 
that’s fine that they should be refurbished, or they could even be taken away 
and units be put there” (service provider, G-I-4).  

"we’re putting our […] kuia and kaumātua into warmer houses” (Community 
supporter, G-I-3).  

Improvements to poor quality HNZC homes was valued by all interviewees.  
 
Improved social outcomes for community 

Interviewees also noted that improving the homes would have wider social benefit in 
the community.  

“there’s this chance of uplifting our community” (service provider, G-I-3) 

“I think there's a group of the community who are really happy about it. 
Especially those who got what they wanted by moving, or haven’t been affected 
and see, maybe, the community becoming a little bit more affluent, and less low 
income” (service provider, P-I-5).  

As the new houses are yet to be built in either Pomare or Glen Innes, these benefits 
have not been experienced by HNZC tenants. However, those interviewed recognised 
that healthy homes in well-designed communities would be a positive impact in the 
wider community as well as for HNZC tenants.  
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More appropriate housing for HNZC tenants 

The redevelopment also provided an opportunity for HNZC tenants to access more 
appropriate housing in both Glen Innes and Pomare. Tenants were also able to access 
more suitable housing for their needs “my family are getting bigger and […] my [new] 
house is good for it” (tenant, P-FG-1). In Glen Innes, relocated kuia and kaumātua had 
benefited from moving into a smaller more manageable unit. Small, single-storey units, 
with easy access and insulation were a positive change for elderly HNZC tenants who 
had been relocated. For some relocated tenants interviewed the houses to which they 
had been relocated were better (though this was not the case for all tenants 
interviewed), and “some have found that it’s given them the, you know, the kick that 
they needed to do something different” (service provider, P-I-3). Positive outcomes 
were noted for tenants who were able to make a fresh start after relocation.  
 
Positive economic outcomes 

Increased economic activity is a potential positive impact of the redevelopment in 
Pomare and Glen Innes. Increased economic activity would emerge as a result of the 
extensive building work required, increased number of houses bought and sold and 
increased number of residents in the neighbourhood. Although financial benefits were 
not discussed by HNZC tenants interviewed in Pomare or Glen Innes they were 
recognised by officials and some service providers in those areas 

“the benefit is going to come from those who have the responsibility for the 
development because they do get concessions and it could be a profitable 
venture for a business involved in that” (Iwi representative, P-I-2).  

House prices are likely to rise across the area with the influx of new houses which 
would also financially benefit current home owners in the area. Although positive for the 
area as a whole, and for Auckland City and Lower Hutt City, increased economic 
activity does not necessarily have immediate clear outcomes for affected HNZC 
tenants.  
 
Third Party social housing provision 

A further potential positive impact was the possible emergence of a community social 
housing provider. Interest in community housing was identified, particularly in Pomare 
and Maraenui, but lack of knowledge and financial restrictions limited development at 
this stage. A community housing provider would potentially be able to meet the needs 
of former tenants impacted by the changes. In Pomare non-government community 
housing provision was discussed  

“Whether we like it or not, there has to be a social housing programme. That 
social housing programme must be provided in a manner that takes into 
account the social needs of people rather than having anonymous blocks of 
housing where you don’t care who’s in there as long as they’re not too 
disruptive” (Iwi representative, P-I-2) 

In Pomare this discussion was in very early stages and would not be able to meet the 
current needs of tenants. However the discussion raised awareness of alternative 
social housing opportunities, and service providers and tenants were enthusiastic 
about the possibilities in community social housing. In both Glen Innes and Pomare 
HNZC intends the redevelopment to include affordable housing, and possibly social 
housing not provided by HNZC. In Glen Innes 39 of the redeveloped houses will be 
offered for sale at affordable market rates. In Pomare the number of affordable market 
homes has not been specified by HNZC or City Living, their redevelopment partner. In 
Pomare and Glen Innes additional social or affordable housing may be developed 
externally to the HNZC redevelopment. 
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Increased community activism 

Those interviewed in Glen Innes and Pomare observed that an unexpected though 
positive impact of the changes to social housing provision was that the community was 
more united as a result of the changes and had become more politically active45  

“it made us really strong. Real determined at the same time. Um, everybody 
started getting into politics […]. It made us think more politically. I think it made 
us open our eyes” (tenant, P-FG-2). 

“we grew as a community in a whole lot of different ways, but that was all driven 
by what Housing New Zealand and the government were doing to us. We had 
to, it was a survival tactic” (tenant, P-FG-2). 

“it was interesting to watch a whole section of the community become more 
articulate […] and standing up to fight back a bit. And I think of things like the 
RiseUp Pomare project where, actually the kids went to parliament and 
presented to select committee and I think that kind of stuff was really good. But 
that wasn’t a result of what Housing New Zealand did, that was a result of the 
community’s strength and resilience in fighting back” (service provider, P-I-5).  

Groups such as Positive Pomare were strengthened in response to the poor public 
image of Pomare. In Both Glen Innes and Pomare HNZC tenants and community 
support groups participated in protests against the redevelopment and demolition of 
houses. HNZC tenants interviewed spoke of supporting each other, becoming 
politically active, engaging in community meetings, participating in community events, 
and ‘growing together’. Although positive, the community strength and activism were 
not necessarily an intended outcome of the changes. These factors emerged because 
the members in the community were united in opposing the changes and willing to 
support each other through difficult experiences. A strong and united community in 
which relationships of support are fostered and built is beneficial for residents, and may 
be particularly so for low-income residents.  
 
Positive impacts in Maraenui and Fordlands 

Positive impacts and potential impacts of the changes in social housing provision by 
HNZC were recognised by those interviewed in Maraenui and Fordlands. The positive 
impacts identified were improved access to housing for those most in need; improved 
quality of housing; and improved community outcomes. As in Pomare and Glen Innes, 
the changes to HNZC provision of social housing had also prompted discussion among 
HNZC tenants and service providers about third sector community social housing 
provision. This is a potential positive outcome. Similarly to Glen Innes and Pomare, the 
changes to social housing provision by HNZC had unexpectedly strengthened and 
fostered a strong community voice and advocacy group (particularly in Maraenui).  
  
Improved access to housing for those most in need 

In Fordlands and Maraenui the decision of HNZC to focus only on A and B priority 
applicants and to apply three yearly tenancy reviews was identified by service 
providers and some HNZC tenants interviewed as beneficial in freeing HNZC 
accommodation to meet urgent housing needs of applicants. Although positive for 
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 Some Glen Innes HNZC tenants have been very outspoken in their criticism of the relocations 
and have actively participated in protests, both in Glen Innes and at Parliament in Wellington. 
This group of tenants does not represent all HNZC tenants in Glen Innes. HNZC also report 
receiving complaints from members of the Glen Innes community of intimidation by protesters 
(see for example ‘State house sit-in gets media and police attention’, 24/02/2012, Stuff news. 
Retrieved from http://www.stuff.co.nz/auckland/local-news/east-bays-courier/6472984/State-
house-sit-in-gets-media-and-police-attention).  

http://www.stuff.co.nz/auckland/local-news/east-bays-courier/6472984/State-house-sit-in-gets-media-and-police-attention
http://www.stuff.co.nz/auckland/local-news/east-bays-courier/6472984/State-house-sit-in-gets-media-and-police-attention
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some HNZC tenants and applicants the majority of those interviewed in Maraenui in 
particular believed that there were also negative aspects to this policy change as 
discussed in the following section.  
 
Improved quality of housing 

Unlike Glen Innes and Pomare, large-scale redevelopment projects were not underway 
in Fordlands or Maraenui at the time of interviews. However in Maraenui, due to the 
large number of houses assessed as earthquake prone, a significant number of tenants 
had been relocated. Some tenants in Maraenui reported that relocation had improved 
their quality of housing. It was noted that targeted homes “weren’t fitting the criteria. 
And it was understandable because they are cold homes” (service provider, M-I-1). 
Some homes were also “a bit of an eyesore, they should be pulled down” (service 
provider, M-I-1). Some HNZC housing stock in Fordlands was also recognised as poor 
quality by interviewees, particularly as cold and damp.46 In Maraenui it was hoped that 
HNZC would address the issue of earthquake prone houses, thus providing a safer 
environment for tenants. HNZC is currently assessing earthquake prone properties in 
Maraenui and is expected to make a decision on whether to strengthen or rebuild these 
houses in the near future.  
 
Improved community outcomes 

As in Pomare and Glen Innes, the changes to housing provision by HNZC in Maraenui 
and Fordlands were also seen as an opportunity which could have positive impacts for 
the whole community,  

“I also think that it is an opportunity if it’s done correctly. […] I think if things can 
be better communicated and the community can be more involved in how 
Maraenui will look in the future. It is a real opportunity to make some changes. 
Because it’s quite fundamental if we can have a good mix of housing options 
that are well supported […] it could be the making of the suburb” (official, M-I-2) 

It was hoped in Maraenui that HNZC would address the issues of empty and unsafe 
houses to build a safer community. Better quality housing and housing improvements 
in Maraenui are a potential positive impact of changes to HNZC housing provision in 
Maraenui for the whole community, leading to better health and education outcomes.  
 
Potential for Third Sector Housing providers 

As in Glen Innes and Pomare, interviewees in Fordlands and Maraenui were interested 
in building up third sector providers in the area. Although not a direct outcome of the 
changes to HNZC social housing provision, these discussions had emerged in the 
community as a result of evident housing need and partially in response to the changes 
to HNZC housing provision. Service providers additionally noted that Māori social 
housing models needed to be developed for urban areas without access to papa 
kāinga.  

“I believe there are opportunities. I really do believe there are opportunities. We 
just need to work out some really good models. […]. These homes are coming 
down so we’ve got an opportunity to put some homes in here” (service provider, 
M-I-1) 

The changes to HNZC provision, combined with support from the SHU and funding 
increases for third party social housing providers may foster community groups in 
Maraenui and Fordlands to become social housing provider. Although not necessarily 
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 However, HNZC has recently addressed poor quality, cold, and damp housing in Fordlands 
through an energy efficiency programme as part of their community renewal.  
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intended as an outcome of changes to HNZC provision specifically, this is nevertheless 
a potential positive impact. There is opportunity for HNZC to work with potential social 
housing providers in Fordlands and Maraenui (and elsewhere) for mutually beneficial 
outcome, whereby social housing provision is maintained while HNZC is able to meet 
policy and budget requirements. 
 
Increased community activism 

As in Glen Innes and Pomare, increased community activism also emerged as a result 
of the HNZC changes to social housing provision  

“One good thing I think is the level of community engagement. You know, in the 
crisis being pulled together, working together on a shared goal. Um, and it has 
meant that this group particularly, Tū Tangata [Maraenui], but others as well, 
have been quite vocal about what they think about their community and what 
they like about their community and if they want to keep it that way. And have 
looked at a whole lot of other issues too” (official, M-I-2). 

Groups such as Tū Tangata Maraenui47 had emerged partially in response to the 
changes and was recognised by one official interviewed as “the most proactive and 
positive community-focused group Napier has ever seen!” (official, M-I-4). The close-
knit nature of the community was highlighted, with one official stating that the 
whānaungatanga had emerged and been strengthened as a result of the housing 
changes (official, M-I-4). Although again, not a direct positive impact for HNZC or 
central government, the creation of community groups and strengthening of community 
advocacy groups can be a positive outcome for residents and HNZC tenants. In 
Maraenui, for example, Tū Tangata Maraenui were actively engaged in reducing drug 
use among young people in the community and in reducing crime and violence in the 
community. There are opportunities for HNZC to work with advocacy groups such as 
Tū Tangata Maraenui and Positive Pomare (although at times relationships have been 
strained) in order to establish outcomes which are acceptable to the community and 
meet the requirements of HNZC policies. In the past HNZC has actively engaged with 
these groups for positive outcomes. However community groups must also be willing to 
constructively engage with HNZC to achieve positive outcomes. 
 

Negative impacts  

Service providers, tenants and officials from Maraenui, Glen Innes and Pomare 
reported some negative impacts from the changes to social housing provision. In 
Fordlands service providers interviewed expressed concern over the potential impact of 
the changes to tenant eligibility and the regular review process. For many the most 
serious impact was the loss of whānau and community networks and support. This loss 
was linked to cultural loss including a historic and familial connection to the land or 
house from which they were relocated as part of the redevelopment. Relocated HNZC 
tenants interviewed reported feeling isolated and insecure. Physical, cultural and 
emotional loss impacted health and education for tenants (particularly for children). 
Community services such as schools and health clinics were also negatively impacted 
and access to affordable services had been reduced through relocations. Tenants 
reported feeling more insecure, rising crime, and a possible rise in gang related activity.  
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 Tū Tangata Maraenui is a sub-group of Tū Tangata Ahuriri (Napier stakeholders and 
residents) and is politically and socially engaged in responding to the changes implemented by 
HNZC in addition to various other issues.  
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Negative impacts from redevelopment in Glen Innes and Pomare  

Loss of community 

The most serious negative impact for many HNZC tenants in Pomare and Glen Innes 
was the break-up of communities through relocations. Concepts of whānau among 
tenants interviewed extended beyond immediate family connections and were based 
on geographical, social and emotional proximity and engagement.  
 
State Housing tenants interviewed in Glen Innes and Pomare frequently identified 
themselves as whānau and emphasised their sense of loss and isolation as a result of 
relocations within this context. For example,  

“Our whole street knew each other as a family” (tenant, P-FG-1) 

“It’s like we’ve lost contact with our family you know, because you know, we’re 
all over the place” (tenant, P-FG-1).  

“You know because we were so family orientated down there I think a lot of 
people feel the disengagement as well” (tenant, P-I-1).  

“the neighbourhood was wonderful, all whānau, black, white, green or yellow, 
we didn’t care” (tenant, G-FG-1).  

“we protected our own little community. Now it’s all gone. Broken up” (tenant, G-
FG-1). 

As families were moved out of the community, tenants were separated from close 
neighbours, friends and families. Tenants also lost support from these networks; 
previously they had relied on each other for help, now they were unable to easily 
access that help and were also lonely and isolated. Loss of whānau support was 
identified by officials and service providers in Pomare and Glen Innes 

“in the past when our patients wanted to come and see our GPs or nurses they 
could often call across to a neighbour that they knew really well and say could 
they look after the kids for a minute. And then they could run across the road to 
us. Now they’re in areas where they don’t know their neighbours and they have 
to travel to get to us. So the accessibility of really good primary health care is 
much harder for them” (service provider, P-I-6).  

“they still feel disconnect from being part of a community. They were part of a 
community, they had a voice in that community. That’s the only feedback we 
tend to get, that it’s taken them out of that community” (service provider, P-I-3). 

“people that were there and thought that they were going to be there and were 
comfortable in their own whānau zone and in their own communities” (official, P-
I-1).  

“we go from an area where we raised our kids to I don’t know who my 
neighbours are […] it’s hard to go from a place where you feel safe to 
wondering who your neighbours are and the activities that happen” (tenant, G-
FG-1). 

It was recognised by those interviewed in Pomare and Glen Innes that the relocations 
created additional stress for vulnerable families who relied extensively on whānau 
support.  
 
Loss of historic connections to land and house 

In addition to the loss of relationships and support, interviewees in Glen Innes and 
Pomare noted that there were historical connection to the house and land forged 
(sometimes) through whānau or whānau experiences over multiple generations for 
some tenants. Losing these connections was a traumatic experience for tenants 
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interviewed who noted that many people had raised children and held tangi in these 
homes  

"Families around here, especially Māori families around here—it’s not the 
house, it’s the whenua. We know you’re going to build new houses on there, let 
us watch you build; let us move back in there. [...] That’s about like a … you 
know, a Māori connection to the land and a Pākehā connection to the land, and 
a Māori connection to government land. That’s … we’re mātou waka, we have 
no connection but we do” (service provider, G-I-6).  

It was recognised by officials, providers and tenants alike that some families had 
resided in these suburbs for several generations and that consequently their sense of 
loss increased as many were relocated outside of the suburb 

“families that had been neighbours, and people that had been part of each 
other’s lives generationally were separated” (iwi representative, P-I-3). 

Relocating from homes could be a difficult experience for tenants  

“Kāinga is kāinga and when you come and affect it it’s going to take a whole lot 
of kōrero to try and say something else. […] redevelopment and all … kāinga is 
still kāinga” (official, G-I-2).  

Links between kāinga, whenua, and whānau were strong themes across each location 
and in all discussions with Māori about housing provision. These links should not be 
underestimated and the physical and emotional impacts when these links are broken 
should be considered in policy decisions made around the provision of social housing 
for Māori.  
 
Impact to health 
The housing redevelopments in Pomare and Glen Innes are likely to have a long term 
positive impact on health outcomes for residents. However, current HNZC tenants 
interviewed who are affected by the changes are not experiencing these benefits. In 
addition, relocated tenants may not be relocated back into redeveloped houses. 
Furthermore, many tenants are experiencing short term negative health outcomes as a 
result of the relocations, such as reported high levels of anxiety and stress, and 
reduced access to health services. 
 
Informants identified negative physical, mental, spiritual, and emotional health impacts 
as a result of the changes to social housing. In Glen Innes and Pomare the changes on 
housing provision were called a ‘man made earthquake’ and “the anxiety and trauma 
and the distress was huge” (iwi representative, P-I-3).  
 
Māori HNZC tenants and service providers discussed the impact on tenants in terms of 
wairua 

“it’s really negatively impacted our wairua […] it’s really hit our wairua really 
hard. And we know when it comes to wairua, ae. But they don’t get it, they don’t 
understand that the wairua is […] they’re trampling on our wairua” (service 
provider, G-I-6) 

HNZC tenants interviewed in Glen Innes and Pomare had experienced negative health 
outcomes as a result of relocation. Some tenants interviewed reported moving to 
poorer quality HNZC homes which had then had negative impacts on their health or 
their children’s health. HNZC tenants interviewed also noted that some elderly HNZC 
tenants had experienced a deterioration of health following relocation, this was linked 
by tenants interviewed to the difficulty of settling into a new house or community and 
the stress experienced while relocating.  
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Access to health services was reduced for some tenants as a result of the relocations. 
Health centre staff in Pomare were also concerned for their patients, many of whom 
now have to travel further or attend a different health clinic,  

“in the past when our patients wanted to come and see our GPs or nurses they 
could often call across to a neighbour that they knew really well and say could 
they look after the kids for a minute. And then they could run across the road to 
us. Now they’re in areas where they don’t know their neighbours and they have 
to travel to get to us. So the accessibility of really good primary health care is 
much harder for them. Or they end up going to a practice, a GP practice which 
is near to them but end up paying two or three times as much to see the Doctor. 
So we do worry about the health of people. [...]. I think health is also about 
relationships, so all of the patients that used to live in the street here had quite 
strong and deep relationships with the staff that they trusted as well” (service 
provider, P-I-6).  

The health centre itself had also been affected by declining numbers and had raised 
fees as a result. 
 
It is HNZC policy to relocate current tenants affected by redevelopments to a property 
of equal or better standard to the previous property. HNZC also works to find suitable 
accommodation in the area of choice for relocated tenants, noting particularly the 
education and service needs of tenants. In spite of the efforts of HNZC there may be 
times when tenants are unable to remain within the desired area and some may 
struggle to access the same services previously available as noted in the above quote 
by one service provider in Pomare.  
 
Impact to education 
Informants in Glen Innes and Pomare noted negative impacts to education as a result 
of the changes, particularly as a result of relocations 

“it felt like there was heaps of impact on our kids and everything started going 
downhill” (Tenant, P-FG-1). 

“it’s effected the kids going to school because they’ve lost all their camaraderie 
with all the other kids” (Official, P-I-4). 

Some children of tenants interviewed reportedly found the relocations stressful and 
their education had suffered as a result. Tenants in Pomare also noted that children 
attending the local intermediate and secondary schools were ‘stigmatised’ during the 
relocations and demolitions and that this had negative impacts on these students. 
 
Research has shown that poor quality and overcrowded housing is linked to negative 
education outcomes for children (Braconi, 2001). Tenants who have been relocated 
into healthier homes which are more suitable for their needs may see more positive 
education outcomes for their children in the future as a result of their relocation. 
However, the relocation and change process is currently causing considerable stress 
for some families which has a negative impact on education for some children.  
 
HNZC policy of relocating tenants to a property of equal of better standard does not 
guarantee better health or education outcomes. If the property is of equal standard the 
health outcomes may be similar to the outcomes in the previous property (depending 
on stress and experiences of relocation). When houses are healthier, warmer, and drier 
correlated health or education outcomes for tenants may improve.  
 
Impact on crime and stability 
In Glen Innes and Pomare those interviewed believed that crime had increased as a 
result of the redevelopment. HNZC Tenants in Glen Innes and Pomare reported an 
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increased sense of insecurity and believed that dispersing gang affiliates had spread 
gang-related activity and increased crime, creating “the urge to conquer” (tenant, P-FG-
1). Tenant’s loss of community support and relationships contributed to an increased 
sense of insecurity 

“I feel less secure there. That’s why we have to build our own gate, because of 
security reasons” (Tenant, P-I-1) 

“They have been in a position where almost overnight the stability of their 
community has been taken away from them. […]. The worry I have […] is the 
children, the grandchildren that have grown up there and in a sense being 
comfortable but overnight they’re gone. So that security is gone. And it’s very 
hard to replace it by putting people in to an unknown environment” (iwi 
representative P-I-2).  

Complete demolition of 89 houses on Famers Crescent, Pomare has reduced crime in 
the area according to HNZC, however tenants interviewed believed that crime had 
increased in other areas as a result of relocations. Some Pomare tenants interviewed 
noted that a sense of ownership of the neighbourhood in Pomare had controlled crime 
in the area, however this did not exist in the new location (tenant, P-FG-1). 
 
HNZC tenants in Glen Innes felt that empty houses (following relocation) were not 
being looked after and had insufficient security, fostering drug use by providing empty 
space. Empty houses were also identified as having a negative impact on street safety 
because tenants lost ‘eyes on the street’. A sense of community and the close whānau 
relationships helped tenants feel safe. When communities were broken apart tenants 
sense of security reduced.  
 
The criminal or gang-related activity of tenants is not under the control of HNZC, 
however, some tenants, officials, and service providers interviewed in Pomare and 
Glen Innes identified the increased criminal activity as an unintended consequence of 
the redevelopment and relocations. While HNZC cannot control this activity it is 
possible that mitigating action could have been undertaken prior to relocating tenants. 
HNZC responded to concerns and increased security around empty houses.  
 
Financial impacts 
Negative economic and financial impacts were also identified by those interviewed in 
Pomare and Glen Innes. Relocations were linked to financial loss for communities as 
businesses lost custom from relocated tenants. In Glen Innes it was noted by some 
that the redevelopment was likely influence the make-up of the shopping centre which 
would probably see newer shops and food outlets opened. Although potentially positive 
for the wider community, this was seen as having a negative financial impact on low-
income residents (particularly HNZC tenants) in Glen Innes. The new facilities were 
identified as unaffordable for low-income residents. Some service providers and HNZC 
tenants interviewed also noted that relocation could have hidden costs, such as 
transport costs for tenants. Tenants who were registered with medical services or Work 
and Income in Glen Innes found it financially more costly to reach appointments after 
relocation. In addition some tenants interviewed in Glen Innes and Pomare had not 
been aware of the range of financial support available from HNZC for relocating 
tenants (including disconnection and reconnection fees, and moving assistance). 
These tenants had consequently suffered some financial loss from relocation.  
 
HNZC endeavours to provide sufficient financial remuneration for tenants who are 
relocated and to communicate the range of support available. Additional 
communication may be needed to ensure tenants do not experience lack of financial 
support in the future.  
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Negative Impacts in Maraenui and Fordlands 

HNZC Tenants, service providers, officials and community groups in Maraenui and 
Fordlands identified several negative impacts of the changes to HNZC social housing 
policy. As in Pomare and Glen Innes, for HNZC tenants who had been relocated or 
former tenants who were no longer eligible for HNZC accommodation, the greatest 
negative impact was loss of whānau, community and a sense of connection to the 
area. Significant other impacts were also noted. These included overcrowding and 
unaffordability in the private market; increased crime; negative educational outcomes; 
and negative financial impacts.  
 
Loss of Whānau and community support 

Community and whānau support were identified by HNZC tenants, service providers 
and officials in Fordlands and Maraenui as significant for Māori HNZC tenants. As in 
Pomare and Glen Innes, HNZC tenants interviewed in Maraenui in particular identified 
their neighbours and street as ‘whānau’  

“we were [all] related or somehow, or we had neighbours or we knew someone. 
Everyone was [connected]. It was a community” (tenant, M-FG-1) 

“we had our neighbours, our cousins down the road and you all had 'what are 
you up to cuz?' 'what are you doing?' And it was go see [name] she'll help you 
and [name] was like, ‘go see so and so’. So you tread down the road, not far to 
go,  and see so-and-so and they would help you. And that's how it was. Now I 
tread past there, [name]'s not there, so-and-so's not there. There's no one 
there. And it's really quite lonely. We feel lonely. I mean I'm ... like I said. I came 
back here 10 years ago. Brought my children here to grow up here. They love it. 
But the thing is the families are […] getting dispersed to other places. […] they 
miss here, we miss them (tenant, M-FG-1) 

It was noted that the changes to tenancy management in Maraenui involved “breaking 
up a community” (tenant, M-FG-1) where “everyone was connected and shared” 
(tenant, M-FG-1). For tenants who had been relocated in Maraenui “there’s a huge 
sense of loss and disconnect with the people. […] Your neighbours are part of your 
fabric and particularly there” (official, M-I-2). 
 
Loss of support from whānau and neighbours was the most significant negative impact 
for HNZC tenants interviewed in Maraenui. This support was described in terms of 
tuakana-tēina relationships,  

“we all learned from each other. And that's been taken away. Especially the 
tuakana-tēina – you know, learning from each other” (tenant, M-FG-1).  

These relationships and support were described by some as a hapū group. 
 
Whānau was also noted by informants as significant in Fordlands. Service providers 
recognised that whānau unable to find affordable accommodation would live with 
extended whānau, sometimes in overcrowded situations. In this instance whānau was 
important as it provided additional support. However, as HNZC is not relocating tenants 
in Fordlands, ‘loss of whānau’ was not identified in relation to HNZC management 
changes.  
 
Loss of connection to land and history 

HNZC tenants interviewed in Maraenui described not only whānau connections but 
also connections to whenua and place 

“they're being uplifted out of the homes that they've born babies in, you know, 
they've laid to rest their loved ones in these homes. Created all these, you 
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know, whānau memories in these homes over all these years, just to be told, 
'oh my gosh' you know, 'I've got to get out now'. So ... because you form that 
attachment to your home” (tenant, M-FG-1) 

“You attach with your house. You create memories, whānau memories in those 
homes” (tenant, M-FG-1) 

For some HNZC tenants relocated their sense of loss was elevated because of the 
length of time they lived in their HNZC house. Service providers interviewed in 
Fordlands also recognised that long-term Māori HNZC tenants who were required as a 
result of changing circumstances or eligibility to move from HNZC properties found it 
very difficult in light of the connection they had established with the land and the house 
in which they had lived. Although aware of the temporary nature of tenancy with HNZC 
it was nonetheless extremely difficult for some long term tenants to move out of their 
home. Connections to whenua and place were significant for those interviewed across 
all six case studies.  
 
Overcrowding and unaffordability in private market 
Overcrowding and unaffordability were particularly noted in Maraenui and Fordlands. In 
Maraenui the changes to HNZC eligibility were identified as resulting in greater levels 
of overcrowding and difficulties for HNZC applicants in the private market. Tenants 
were concerned about the impact of HNZC policy restricting eligibility to A and B 
priority applicants,  

“You have to practically be living under a bridge or living out of a car to be 
eligible these days. Or if you've just got out of prison, or have tattoos all over 
your face. Those are good qualities to have to get a house [...] or a mental 
health patient. […] And you have to be seen to be [looking for private rentals] ... 
and provide proof that you've been rejected from at least five or seven private 
rental agencies before they can look at an application for you” (tenant, M-FG-1) 

Whānau assessed as C or D criteria were reported to have moved in with 
relatives and friends, sometimes into HNZC properties, 

“people who […] have been on these waiting lists and are no longer on these 
waiting lists are now staying with people who are in state houses in Maraenui or 
in garages et cetera” (official, M-I-2) 

 
The relationship between the changes to HNZC eligibility assessment and 
overcrowding is however ambiguous as unaffordability of the private housing market 
was also noted by HNZC tenants and former tenants in Maraenui. It was expected by 
some of those interviewed that the change to three yearly reviews for all tenants (from 
2014) may further exacerbate overcrowding and instability for HNZC tenants in 
Maraenui.  
 
Although some interviewees noted severe housing needs in Fordlands this was 
attributed to multiple causes among which the change in HNZC eligibility criteria was 
one factor. Other factors identified by interviewees included the high cost of the rental 
market in Rotorua and additional social factors. Similarly to Maraenui,  service 
providers interviewed in Fordlands noted that whānau who struggled to afford private 
rental would often live with other whānau in overcrowded situations 

“when you’ve got a three bedroom house and you’ve got 25 people living in it 
then, you know, it goes far beyond marae living” (service provider, F-I-3) 

And  
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“there’s really no other option but to either stay in the overcrowding […] and 
then the other is rental, you know, private rental or real estate rental” (service 
provider, F-I-3) 

In Maraenui and Fordlands it was also recognised that there is a shortage of affordable 
homes in the private market.  

“basically you have to be needy, quite needy to be in a home […] and then 
you’re only in there for three years till you get yourself on your feet then you’re 
out. There’s not enough homes in New Zealand to be able to (in Napier 
anyway) for rental at the rent that these guys can afford” (official, M-I-1) 

“There are a lot of people that are trying to get a home because there’s heaps 
of whānau out there that are living together in sheds, caravans, all in the one 
area” (service provider, M-I-3).  

In Maraenui it was noted by some of those interviewed that many applicants ineligible 
for HNZC properties had moved in with whānau (some in HNZC properties). This was 
seen as placing pressure on already vulnerable families and increasing overcrowding. 
Furthermore concern was expressed by some tenants and former tenants interviewed 
that HNZC would be obliged to report families housed in overcrowded or dangerous 
situations to Child Youth and Family Services (CYFS). Concern was also expressed 
that HNZC would not support families who were living with HNZC tenants against their 
tenancy agreement. 

 “a lot of people are scared to say [... ] that they're living in overcrowded 
conditions with a housing new Zealand tenant. [...] because they didn't declare 
that the moved in whānau, because their whānau had nowhere to go” (tenant, 
FG-M-1).  

This concern limited the willingness of tenants or HNZC applicants to report or admit to 
living in overcrowded circumstances. HNZC will not house whānau in overcrowded 
situations. Although HNZC endeavours to house whānau in suitable accommodation 
obvious difficulties for them exist where HNZC tenants and applicants are unwilling to 
report overcrowded situations.  
 
Māori HNZC tenants in Fordlands and Maraenui were more likely than other ethnicities 
to be in overcrowded HNZC accommodation (HNZC, 2013d; 2013e). In Maraenui 31 
out of 40 households in HNZC properties experiencing overcrowding were Māori 
(HNZC, 2013d).48 In Maraenui also it was recognised that HNZC applicants listed as C 
and D priority were “the ones that are struggling to find somewhere to live”, particularly 
somewhere affordable, “they can’t afford private rental, most of those people are 
normally beneficiaries” (official, M-I-1). HNZC endeavours to house all eligible 
applicants as quickly as possible and in appropriate accommodation, however they are 
no longer housing C and D priority applicants. HNZC has also encouraged Tū Tangata 
Maraenui to refer overcrowded families to HNZC using a privacy waiver. 
 
Many of those interviewed in Maraenui and Fordlands noted that the changes to 
eligibility are likely to have a greater impact when the latest changes announced in the 
2013 budget are implemented, including reviews of current tenant eligibility.  
 
Increased Crime 

Similarly to Glen Innes where a large number of HNZC properties had been left vacant 
for an extend period of time, service providers, HNZC tenants, and local officials 

                                                
48

 Given the above quote from a tenant in Maraenui it is possible that the overcrowding figures 
held by HNZC are an underestimate.  
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interviewed noted an increase in criminal activity connected to empty HNZC properties 
in Maraenui. Much of the crime was connected to the empty houses. In Maraenui 
empty and boarded up houses were seen as “a bit of a magnet” for crime (official, M-I-
2). Many empty properties had been stripped for goods, such as stoves, boilers and 
spouting. Drug use was also reported by tenants and officials interviewed to have also 
increased and was linked to the presence of large numbers of empty houses.  

“we've got a lot of young people that are [in the homes] … using the petrol, 
smoke that K2

49
 crap, and other things. They squat in those places. And all they 

have to do is light a match and it's going to burn—blow up.” (tenant, M-FG-1) 

And 

“easy access to synthetic drugs, easy access to a heap of empty homes that no 
one cares about and we already said to the government - if you don't care about 
them then why the hell should we care about them. You know, why make 
criminals out of our kids because they can get into those houses” (tenant, M-
FG-1) 

HNZC tenants still living in Maraenui further reported feeling unsafe and insecure 
surrounded by empty houses and a loss of ‘eyes on the street’. 

“you had eyes on the street everywhere. Now when you walk around here at 
night […] it's just not […] safe anymore, because you haven't got that security 
there” (tenant, M-FG-1).  

It should be noted that increased crime reported in relation to the empty houses in 
Maraenui is an issue being addressed by HNZC through the installation of more alarms 
and cameras and closer partnerships with the police. These interventions by HNZC to 
increase safety were noted by some of those interviewed in Maraenui and are 
publicised on the HNZC website. The issue of empty housing, while serious for tenants 
currently living in Maraenui, is also temporary with HNZC assessing earthquake prone 
houses and resolving issues. It is socially and financially undesirable for HNZC to have 
a large number of vacant properties and they are working to change this situation.  
 
In Fordlands increased criminal activity was not identified by officials interviewed and 
crime rates were not in any way linked to HNZC housing policy by any of those 
interviewed.  
 
Increased HNZC tenant instability  

In Maraenui and Fordlands informants also noted that the regular review process could 
be disruptive and destabilising for tenants.  

“my concern is that if they’re going to have a review period every three years it 
could be unsettling. Particularly for people with large families. And you know, 
they get them set up in a school, they get them set up in an area, and then they 
have to change” (official, F-I-1).  

Tenants who are reviewed as ineligible for the HNZC waiting list will be supported by 
HNZC to move into private rental or ownership, however the process will inevitably be 
disruptive for families and may have implications on access to services such as health 
and education. 50 It is hoped that HNZC will be able to adequately support whānau and 
individuals who undergo this process.  

                                                
49

 Synthetic cannabis brand the ingredients of which have been banned and possession is now 
a criminal offence.  
50

 The Productivity Commission (2012) report also expressed concern over the creation of 
highly transient neighbourhoods through the introduction of the three year review process and 
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Negative Financial impacts 

Some negative financial impacts were noted in both Fordlands and Maraenui. In 
Fordlands and Maraenui some informants noted that the policy changes to allocation 
priority had increased the difficulty for some applicants in accessing HNZC properties. 
In both areas, the cost of private rental was recognised as prohibitive for many HNZC 
tenants or applicants. As a result those interviewed in both regions had noted a rise in 
overcrowding among low-income families. In Maraenui increased overcrowding was 
linked very closely by tenants and officials to changes in HNZC policy. In Maraenui 
former tenants now in private rental noted significant financial impact with higher rent,  

“I just hope we can get out of there into something cheaper. Because by the 
time we pay our rent and power we’ve got stuff all left for kai” (former tenant, M-
I-3).  

According to one estimate from an informant in Maraenui, a three bedroom HNZC 
home in Maraenui with IRRS reportedly cost a beneficiary $90 a week. In comparison 
in the private market rent is between $280 to $320 per week with a maximum 
accommodation allowance of $120 per week. As discussed by some of those 
interviewed in Maraenui, these rent prices are unaffordable for many HNZC former and 
current tenants. In Fordlands overcrowding was less closely linked to changes in HNZC 
tenancy management (although still recognised as a cause) and other factors, such as 
low incomes, high transiency, and poor tenancy ratings were also identified by service 
providers and officials interviewed.  
 
Additional financial costs to the wider community in Maraenui were identified. Changes 
to HNZC policy resulting in a significant number of empty houses, and uncertainty over 
the future of Maraenui was linked by some to decreased business activity in Maraenui. 
Some retailers were reported to have had “noticed a drop off in business” (official, M-I-2). 
 
Negative impact to health  

Negative health outcomes from changes to tenancy management in Maraenui were 
particularly noted by those interviewed. Tenants said that “it's affecting us mentally, 
physically, and it's bloody tiring trying, you know, to make the government see that it’s 
hurting us” (tenant, M-FG-1). Increased overcrowded and unsuitable living conditions 
or expensive private rental were also associated with on-going negative health impacts 
by some of those interviewed. Tenants said  

“Psychologically I think it’s affected a lot of people […] I thought where the hang 
are they going to go. And they're moved out in to expensive rent. The way the 
system is now, people are finding it hard to exist.” (tenant, M-FG-1) 

“there’s heaps of whānau out there that are living together in sheds, caravans, 
all in the one area. […]. It’s getting a bit cold for the kids [to be living in sheds]” 
(tenant, M-I-3).  

Overcrowding has been linked to negative health outcomes such as increased 
transmission of infectious diseases and negative psychological health outcomes 
(Baker, Zhang & Howden-Chapman, 2010; Evans, 2008).  
 

                                                                                                                                          
the possible loss of positive outcomes for former tenants who had experienced stable and 
secure housing.  
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Concerns  

The overall aims to improve housing stock were considered positive by all within 
communities researched. However, significant concerns were also raised by 
informants. Frequently these stemmed from concern over the aims of changes, 
concerns over the process of change, and concern over the negative impacts for 
tenants.  
 
Concerns about aims 

Scepticism about redevelopment aims51 

While many of those interviewed recognised the positive aims or redevelopment 
identified by HNZC—improved housing quality, improved services, thriving and diverse 
neighbourhoods—there was widespread concern about additional perceived aims of 
the redevelopment. Many tenants, officials and service providers interviewed argued 
that the redevelopment aims included ‘cleaning up’ the neighbourhood and dispersing 
antisocial elements within each community (particularly tenants connected with 
gangs).52  
 
Some tenants believed that the redevelopment had been implemented in order to 
“disperse or get rid of the gang” (tenant, P-FG-1), or because of the “bad reputation of 
the community” (tenant, P-FG-1). Some informants believed that the revitalisation 
would move perceived ‘undesirable’ tenants out of the area to create a more 
acceptable area.  

“I think it was just part of their plan to get rid of all the bad people. Bring in new 
homes without those bad people and create their own little perfect community” 
(tenant, P-FG-2). 

“Pomare always been regarded as the problem area and I think a lot of people 
thought that that problem might actually go away if this redevelopment came 
through” (iwi representative, P-I-3) 

“[the] bad reputation of the community” (tenant, P-FG-1) 

“it was about changing the whole face of the community to one that was much 
more appealing and tasteful to residents of Lower Hutt […] and rate payers” 
(service provider, P-I-3). 

“HNZC didn’t want to look bad, they didn’t want to look bad so they started 
looking at our area and trying to fix it up by having a really good look at our area 
and trying to make a whole change. And that’s getting rid of all the people. […] 
it’s having a whole big clean up basically. […]. They thought they were doing 
something really good [...]. it’s like a whole flush, a whole clean out. [...]. and 
making it a new Pomare” (service provider, P-I-6). 

Tenants, service providers, and officials interviewed who argued that the aims of the 
redevelopment programmes were about ‘cleaning-up’ or breaking up anti-social 
communities critiqued and recognised wider narratives about social housing tenants.  

                                                
51

 The concerns about the aims expressed by tenants, service providers, and officials 
interviewed are not aligned to HNZC policy. They are the reflections of those interviewed and 
are included here as such. As noted in section one the aims of HNZC are to provide a range of 
affordable housing options to meet the housing requirements of those most in need. 
Nonetheless interviewees criticised the redevelopment outcomes partially through a critique of 
the perceived aims of HNZC as described in the section following. 
52

 HNZC takes seriously all complaints of anti-social behaviour and has on occasion taken 
action to evict or suspend tenants who have participated in anti-social behaviour. 
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Tenants and others interviewed in Pomare and Glen Innes disputed the claims of anti-
social behaviour and instead drew attention to the community strengths such as 
neighbourly good will and caring for one another, “people thought of it as […] a gang 
but we thought of it as a family … like a huge family” (tenant, P-FG-1). The strength, 
resourcefulness and resilience of the tenant communities were acknowledged as 
significant in both areas. Participants drew attention to the ‘whānau’ like nature of each 
community. A sense of whānau was both a source of strength in responding to the 
redevelopments, and led to a sense of loss as families were relocated and separated. 
 
Attention was also drawn by officials and service providers interviewed to the ethnic 
and social make-up of the relocated communities. Tenants in HNZC properties have 
low incomes, are frequently in vulnerable economic and social circumstances, and over 
one third of tenants are Māori. Many of those spoken to considered relocation of HNZC 
tenants an ethnic and social issue which most strongly impacted Māori and Pacific 
Island tenants.  
 
Relocation was thought of as “cultural displacement” (service provider, P-I-3). In both 
Pomare and Glen Innes ‘redevelopment’ was associated with ‘cleaning out’ current 
tenants and making the area more desirable for wealthy communities,  

“they are not redeveloping Glen Innes for the people that live there, they are 
redeveloping for the people that are going to come in on higher incomes” 
(community supporter, G-I-4).  

Although the overall aims of redevelopment were considered positive for many, 
concern was raised that the current tenants would not benefit from the positive 
outcomes. According to many of those interviewed, HNZC and City Living has not 
specified exactly how many houses will remain under HNZC management. Service 
providers and HNZC tenants in Pomare were concerned that as few as nine houses 
will remain available for HNZC tenants. The remaining houses will be sold privately for 
rental or occupation. Service providers and HNZC tenants interviewed in Pomare were 
concerned that the new houses would be unaffordable to rent or buy for former 
residents of Pomare. 
 
It is important to separate HNZC policy intention from the aims identified by 
interviewees and discussed above. HNZC practices and policy changes concerning the 
redevelopments or tenancy management are categorically not intended to target Māori 
or Pacific communities either to break-up the community or to move such communities 
further out of the city (or into less desirable or accessible locations). However, without 
careful consideration of the social and ethnic implications of these policies the 
consequences of these changes have the potential to disproportionately negatively 
impact these ethnic groups. Consideration of the ethnic implications of policies is 
particularly important for HNZC because of the nature of HNZC tenancy base (high 
Māori and Pacific Island representation). There are opportunities for HNZC to mitigate 
and in the future to prevent these unintended outcomes as discussed in section seven 
of this report. 
 
Scepticism about aims of tenancy management changes 

The positive aims of the changes (warm safe houses for those most in need) were 
acknowledged by many of those interviewed in Maraenui and Fordlands. As in Pomare 
and Glen Innes, multiple aims were recognised in the changes to HNZC management 
in Maraenui and Fordlands. In Maraenui tenants and service providers interviewed 
believed that the changes were about selling assets and making money.  
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Similarly to the attitudes found in Pomare and Glen Innes, many believed that the 
changes were part of an initiative to ‘clean up’ Maraenui, and to remove or separate 
anti-social tenants connected to the community. Anti-social behaviour was considered 
an excuse for changes to occur and was disputed by tenants and service providers 
interviewed. Officials also noted that  

“There has been some talk about people not wanting to move in to Maraenui 
but I think that’s … it’s a little bit of a red herring because it’s always been that 
way, um, apart from probably when it first started in terms of the development. 
[…]. I don’t see that as being a change. I think that the empty houses that we 
are seeing are a consequence of the government policy rather than anything 
else” (official, M-I-2). 

Informants in Maraenui believed that the changes were also informed by a broader 
privatisation focus.  

“we think that the houses are being demolished and removed to make way for 
private developers, to buy them up and put in houses for private rental” (tenant, 
M-FG-1).  

“I believe, that, um … it's part of the government’s sale of assets as well” 
(tenant, M-FG-1). 

“You know, it was just about getting some money to be able to cover the debt 
that was accumulating. It just made sense” (official, M-I-1) 

“[this is] quite a step away from what I had understood state housing to be 
which was for low-income families whether they were on a benefit or working. 
And as a consequence of that there’s a whole group of people who are low 
income families who can’t deal with private rental rates who aren’t being catered 
for” (official, M-I-2).  

Some HNZC tenants in Maraenui were further concerned that the continued 
degradation of HNZC properties was permitted by HNZC to facilitate an eventual 
redevelopment programme. Some officials interviewed recognised that multiple factors 
such as the global financial crisis and the Christchurch earthquake had influenced the 
need to rationalise asset ownership including state housing.  
 
Advantages of redevelopment for City Councils, HNZC, and development companies  

In both Glen Innes and Pomare interviewees drew attention to the desirable location of 
both areas for housing redevelopment.  

“Pomare was great location for redevelopment—flat, part of Lower Hutt, 
connected to road and rail, open [...]. There’s not a lot of places in the Hutt that 
you can build that will provide [for] new people coming into the community. 
There’s not a lot of sites” (iwi representative, P-I-3) 

“My own opinion is we’re [Glen Innes] close to town, we’re a handy suburb, 
we’re surrounded by rich people. That sort of thing […]. We’re right in the 
middle of, you know, a lot of money and a lot of land because a lot of this area 
is state owned land” (service provider, G-I-3) 

Available land for housing developments is very limited in many cities in New Zealand, 
particularly in Auckland. Widespread housing shortages in New Zealand require 
housing intensification and better utilisation of land, or city expansion in order to meet 
housing needs. HNZC has a long waiting list in Taita North and Glen Innes. In both 
areas HNZC has land available which can be used much more effectively through 
intensification to meet housing demand. Redevelopment of sites is a practical solution 
to housing shortages for HNZC.  
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However, of concern for many of those interviewed in Glen Innes and Pomare was the 
overall reduction of HNZC stock available in both areas (in Pomare reduced from 89 
homes to up to 20 percent of redeveloped houses, and in Glen Innes a reduction from 
156 to 78 houses). Of concern also was that these areas were targeted because of the 
perceived benefits of redevelopment for groups other than HNZC tenants, such as 
private home owners, and city councils. As identified in the quotes above, both areas 
were desirable locations for residential development.  
 
Furthermore, concerns were raised that redevelopment was allowed to occur in these 
areas in this way because of the nature of the area, particularly the high levels of 
poverty.  

“I just can’t imagine that the government would have done that to any other kind 
of community except one as poor as this. Where they would have gone on in 
and just separated up and entire community and bulldozed it” (service provider, 
P-I-5).  

High density social housing areas are particularly vulnerable to large scale 
redevelopment. It would be very difficult for redevelopment on a similar scale to that in 
Glen Innes or Pomare to occur in areas with majority private home-ownership. 
However, social housing tenants often have very limited control in planning or 
designing such redevelopments. Already vulnerable low-income social housing tenants 
may be further marginalised through such processes. In Glen Innes tenants and 
service providers interviewed drew attention to the history of low-income relocations in 
Auckland (Latham, 2003; Friesen, 2009). Suburbs in the surrounding vicinity had been 
‘gentrified’ and in the late 1990s and early 2000s Madeline (‘Mad’) Avenue was 
redeveloped and HNZC tenants relocated (some to Glen Innes). It was argued by 
some of those interviewed that the current redevelopment in Glen Innes was part of an 
on-going process whereby low income residents are relocated further out of the city 
and away from desirable locations (such as near the beach).  
 
Responding to severe housing shortages in New Zealand cities, particularly Auckland, 
requires better use of city land. In Pomare and Glen Innes more houses will be placed 
on the land maximising usage. The concerns raised were not generally about better 
land use but about the forced relocation of tenants and the perceived negative 
outcomes for these tenants.  
 
Concerns about process: Engagement and communication 

Communication and engagement may be significant factors in providing a measure of 
control for tenants affected by the changes to social housing provision. Concerns were 
raised about the redevelopment process and the manner in which changes have been 
implemented. Communication and community engagement were considered to have 
been poorly implemented although recent improvements were also recognised. Some 
tenants also felt tricked and manipulated by the communication and engagement 
process.  
 
Communication about changes and redevelopment  

Poor communication on behalf of HNZC and the redevelopment companies fostered 
negative attitudes towards the development and was identified by many as a key area 
for improvement.  

“It hasn’t been well communicated. […]. Housing New Zealand have [sent 
tenants] bureaucratic letters […]. And their clients aren’t tuned into that. And so 
it was a surprise to them, [there were] tonnes of people taking their letter down 
to Housing New Zealand saying ‘what does this mean? I don’t understand what 
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you’re telling me.’ And […] I think a bit of thought could have gone in to that. 
Because it’s a huge thing” (service provider, M-I-2).  

Language could be a significant barrier for some tenants, not only for those whose 
second language was English but also for those who struggled to interpret 
‘bureaucratic letters’. Tenants in Pomare and Glen Innes also noted that language 
could be a significant communication issue for some tenants, particularly when 
important information (such as eviction information) was being issued through letters 
rather than verbal communication. In Glen Innes HNZC translated newsletters in to four 
languages based on the ethnicity of the housing tenants in the area however as noted 
below communication was considered by many tenants interviewed to be a significant 
concern.  
 
Notification of the redevelopment was considered inadequate by many of those 
interviewed in Glen Innes and Pomare. Many HNZC tenants interviewed reported first 
becoming aware of the changes when they received their 90 day eviction notice from 
HNZC. Initial communication about the changes was considered limited and unclear  

“At beginning I think the communication from Housing Corp. was pretty fickle. A 
whole lot of mixed messages. […]. often there was different Housing Corp. 
representatives that had different stories, different messages. […]. There was a 
lot of mixed messages (official, P-I-4) 

In addition tenant groups in Pomare were reportedly excluded from initial consultation 
about redevelopment projects 

“those discussions [planning] were all happening outside of the community. 
They were not included. And on several occasions I think the community 
members made it really clear they were aware that discussions about 
redevelopment in Pomare was happening but it didn’t include them” (Service 
provider, P-I-3).  

“it was pretty clear […] they didn’t have any great designs to include people 
from the community (service provider, P-I-3). 

Information for tenants and engagement with tenants concerns was slow.  

“I think they started communicating more with the community when we started 
putting our arms up, like what the hell is going on? How come we’re not getting 
told about this? Next minute they started putting flyers into people’s letter boxes 
and shit like that. Only after we’d asked for some sort of information on what 
was happening otherwise the community was quite oblivious to what was 
happening” (tenant, P-FG-1).  

"the consultation process could have been a bit better" (official, G-I-2) 

“there’s plenty of scope for renewal there, some of the houses are really old and 
that’s fine that they should be refurbished, or they could even be taken away 
and units be put there. But it’s got to be something that the community accepts 
and the community engages in. it’s got to be redevelopment for that community, 
not for broader government objectives” (community supporter, G-I-4) 

“they’ve just said what they’re going to do. That’s all they’ve done. And on their 
consultation process they say this is what we’re going to do, this is how we’re 
going to do it, how can we help you to help us?” (tenant, G-FG-1).  

The absence of face-to-face communication from HNZC caused particular concern for 
tenants interviewed in Glen Innes and Pomare.  

“social housing is about kanohi ki te kanohi and the relationship. You can’t have 
social housing if you don’t have the relationship inside the whole thing” (tenant, 
G-FG-1).  
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In Glen Innes service providers and tenants noted that letters about the planned 
redevelopment had come out at the same time as the Glen Innes HNZC office closed 
down, compounding difficulties for tenants who wanted further information and 
clarification about the redevelopment. Some HNZC tenants interviewed in Glen Innes 
thought letters were an inappropriate way to communicate information about the 
redevelopment and about relocations. 
 
Similarly, in Maraenui tenants raised concern about the closure of the local HNZC 
office (now reopened) and contact with HNZC. It was noted that the 0800 number could 
be difficult to access for tenants, and long waiting times were identified by tenants and 
officials interviewed in Maraenui.  
 
HNZC responded positively to critical feedback and has reopened some offices around 
New Zealand (including the Maraenui office). A Tenancy Liaison Officer (TLO) in Glen 
Innes has also been working in the area since 2011 to respond to questions and 
concerns from tenants. It is important to note that HNZC have attempted to provide 
adequate communication to HNZC tenants in Glen Innes and elsewhere. This 
communication includes meetings between affected tenants and the TLO, letters, drop-
in sessions, community meetings, and meetings with stakeholders. In addition HNZC 
will introduce Independent Community Advocates in Glen Innes who will be available to 
provide additional assistance to relocated tenants. The impact of this is not yet known, 
but it is hoped it will improve some of the communication issues noted by those 
interviewed. Furthermore HNZC will conduct a post-relocation survey with relocated 
tenants.  
 
In spite of the evident communication work from HNZC, during this research it emerged 
that many of those interviewed in Glen Innes, Maraenui, and Pomare were concerned 
with the level of communication from them and the manner in which information was 
communicated indicating that further work is needed in this area. Some suggested 
changes are included in the recommendation section.  
 
Consultation 

Consultations were not necessarily effective in allowing community concerns to be 
raised or tenant contributions to be taken into account. Hui held in Glen Innes were 
critiqued because “they chose who they wanted to consult with” (service provider, G-I-
3).  
 
Many informants in Pomare were concerned about their limited participation in 
producing the plans for the redevelopment. Tenants, officials and service providers 
were apprehensive over whether City Living would respond to and engage with 
community concerns. HNZC Tenants and service providers particularly questioned the 
affordability of the redevelopment for current HNZC tenants. Furthermore HNZC 
tenants interviewed were concerned about the redevelopment company’s proposed 
street name change from Farmers Crescent to Lady Pomare Drive.  
 
According to some of those interviewed the method of communication or consultation 
did not facilitate discussion nor provide genuine space for tenants to have input in the 
policy or design process, 

“I think when they [tenants] thought about the consultation they thought it was 
going to be a bit of a hui, people come to talk, they’d tell them what they’d like to 
do or what it might look like. […]. That was the expectation. So to actually see 
the boards up with the diagrams and the modelling and the streets […] 
renamed. I think that really got people stirred up. And it didn’t help. And I 
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actually think now it was probably a bit of a smokescreen. That was done 
publically so that was their form of consultation” (service provider, P-I-3) 

Adequate consultation and communication with communities must use models relevant 
to the community. Many tenants in both regions received flyers or letters which were 
seen as very impersonal ways to communicate serious and for some devastating news. 
An absence of human interaction and cultural recognition were noted (service provider 
G-I-3). Allen (2000) notes that tenants who are relocated may find the experience less 
stressful when provided with more information about the process. In New Zealand 
using culturally appropriate methods of communication to provide more, and more 
useful information may facilitate better communication between HNZC and tenants.  
 
Few tenants or officials/service providers identified the communication model used as 
explicitly exclusionary to Māori, however it was recognised that the limited number of 
kanohi ki te kanohi communication or hui-like sessions between all affected parties had 
a negative impact on Māori communities, particularly tenants who were unaware of the 
planned changes and felt excluded from significant input into the redevelopment 
design. Alternative methods of conveying plans and changes were proposed, such as 
working with community groups, local marae, and leaders to get messages to tenants 
in order to reduce the negative impact of those messages. HNZC may be constrained 
during redevelopment projects by confidentiality or contract constraints between HNZC 
and development partners, however, HNZC (from 2014 MSD as tenant managers) will 
need to consider on-going communication responsibilities in conjunction with 
development partners to ensure that affected tenants and communities are provided 
with adequate information throughout the entire redevelopment process. 
 
Complex redevelopments and commercial partnerships with developers may limit 
HNZCs ability to engage and consult with community groups and effected tenants over 
redevelopment designs and implementation. However, as evident in this research 
improved engagement and consultation was important for tenants, service providers, 
and officials interviewed in Pomare, Glen Innes and Maraenui.  
 
Some concerns were also raised about a lack of communication between HNZC and 
City Councils. In Napier it was noted that council plans to revitalise the shopping centre 
in Maraenui and upgrade the council reserve had been negatively impacted by the 
HNZC changes. Both are now surrounded by empty sections and boarded-up, 
abandoned houses. In Fordlands communication between the Council and HNZC was 
also poor with Council receiving little information about the changes 

“And I think that’s the main thing, is that we don’t really know what’s going on. 
We only get what you get from the media” (service provider, F-I-1)  

Informants recognised that HNZC had responded to criticism of their communication 
models and have changed their approach in some areas. It was also recognised that 
HNZC has engaged with various tenant and community groups such as Tū Tangata 
Maraenui and Positive Pomare who have both developed a media and political 
presence. HNZC also provide information about the redevelopment and about policy 
changes on their website and through newsletters. Additional information on the 
Pomare and Glen Innes is available online through HNZC and through the Tamaki 
Transformation Project53 and the Pomare Redevelopment Project.54  
 

                                                
53

 http://www.tamakitrc.co.nz/ 
54

 http://www.Pomareredevelopment.co.nz/ 

http://www.tamakitrc.co.nz/
http://www.pomareredevelopment.co.nz/
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A sense of being ‘tricked’ 

Many tenants affected by the redevelopments in Pomare and Glen Innes who were 
interviewed felt angry, upset, and manipulated. Tenants, officials and service providers 
interviewed reported an element of manipulation in the communication of information 
the redevelopments and tenancy management changes.  

“[it] simply for us looked like cloaking it up and actually moving potentially 
families—undesirable families from Housing New Zealand’s perspective—out of 
the community all together” (service provider, P-I-3).  

“I can see a renewal process has been looked at and taken advantage of 
because of discontent in terms of some of the communities” (iwi representative, 
P-I-2). 

“it was always underpinned by the desire to actually move certain elements of 
that community out of the area all together. And that done under a 
redevelopment project was a better way of propositioning it rather than straight 
out evictions and demolitions” (service provider, P-I-3).  

Tenants in particular reported feeling tricked, manipulated and humiliated.  

“[I feel] manipulated a bit kind of. Yeah. Tricked” (tenant, P-FG-1).  

“I feel like a sucker” (tenant, P-FG-1) 

“very humiliated” (tenant, P-I-1) 

“they used it [gang related evictions] to get the rest of us out of there” (tenant, 
P-FG-1) 

“we’re not bad people, but we look bad because of them” (tenant, P-I-1) 

“I think they used a bully tactic” (tenant, P-FG-2) 

“I feel that they went through the back door” (tenant, P-FG-2) 

Tenants and service providers interviewed felt that the process of redevelopment had 
been manipulative and dishonest. Tenants and service providers interviewed in 
Pomare and Glen Innes who may have otherwise supported redevelopment were 
angry about how tenants had been informed, what options they had been given, and 
their participation in consultation and design of the redevelopment. It was felt by some 
of those interviewed that better processes around the redevelopment could have 
facilitated more positive attitudes from tenants and other groups within the community.  
 
In spite of improvements to communication processes from HNZC, including more 
face-to-face meetings, HNZC tenants have still been excluded from the design stages 
of redevelopment in Pomare and Glen Innes. Tenants in Pomare were not invited to 
participate in early discussions between key stakeholders, nor have they been invited 
to contribute to the design of the redevelopment before draft plans were produced. 
‘Consultation’ with tenants has occurred after plans were drawn up making it much 
harder for tenants to effect change in the plans or direct the design. It is possible that 
Maraenui will experience similar large scale redevelopment to Pomare and Glen Innes. 
If this occurs, HNZC tenants should be included in the design of the redevelopment 
from the beginning so that tenant needs are heard and responded to.  
 
HNZC tenants are the most vulnerable group of stakeholders during a redevelopment. 
They have the least power to make decisions, however, tenants are the group most 
affected by redevelopments, and are most likely to experience negative impacts of 
redevelopments.  
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Responses and support 

The affected communities in Maraenui, Fordlands, Pomare, and Glen Innes responded 
in various ways to the proposed changes. Some of this response was in opposition to 
the changes and an attempt to have policy changed or adapted.  
 
Their responses included:  

 forming and/or working with community groups (such as Tū Tangata Maraenui and 
Positive Pomare) 

 in November 2012 undertaking a combined Pomare, Glen Innes and Maraenui 
HNZC tenant protest march to Parliament 

 networking with other affected communities 

 positive campaigning (e.g. Positive Pomare) 

 attending meetings 

 participating in research (e.g. Wellington Regional Public Health report on healthy 
homes) 

 working with and meeting local and national politicians including representatives 
from the Mana Party, the Māori Party, the Labour Party and the Green Party. 
Locally, representatives from City Councils have also met with affected tenants 

 working with iwi organisations 

 working with marae (such as Ruapotaka marae in Glen Innes) 

 supporting each other 
 
A range of organisations, both Māori and non-Māori, had been supportive of and 
involved in these responses. This included Iwi support as well as Māori organisations 
such as:  

 Marae in affected areas (for example, Ruapotaka marae in Glen Innes) 

 Community centres in affected areas, such as the Glen Innes Hub and the Pomare 
community house.  

 Port Nicholson Settlement Trust 

 Ahikaa 

 Te Puni Kōkiri. 

 Tū Tangata Ahuriri and Tū Tangata Maraenui 
 
Additional support has come from:  

 City Councils including Hutt City Council, Napier City Council 

 Local and national politicians 

 Regional Public Health 

 Local schools, health providers and community centres. 
 
Although tenants affected acknowledged the support from outside organisations as 
identified above, their support for one another and from within the community was the 
most significant. Tenants interviewed said “we just comfort each other” (P-FG-1) and 
“just stick as a family” (P-FG-1). The close sense of whānau was a significant factor in 
tenants’ resilience to the impacts of the redevelopment.  

“[there has been] been a very Māori form of support for them from the back or 
from behind. If you need us there, we’re there. So I think that’s been kind of 
where we’ve seen greatest kind of involvement” (service provider, P-I-3). 

Marae provided space for tenants to meet with one another and express their anger 
and loss. In addition community groups have developed leadership and strength,  

“[they have] become very vocal and stood up for their rights and I take my hat 
off to them for doing that. I think that showed really strong leadership and its 
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coming from the grassroots. [...]. It’s them determining their future” (official, M-I-
1).  

Iwi representatives have provided some support to affected HNZC tenants, including 
during the protest to Parliament (official, M-I-1). However, it was also recognised that 
iwi groups could be doing more, including participating in social housing provision.  
 

Summary 

Policy changes to social housing supply and management can have positive impacts, 
including increased supply of houses; more suitable houses; more warmer and 
healthier houses; and better housing supply to those in the greatest need. In this 
research strong support for these aims was expressed by HNZC tenants, service 
providers, and officials interviewed across the four research locations.  
 
However, in Glen Innes and Pomare these positive impacts are as yet only potential 
impacts. The redeveloped houses have not yet been built and HNZC tenants are yet to 
experience the benefits of the newer, warmer homes. Instead tenants, officials and 
service providers interviewed in Pomare and Glen Innes identified serious short to 
medium term negative impacts as a result of the redevelopment and associated 
relocations. Poor outcomes included poorer health, disruptions to education, limited 
access to services, increased crime, increased overcrowding, and most significant for 
tenants, loss of whānau support and relationships.  
 
In addition officials, tenants, and service providers interviewed expressed concern that 
tenant relocations in Glen Innes and Pomare were permanent. HNZC relocated all 
affected tenants into comparable housing which met tenant needs (although some 
tenants interviewed in Maraenui and Pomare reported poorer housing following 
relocation). Relocated tenants are now considered suitably housed. If relocated tenants 
wish to return to the redeveloped houses they will have a lower priority than those 
without suitable housing. 55 HNZC justifiably prioritise applicants on their waiting list for 
available housing. This policy is designed to meet the housing needs of those who 
need it most. Service providers and tenants interviewed who recognised the serious 
housing needs of HNZC waiting list applicants nonetheless struggled with relocation 
and tenants wanted the option to return to the street from which they had been 
relocated following redevelopment.  
 
Loss of whānau and community support was the most significant negative impact from 
the redevelopments and the changes to HNZC identified by tenants, officials and 
service providers. There was concern among service providers and officials 
interviewed that this strong sense of loss and disconnection to supportive whānau ties 
and the separation of historical connection to the land and house in which tenants had 
lived further marginalised an already vulnerable group. Furthermore, some tenants, 
officials, and service providers interviewed believed that the redevelopment, particularly 
relocation, deliberately sought to undermine the HNZC tenant community in Pomare 
and Glen Innes. This was seen as part of an attempt to decrease anti-social behaviour 
(particularly crime) in the communities involved.  
 
More consideration of the impact and loss caused by relocations (including whānau 
and social loss) would have been beneficial. An effective social and cultural impact 

                                                
55

 At the time of interviewing this was the policy. HNZC have very recently changed this so that 
relocated tenants may return to redeveloped areas. It is unclear at this stage whether this 
change will apply to tenants who have already moved.  
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study that involved tenants and other stakeholders before setting out on the reforms 
could have predicted and perhaps mitigated many of the negative impacts. The long 
term impacts of relocation (or the possible benefits of mixed-tenure housing) are not 
yet identifiable. Further research with affected tenants could be beneficial to inform 
future redevelopment design and implementation. 
 
Further significant concerns expressed by tenants, officials and service providers 
interviewed in Pomare, Glen Innes, Maraenui and Fordlands pertained to the 
communication of the changes from HNZC and the subsequent engagement strategy 
implemented by HNZC. Engagement and communication was considered very poor, 
particularly initially and particularly in relation to relocations and demolitions. Service 
providers, officials, and tenants interviewed believed that HNZC could have worked 
better with the community over the changes to social housing provision. Particularly a 
more Māori model of communication and engagement was proposed. For some 
officials and service providers interviewed consultation should occur within a hui—
where all parties can engage with and debate the proposed changes. It was also 
suggested that Māori organisations could have worked with HNZC to ensure Māori 
tenants to be relocated were adequately supported in a culturally appropriate manner.  
 
A positive consequence of the social housing reforms was the community and marae 
responses to the difficulties tenants were facing. Current organisations and new 
organisations offered support that was appreciated by tenants and whānau affected. 
An associated positive effect was also achieved by the way tenants bonded with each 
other and took action to address their concerns and needs. 
 
HNZC policy is concerned with the wellbeing of tenants. Negative impacts from policy 
changes are unintended and attempts are made to mitigate negative impacts. As noted 
above HNZC aims to relocate tenants to housing which is of equal or better standard, 
in a desirable location, and cause the least disruption to access to schools and social 
services for the tenant. Relocated tenants are offered a range of housing options by 
HNZC. However, some tenants interviewed said this did not always occur. Some 
interviewed in Pomare and Glen Innes were relocated to areas which caused education 
and health disruptions, others reported poorer quality housing in their new location. 
Additionally, as identified above significant social and cultural impacts to Māori whānau 
from the changes implemented continue to be experienced.  
 
Significantly loss of whānau or whānau-like connections and loss of connection to 
whenua, kāinga and place were highly significant for many of those interviewed 
(particularly tenants but also service providers and officials). These impacts may have 
been unanticipated and may be more significant for Māori tenants than other HNZC 
clientele (although various groups housed by HNZC may also have similar 
experiences). There is an opportunity for HNZC to include cultural-impact assessments 
in future projects and policy making decisions. The HNZC Māori strategic plan Te Au 
Roa (2007–2012) included a plan to “increase the effectiveness of service delivery to 
Māori” including the “integration of Māori priorities into the Corporation’s planning, 
strategy, policy and operational activities” (HNZC, 2007, p.32). HNZC already has in 
place guidelines to mitigate any negative impact of policies on Māori, where possible 
these should be enhanced and improved. These opportunities are expanded upon in in 
section seven.  
 
Continued improvement in communication and engagement between HNZC, tenants, 
service providers, officials, and redevelopers will be important to ensure more positive 
outcomes in the areas currently under redevelopment and in all areas affected by 
changes to HNZC social housing provision.  
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Section five: Social and affordable housing provision by 
Māori organisations 

Introduction  

The following section examines social and affordable housing provision by Māori 
organisations in two locations, Kaitaia and Western Bay of Plenty. Four aspects of 
social housing provision are examined. First the vision for Māori social housing held by 
housing organisations interviewed in WBOP and Kaitaia is identified. Second, the 
impacts both positive and negative of Māori social housing provision in WBOP and 
Kaitaia are discussed. Third, the barriers to social housing provision discussed by 
social housing providers and relevant officials interviewed are identified. Finally, the 
keys to successful provision of Māori social housing identified by informants in WBOP 
and Kaitaia are noted.  
 

Vision for Māori social housing 

“You’ve got to have the whānau, the whare, and the whenua all together” 
(Provider K-I-5) 

Māori social housing providers interviewed held various visions for social and 
affordable houses. For many providers, particularly in WBOP, their housing vision was 
centred on providing secure and healthy housing for their kaumātua and kuia. For 
some, particularly in Kaitaia, the focus also included providing for their mokopuna and 
ensuring a legacy for their children. Providers also emphasised the importance of land, 
particularly papa kāinga and returning home. Several providers noted the importance of 
tīkanga and their historic connections to their whenua.  
 
Vision for the whānau  

For many providers interviewed whānau was at the centre of social housing provision  

“our whānau are the core kaupapa of all of these houses. Without the whānau 
these don’t mean anything. […]. The whānau are the focus of our build” 
(housing provider, K-I-5).  

A focus on building safe, warm, healthy homes for kaumātua and kuia was a priority for 
many of the providers interviewed in WBOP.  

“everybody is looking to provide some form of Kaumātua housing, and 
everybody then, in terms of the balance is providing a facility, an option for 
rental accommodation for families, and then the other option is permanent 
home ownership for those families as well” (official, W-I-2). 

Of the social housing providers interviewed in WBOP Mangatawa Papamoa Block Inc., 
has recently completed ten Kaumātua units which will be rented to high-needs 
applicants through an agreement with HNZC. An additional 12 houses currently under 
construction will be built for whānau. The primary focus for Tauwhao te Ngare Trust 
was Kaumātua units with four out of the five houses built for kaumātua and kuia. 
Pukekohatu trust also planned to build one Kaumātua unit. Officials in WBOP also 
identified kaumātua and kuia housing as the greatest need in their communities.  
 
Other providers, particularly in Northland, emphasised providing a home for the 
whānau, especially for children,  

“it’s about getting people into their own home […] it’s an asset that you can 
leave for your kids” (housing provider K-I-1).  
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“[we] need to think what’s good for the children, and that’s always the kaupapa 
of these papa kāinga – is you’re creating a safe healthy and happy environment 
for the children” (housing provider, K-I-4).  

“[housing includes the] whole picture of good, healthy housing, and whānau, 
and setting up something for your mokopuna” (housing provider, K-I-4).  

It was also noted that papa kāinga were a legacy for children because the homes were 
built on mana whenua, “this is their kāinga, this is their home, this is their mana, this 
whenua” (housing provider, K-I-5).  
 
He Korowai Trust’s vision was developing “the absolute maximum potential of whānau 
[…]. assisting whānau to achieve their maximum potential and improve their quality of 
life as they see it, not as we see it but as they see it” (housing provider, K-I-2).  
 
Vision for the whenua  

Several providers recognised the importance of building on papa kāinga and their 
connection with their whenua. It was recognised that many Māori wanted to live on 
papa kāinga,  

“It was always the aspiration of my grandfather […] that their kids were going to 
come back and build on the block” (official, W-I-2).  

Some interviewees drew attention to Māori who, for financial and other reasons, were 
seeking to relocate from urban centres such as Auckland in order to live on their papa 
kāinga. It was noted that this could be problematic 

“a lot of our whānau have this fantasy that when the ship goes I’ll go home and 
I’ll be alright” (housing provider, K-I-4).  

Instead relocating Māori could end up with nowhere to live, or living with whānau on 
land without sufficient infrastructure, thus spreading the support burden on families 
already under pressure.  
 
In response to some of these identified housing issues He Korowai Trust’s vision was 
about relocating  

“our whānau back on to their papa kāinga land and [using] that whenua as a 
mother block to generate an income where they could sustainably and 
economically live their life without outside interference” (housing provider, K-I-
2).  

It was also recognised that land was under-utilised in Northland and WBOP. 
Developing Māori land would benefit the regional and local councils.  
 
Several providers in Northland noted that some existing Māori housing in the region is 
established without council consents and that installing infrastructure to these houses 
could be difficult and costly and many whānau were unwilling or unable to go through 
the official consent process.  
 
Whenua was acknowledged to hold special significance for Māori,  

“we’re talking to our whānau not only about the housing but about what a 
taonga our land is—how you oranga mō tātau” (housing provider, K-I-4).  

For some building on papa kāinga involved reconnecting with ancestral land, 
knowledge and practices, their housing vision entailed “noho tahi, moe tahi, kōrero tahi” 
(housing provider, K-I-5). 
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Housing providers’ vision for their land was significant, and was connected to their 
vision for specifically Māori housing needs and wishes. Many Māori housing providers 
spoke of the significance of language, kaupapa, and tīkanga.  
 

Impacts  

Positive: Whānau  

“it’s the whānau. It’s the whānau that will actually benefit” (housing provider, K-I-
1).  

Many social housing providers and officials interviewed in WBOP and Kaitaia believed 
that there were many significant positive impacts from the provision of Māori social 
housing. As with the vision of housing providers, these positive impacts were 
connected particularly to whānau and whenua.  
 
Benefits for whānau included the physical benefits of a healthy home. Some housing 
providers interviewed in WBOP and Northland noted a high number of children with 
strep throat and respiratory illnesses. It was hoped that healthy homes will improve the 
health outcomes for these children and their whānau. Some providers interviewed had 
become involved in social housing provision because of identified negative health 
impacts for whānau. Whānau trusts desired better health outcomes for their own 
whānau through the provision of warmer, healthier homes. Many Māori social housing 
providers in WBOP and Northland have not been operating long enough to see the 
benefits for whānau from these changes (some do not yet have tenants or occupants). 
However, whānau already in new houses anecdotally identified improved health as an 
outcome of the improved housing quality, particularly for children (housing provider, K-
I-4).  
 
High transience and low incomes had negative health and wellbeing outcomes for 
whānau. New social housing on papa kāinga was seen to alleviate whānau housing 
insecurity and reduce transience. This was seen as having a positive outcome on 
health and wellbeing, and financial benefits were also identified. Stability was 
recognised as significant for whānau wellbeing, and good health outcomes were seen 
as more important than the number of houses provided.  
 
The social benefits of living on papa kāinga in particular were also recognised. Papa 
kāinga was acknowledged as ‘great place’ for children to grow-up (official, W-I-2).  
 
The cultural benefits of living on papa kāinga for whānau were also noted  

“our whare, our new development will be to accentuate what we’re doing now, 
and making sure that our culture, and our whakapapa, and our reo is at the 
forefront of why we’re doing this. And it’s all about planning for our tamariki and 
giving them an environment that my generation never had” (housing provider, 
K-I-5).  

Whānau moving back on to papa kāinga and becoming involved in whānau and hapū 
life was seen as positive for the community, particularly the marae (official, W-I-2).  
 
Improved relationships were also noted as positive outcomes, particularly between 
whānau groups and officials.  

“[whānau have] got good relationships now with council so if they have got a 
rating issue they can go and talk to them. They can sort it out so it doesn’t 
escalate to where they are putting pylons across the road. You know, all that 
confrontational stuff that are the long term benefits” (official, W-I-2).  
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Positive relationship between local councils and whānau will be mutually beneficial. 
Whānau are able to have safe houses that comply with codes, and council is able to 
more successfully gather rates (housing provider K-I-5).  
 
Positives: Whenua 

“there’s nothing like having your own piece of dirt” (Provider, K-I-1). 

Social housing providers interviewed also recognised the cultural importance of 
whenua for whānau and the positive impacts that came from whānau moving on to 
their own whenua. These included reconnecting with whānau and contributing back to 
the wider whānau and marae 

“it’s just reconnecting, I'm saying that personally. You see the benefits from 
whānau coming home, they’re able to become actively engaged owners […]. I 
think the epitome would be to be actually living on your tūpuna whenua. And 
living sustainably […], you know, healthily. Having a home and then contributing 
back to your whānau, hapū, in whatever way that may look like” (official, W-I-1).  

A ‘domino effect’ was identified, where whānau spurred each other on to building on 
whānau land 

“the more success that we have in terms of our whānau going back and building 
and living on their land then the more the word spreads, people want to do the 
same thing” (official, W-I-2).  

Some providers interviewed were concerned with living sustainably on the land. Some 
social housing trusts were engaging with a variety of sustainable energy opportunities 
for whare, including solar energy. He Korowai Trust planned to use part of the land 
they had bought to provide the community with food such as meat, milk, fruit and 
vegetables.  
 
Living on mana whenua was important for many Māori social housing providers.  

“It’s that safe environment; I’ve got a safe place. My family here are safe. I'm 
not safe if I live in Kaitaia, I’m not safe if I live in Tāmaki Makaurau or anywhere 
else. This is my safe zone for my children” (housing provider, K-I-5).  

 
Positive: Economics 

The economic benefits of building on papa kāinga and developing multiple-owned 
Māori land were identified by many of those interviewed 

“we’re hoping that we can just come up with a strong enough economic 
argument and a social argument, that it will enable the council to invest in Māori 
land development” (official, W-I-2) 

Officials recognised that although economic arguments existed for Māori social 
housing, these needed to be made clear to funding agencies. The economic benefits of 
this type of housing provision could lead to lower borrowing from banks and increased 
work for builders. Lower levels of homelessness, better and more available housing, 
healthy children and adults will all have positive economic outcome in each region. 
Secure and affordable tenure in retirement is also financially beneficial for Māori.  
 
Negative 

Very few negative impacts for Māori were noted by social and affordable housing 
providers interviewed. Some negatives included potential financial risks for whānau; 
potential disputes and disagreements between whānau, trusts, and providers; potential 
competition across providers (causing more disputes). Difficulties in application building 
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and process were also noted, though recognised as a negative aspect of the process 
and not a negative impact. Working with whānau could be difficult for some 

“[when working with whānau] half the time they go off track and then you’ve got 
to pull them into the kaupapa. […]. And then they have these little verbal 
altercations between one another. […]. So a meeting that’s supposed to take 
one hour ends up being four hours long” (housing provider, W-I-5).  

This again was not a negative outcome, the providers were committed to building 
Kaumātua units for their family, however it could sometimes be seen as a negative part 
of the process.  
 

Barriers to social housing development  

“the mountain they had to climb around consent changes, plan changes, or 
developing on their whānau land!” (official, W-I-1).  

All Māori social housing providers interviewed in WBOP and Kaitaia recognised serious 
barriers to building on Māori whenua. These barriers included legal and bureaucratic 
difficulties, expense, trust capability, infrastructure costs, changing relationships, tools 
available, information and communication, land restrictions, length of time, 
unwillingness from government to engage with smaller groups, and whānau or 
organisation raruraru.  
 
The most significant barrier for most providers was the cost of social or affordable 
housing. This cost extended beyond the actual build/relocation cost to infrastructure 
costs and development and council fees. Many trusts had to add building infrastructure, 
including roading, to their budget. In many of the freehold Māori land blocks in both 
regions researched little infrastructure is already built. The cost of infrastructure is 
extremely prohibitive for small whānau trusts.  
 
Land restrictions 

Western Bay of Plenty and Northland have large areas of multiple-owned Māori land 
much of which is zoned as rural (Capital Strategy/SGS Economics and Planning, 
2007). Rural zoning restricts the number of houses which can be built in close 
proximity. Housing providers and officials interviewed in both regions acknowledged 
rural land zoning was a barrier to developing Māori land.  
 
Zoning restrictions can add a bureaucratic restriction to providers seeking to build on 
Māori land. Furthermore, zoning can add to infrastructure costs where development 
has to be spread out inside a land block. Zoning restrictions were also criticised as anti-
social for Māori  

“On Māori land you can’t only build one house, you need to build multiple 
houses. […]. you need to create an environment that all the whānau want to be 
at. And if you’re just building one house you soon get lonely and off you go” 
(housing provider, K-I-4).  

Existing and historic zoning restrictions not only limit the development of houses on 
Māori land but it also restricts the ways in which development can occur, historically 
forcing a Pākehā model of housing and land use on Māori. This model may be 
inadequate for Māori who wish to develop their papa kāinga.  
 
Expense 

Social housing provision, particularly on Māori land, was recognised by many social 
housing providers to be costly. Cost was escalated by council development fees and 
resource consent requirements which are both expensive and time consuming 
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“resource consent is like thousands of dollars. Māori whenua can’t sustain that” 
(housing provider W-I-5).  

Under some councils these fees must be paid up front. The Ministry of Business 
Innovation and Employment (MBIE) reports that the average development contribution 
charged by councils has increased from $3,000 to $14,000 per section over the last 
decade (MBIE, 2013). In WBOP development fees and resource consents have been 
addressed and the WBOP District Council and Tauranga City Council have worked 
with trusts in the past to renegotiate affordable development fees. In the Pukekohatu 
development council fees were approximately $45,000. Furthermore, development fees 
are premised on the developer on-selling the land. This is not the case for many Māori 
social housing providers, who are unable or unwilling to sell land. This fee should be 
re-examined in the context of Māori social housing.  
 
Limited funding is available for Māori social housing provision, and that which is 
available may be hard to access. Funding from SHU was criticised by some of those 
interviewed as requiring too much upfront financial input from housing providers 

“the biggest issue that we’ve got at the moment is the new criteria round the 15 
percent. […] 15 percent on a million dollar project is a lot of money to come up 
with” (Official, W-I-4).  

For whānau trusts such as Pukekohatu this cost was so high that the value of the entire 
land did not meet the requirements.  
 
Finally in regards to cost barriers, providers and officials recognised that there was a 
very limited pool of contestable funding for these housing developments. The Māori 
pūtea from SHU is only $4.6 million country wide, with the general fund only $34 million 
per year, while the TPK SHAZ fund has an additional $456,000. As was identified by 
some providers interviewed, social housing provision in Auckland alone could account 
for all of that funding. Other funding avenues such as Kāinga whenua loans have not 
been very successful with extremely low uptake, though this has been addressed in 
recent changes from HNZC and Kiwi Bank.  
 
Legal and regulatory barriers 

Legal and regulatory barriers were identified by housing providers interviewed in 
WBOP and Northland. Those who wish to develop multiple-owned freehold Māori land 
must gain agreement from 75 percent of the owners of that land. This can be difficult as 
owners may be overseas, or deceased and not succeeded to (housing provider, K-I-
6).56 Additional legal barriers to development were also identified. Currently Kāinga 
whenua loans only recognise occupation licences, not occupation orders. This gives 
whānau less security (as a licence cannot be inherited upon decease of the holder) and 
also adds a layer of bureaucracy to whānau who may already have occupation orders. 
In addition, ownership models and legislation governing ownership restricts 
development.  
 

                                                
56

 According to Te Kooti Whenua/Māori Land Court Māori, Māori land interests are transferred 
upon decease of a landowner to successors (children, including adopted and whāngai, or 
natural brothers and sisters, or court appointed beneficiary/ies). The Māori Land Court must 
issue the succession order. The Court requires an original or copy of the death certificate, a 
copy of the deceased persons will, probate or grant of administration, payment of an application 
fee, and whakapapa details for the deceased in order to issue the succession order (Māori Land 
Court, n.d.).  
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Bureaucratic barriers were also identified by providers and officials interviewed. Far 
North District Council bureaucracy was seen to impede development on Māori land. 
There were significant information and communication gaps with some trusts struggling 
to fill out the correct forms for each process. Trustee capabilities were also identified as 
a significant barrier  

“the biggest obstacle would be our trustees and our trustee’s capabilities. You 
know, we all want a whare on the whenua. And … but making that happen at an 
individual whānau level, at an owner level, and then at a trust level … just 
getting quorums for meetings … all those vital little steps in the process” 
(official, W-I-1). 

Likewise, the financial capabilities required by trusts may be difficult to achieve for 
many small whānau trusts in the Far North. A financial background and governance 
structures are needed for trusts to become SHU preferred providers and this may be 
beyond the capabilities of some whānau trusts.  
 
Some of those interviewed struggled with the changing SHU requirements and 
registrations processes (modified in 2013). It is hoped by these trusts that the SHU 
registration process is now stabilised. It can be a demanding and time consuming for 
small whānau trusts to meet the requirements of SHU funding applications. Therefore 
these trusts noted particularly the difficulty involved when requirements were changed. 
 
Some of these barriers may be partially caused by a Pākehā dominated legislative 
culture which restricts Māori development on Māori land. In some cases trusts 
appeared to be required to force their vision for Māori papa kāinga development into a 
Pākehā framework in order to meet funding or council requirements. For example the 
Northland trust who argued that building on Māori land is not a ‘development’ and 
should not be charged a development fee because the houses and land will never be 
sold. Or the restrictions on kāinga whenua loans for which only removable houses are 
eligible. These restrictions undermine a Māori understanding of whānau, whare and 
whenua. The Kāinga whenua loan in particular was criticised on this basis.  
 
Social Barriers 

Significant social barriers to Māori development of social and affordable housing were 
also identified. Income levels in the far North are below average with an extremely high 
proportion of Māori on government benefits. In addition there is severe housing 
unaffordability in WBOP and serious unaffordability in Northland. Social issues may be 
a barrier to whānau who wish to ensure secure and affordable housing for themselves 
and their hapū. It may also be a barrier to organisations who wish to provide social 
housing as the number of houses available is restricted.  
 
As noted intra-whānau issues may also be a barrier to developing social and affordable 
housing for Māori. It was noted that working with ‘aunties and uncles’ can be difficult 
(housing provider, W-I-5). Others identified whānau raruraru as a barrier to developing 
a viable proposal or even coming to agreement on what should be done with the land 
(housing provider, K-I-4), “everybody has their own raruraru within their own trust” 
(official, W-I-2).  
 
Time barriers 

The length of time from proposal writing to building could be a barrier for successful 
development of social housing,   

“[it] takes a long time to get your house from when you thought, when you had 
your first meeting to moving in – it could take anything from three to seven 
years. Keeping people’s momentum and focus on the goal and that, and seven 
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years down the track, um, a lot of things change in that timeframe” (Official, W-I-
2).  

A lot may change in that length of time and it is difficult for whānau and providers to 
remain focused and motivated.  
 
Some providers noted that Government social housing provision is focused on large 
providers and organisations, however, “little whānau groups have a lot to offer” 
(housing provider, K-I-4). The focus on large providers may ignore the needs of smaller 
groups and whānau,  

“there’s a break down in […] what the whānau want and how the government 
can support that. And I guess that’s where we’re going with our trust to try and 
be the in between” (housing provider, K-I-4).  

 

Keys to success 

A range of factors contributing to the success of Māori social housing were described 
across both regions. These included relationships and collaboration, engagement and 
participation from both providers and officials, leadership and ‘champions’, policy and 
legislative changes at local government level, the papakāinga toolkit and 
accompanying workshops, availability of information, widespread support for change, 
education, and timing.  
 
Relationships, collaboration, and engagement 

Relationships, collaboration, and engagement were the most significant keys to 
success. Relationships in WBOP were identified by interviewees as central to the 
success of many trusts, “there is a good marriage between the resource holders and 
the trusts” (official, W-I-4). According to many in WBOP, success has come from the 
willingness of Councils, HNZC, Māori Land Court, TPK and local Māori organisations 
(such as Māori Housing Forum, Iwi groups, and Tauranga Moana Māori Trust), to 
collaborate together in producing the papakāinga toolkit and workshops. Their 
additional engagement and partnership with whānau trusts has been another essential 
element of success in WBOP Māori social and affordable housing developments. This 
collaboration was reflected in statements from officials and providers interviewed in 
WBOP.  
 
Relationships across organisations were vital to success, providing links and facilitating 
sharing of information 

“we inside the organisation know who’s in the other organisation and we have 
an understanding what piece of paper is being looked for. And I think that’s 
really improved” (official, W-I-3).  

Trusts who  

“have some collaborative relationship with Council are the ones that are likely to 
progress forward because it sets the foundation” (official, W-I-1).  

Key relationships noted by interviewees were between officials, particularly councils 
and trusts. However other relationships were also significant, including relationships 
between trusts (seen particularly in the success of Pukekohatu Trust in achieving 
funding through a ‘grandparent’ trust), relationships within trusts (raruraru between 
whānau was a barrier to success), relationships within other services (to provide a 
wrap-around response to housing need), and relationships between agencies. 
Additional relationships were also key, such as that between a provider and a bank, 
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between providers and HNZC, between different housing providers, and with iwi 
leadership and organisations. Agreement across all parties was also essential. 
 
Leadership and ‘champions’ 

Leadership was also essential to success, and considered “pivotal” by housing 
providers and officials interviewed, particularly in WBOP (official, W-I-1). Individual 
‘champions’ in each agency had fostered change in WBOP leading to successful 
developments on Māori land 

“We had to be a group of champions [with] a desire to do something to make 
that happen” (official, W-I-4).  

The collaboration between the Māori Housing Forum, WBOP District Council, 
Tauranga City Council, Environment WBOP, the Māori Land Court, TPK, and HNZC to 
produce the papa kāinga toolkit was considered pivotal by officials and housing 
providers interviewed in WBOP.57 
 
Regulatory Reform  

Legislative and policy change from local council was also important, particularly council 
provisions for building on multiple-owned Māori rural land. In WBOP land regulations 
had been altered to better accommodate housing development on Māori land,  

“district plans and the respective councils now have provisions that enable 
Māori to build on land no matter where it is, whether it’s rural or whether it’s 
urban. Whether it’s inside or outside of the urban limits it is possible for those 
trusts to build on it” (official, W-I-2).  

In addition success has been because council has been at the table  

“looking at reducing those development contributions, looking at ways they can 
provide engineering and that technical expertise before the trust has to go out to 
[…] specialists or consultants. So they give them [trusts a] really good base line 
data and information” (official, W-I-1) 

Another official noted that  

“the vast majority of multiple-owned Māori land out there are blocks of land, but 
everybody’s still talking about solutions for individual houses. What we’re saying 
is the solution is the development of that land [multiple-owned Māori land] is in 
multiple houses. And that's the best way of doing that. And then we’re 
producing funding arguments for that” (official, W-I-4).  

Engagement with multiple owners has been essential in WBOP and indicates the need 
for organisations to shift their focus. As noted earlier a key barrier to developing on 
Māori land was zoning restrictions. By lifting and altering these restrictions councils are 
able to effectively facilitate development at a much faster rate. Meeting legislative 
requirements from the trusts was also essential, including implementing governance 
and financial structures (official, W-I-1). The papa kāinga workshops were seen as key 
to achieving these requirements.  
 
Papakāinga toolkit and workshops 

In WBOP the papa kāinga workshops and toolkit were a highly significant factor in 
achieving success. One official said “[if] you’re a trust, you come through these 
workshops and if you work to the homework and the stages at the end of it you could 
be ready [to build on your papa kāinga]” (official, W-I-1). The workshops feed into the 

                                                
57

 However one provider in WBOP was cautious about over-reliance on key individuals in 
organisations. 
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success factors identified above. They were a product of coordination across lead 
agencies and organisations who collaborated to increase the number of houses built on 
Māori land. During the workshops these relationships are fostered and strengthened. In 
addition trusts going through the workshops are introduced to the key agencies, and 
their requirements and resources are identified. Trusts are then facilitated in building a 
viable proposal to present to funders and the Council for resource consent. Council and 
other agencies benefit when trusts liaise with them in advance and reduce the number 
of rejected proposals which in turn benefits trusts. Councils also benefit when trusts 
and whānau undergo the legal process to building, and when rates arrears are 
addressed.  
 
Other factors of success such as timing were also recognised. Many trusts and 
organisations acknowledged that ‘the timing is now’ for building on Māori land. 
Education was raised as a key to success by one provider in Northland. Education on 
processes, requirements, and funding available contributes to success in WBOP 
through the workshops.  
 

Summary 

Notable success in Māori social housing provision is being achieved in WBOP and 
Kaitaia by some Māori organisations. Whānau are very happy to have warmer, 
healthier homes on their own whenua. However, significant barriers to success still 
exist. Key among these is the cost of building on Māori land, the range of organisations 
with whom Māori must work in order to build, the diverse demands of these 
organisations, and the difficulties of obtaining consent. Success has been achieved 
where whānau, local and national government, local organisations, and Iwi have 
worked together to reduce financial and communication barriers. Success has also 
been achieved where significant funding has been accessed. In WBOP and Kaitaia this 
has been primarily through the SHU and private lending from banks.  
 
Successful Māori social housing initiatives interviewed for this research were primarily 
small (providing under 20 houses), built on multiple-owned Māori land, and most were 
whānau, not Iwi, based. In addition most providers interviewed sought to increase 
home ownership, not to provide long term affordable rental properties. Providers 
interviewed catered to specific needs and were able to identify and support whānau. 
Housing providers interviewed were able to follow Māori tīkanga throughout the build. 
Some houses were able to be designed around specific cultural needs. This is a 
significant contribution. However, issues, processes and outcomes may be different for 
large providers.  
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Section six: Discussion of Findings 

Since 2011 the social housing reform programme has introduced significant changes to 
the provision of social housing in New Zealand. The reform programme contains two 
key strands. The first is to address social housing provision by the state through HNZC, 
the second is to foster social housing provision by third party providers through 
increased funding and regulatory changes.  
 
These changes have had an impact on HNZC tenants and on third sector social 
housing providers throughout New Zealand. This research identified the impacts and 
opportunities of these changes for Māori HNZC tenants and Māori social housing 
providers.  
 

Changes to HNZC social housing provision for Māori  

The redevelopment of old, poor quality, cold and damp HNZC stock in Pomare and 
Glen Innes was recognised by many of those interviewed as positive in so far as the 
provision of better, more suitable, safer, warmer, healthier homes in high needs areas 
is undeniably positive. Better quality housing, secure tenure, warm homes have been 
demonstrated to provide positive health outcomes for residents (Braconi, 2001; 
Biddulph, Biddulph & Biddulph, 2003; Brennan, 2011; Baker, Zhang & Howden-
Chapman, 2010).  
 
The objectives of the changes included  

 providing better quality, more suitable housing for those most in need 

 ensuring those most in need were able to access accommodation 

 ensuring housing was safe for tenants (including earthquake strengthening) 

 responding to anti-social behaviour 
 
Significant issues connected with the redevelopments were raised by tenants, service 
providers and officials interviewed in Glen Innes, Pomare, Fordlands, and Maraenui.  
 
Many of those interviewed in Pomare and Glen Innes were concerned that the HNZC 
housing redevelopment would not benefit relocated HNZC tenants. Relocated tenants 
were suitably rehoused by HNZC but would not return to the redeveloped houses.58 For 
these tenants the benefits of new, warm, safe houses would not necessarily be 
experienced, although HNZC was committed to relocating tenants to an equivalent 
standard of home. Tenants interviewed experienced negative social and cultural 
impacts through relocation. Research elsewhere has shown that even where tenants 
were able to return to the redeveloped homes, significant short to medium term 
negative health impacts were experienced by some tenants (Allen, 2000). These short 
term impacts may be amplified where relocation is permanent as is the case for many 
relocated HNZC tenants in Glen Innes and Pomare.  
 
Multiple negative outcomes of the changes to HNZC social housing provision (through 
redevelopments and tenancy management) were identified by HNZC tenants, service 
providers and officials interviewed. These included poor emotional and mental 
wellbeing as a result of forced relocation away from family and support networks, poor 

                                                
58

 See earlier note, this may change for relocated tenants, however at the time of interviews this 
was not the case.  
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physical health as a result of relocation to a poorer quality environment, poor 
educational outcomes for children whose schooling and relationships were disrupted by 
relocation, reduced access to services and support due to relocation, increased 
financial cost, increased overcrowding, and increased crime. In addition, less tangible 
negative impacts were identified by tenants and others interviewed.  
 
In this research it was found that the most significant loss or damage experienced by 
relocated tenants interviewed was loss of community or whānau support and identity. 
Literature on housing redevelopments recognises that loss of community support may 
be a significant negative impact for tenants who are relocated (RHP, 2011; MRAG, 
2005). During the Minto Redevelopment in New South Wales, Australia, residents 
reported on-going distress, sadness and isolation two years after leaving the area as a 
result of relocation (MRAG, 2005). Isolation for relocated tenants was especially 
commented on in the MRAG research and was linked to mixed tenure policies which 
had separated previously strong communities (MRAG, 2005).  
 
Concepts of whānau among tenants interviewed extended beyond immediate family 
connections and were based on geographical, social and emotional proximity and 
engagement. Whānau, according to Smith (1995) is “a collective concept which 
embraces all the descendants of a significant marriage, usually over three or more 
generations” (p.23). It may also include less formal, broader and more recent 
understandings of “a group of Māori who may share an association based on some 
common interests such as locality, an urban marae, a workplace and so on” (Smith, 
1995, p.23). Whānau is “an integral part of formal Māori social organisation today” 
(Biddulph et al., 2003, p.85). 
 
HNZC tenants interviewed expressed a strong sense of loss of identity. In Pomare not 
only were a significant number of houses demolished and long term tenants relocated 
but the redevelopment company, City Living, has proposed changing the name of one 
street from Farmers Crescent to Lady Pomare Drive. Housing redevelopments in New 
Zealand and internationally often involve name changes. In New South Wales the 
Dubbo redevelopment renamed the West Dubbo Gordon Estate to Rosewood Grove 
(redeveloped between 2006 and 2010), and in Auckland ‘Mad’ Avenue (redeveloped in 
the early 2000s) was renamed Mount Taylor Drive. Name changes are cited by 
housing redevelopers as a means of reducing the stigma associated with a high 
density social housing area. However, for Pomare tenants spoken to in this research, 
the change of name in Pomare was a means of removing tenants’ connections to the 
area. It is a significant way in which the social housing history of an area may be 
erased.  
 
Sense of loss of identity was also linked to the multi-generational connection to land 
and extremely close social ties between Māori tenants interviewed (hapū tanga). Some 
HNZC tenants spoke of strong emotional connections to the land and house, despite 
their lack of ownership. For these people their long history in an area, in some cases 
over multiple generations, had created a connection to the land which was broken 
through the redevelopment and relocation. Breaking this connection caused not only 
physical and emotional upheaval but cultural upheaval for some of those interviewed. 
For Māori these impacts may be more significant than for non-Māori tenants.59  
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 As only Māori tenants were interviewed for this research this factor is impossible to determine 
within the scope of the research. However, Māori concepts of home, Māori home ownership, 
and Māori tenure patterns indicate that Māori are more likely to consider family ties significant in 
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While there was widespread support amongst tenants for the aims of redevelopment, 
including better quality housing and improved services, tenants also raised concerns 
about additional perceived aims of redevelopment. HNZC tenants interviewed in 
Pomare and Glen Innes in particular spoke of an HNZC aim to ‘clean’ the area, to get 
rid of all the socially unacceptable tenants (particularly gangs), and to rebuild each 
location as a ‘better’, and often wealthier community. The subtext identified by some of 
those interviewed in Pomare and Glen Innes was that the ‘better’ community would 
have a different social and ethnic make-up. Tenants and others interviewed in Glen 
Innes, Pomare, Maraenui and Fordlands identified these discourses and disputed 
them.  
 
International experience in social housing redevelopments and literature on 
perceptions of social housing tenants has identified that social housing neighbourhoods 
are often construed as troublesome, low-income, crime and gang-ridden, with poor 
social outcomes. High crime rates in connection to these communities (often 
associated with gang activity), and poor social outcomes (such as education and health 
outcomes) are widely identified in policy and public media as legitimate reasons for 
whole scale intervention in areas with high density social housing such as Glen Innes 
and Pomare.60 Both areas have been identified as ‘infamous’, ‘tough’, ‘no hoper’, and 
rife with gang-related activity. Internationally and locally Government responses to 
these negative narratives is frequently to redevelop the ‘problem’ area (such as has 
occurred in Dubbo, Australia, and the HOPE VI redevelopments in the United States). 
Redevelopment often entails removing ‘problem’ tenants, demolishing problem areas, 
and then replacing them with mixed ownership housing and new tenants. Such 
redevelopments frequently have racial overtones, where marginalised ethnic minorities 
are relocated from desirable development locations while also stigmatised as in need 
of moral guidance and help. 
 
HNZC mixed tenure policy was also criticised by some of those interviewed and 
negative impacts of redevelopment linked to this policy. The benefits of mixed tenure 
housing have not been decisively proven in international studies, and literature is 
inconclusive on the positive outcomes for social housing tenants (Atkinson, 2005; 
Graham, Manley, Hiscock, Boyle, & Doherty, 2009; Kleinhans, 2004; MRAG, 2005; 
Morris, Jamieson & Patulny, 2012; Sautkina, Bond, & Kearns, 2012). In this research it 
was found that tenants who were relocated from high density social housing areas to 
lower density areas struggled in their new environment. Some reported feeling isolated 
and out of place. Loss of support networks and relationships increased the sense of 
isolation. International research has found that although relocated social housing 
tenants may be placed in a better house and a more prosperous neighbourhood, the 
value of community support within the social housing neighbourhood should not be 
underestimated (Goetz, 2005, 2012).  
 
Experiences of social housing reform, particularly forced relocations, vary significantly. 
In Holland Kleinhans (2003) found that social housing tenants who relocate out of 
choice, or who take advantage of the relocation to better their situation are more 
satisfied with the change. In contrast Goetz (2002) did not find a significant 
improvement in living conditions between forced and voluntary social housing 

                                                                                                                                          
housing choices than are Pākehā (Waldegrave et al., 2006). In addition the significance of 
whenua for Māori is well noted in literature.  
60

 See also the Dubbo transformation project, New South Wales Australia (Financial Review 
Business Intelligence and Human Services, Housing New South Wales, 2010).  
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relocation. Those who have stronger social ties, who are older, or who have lived in the 
neighbourhood for longer may struggle considerably more than those who voluntarily 
relocate as is evident in this research. Significantly, social housing changes which are 
implemented with a high degree of consultation and engagement are better accepted 
and have more positive outcomes.61 Allen (2000) found that lack of control in the 
change process among social housing tenants contributed to negative sentiments 
towards the changes. Furthermore, families who do not want to move report more post-
relocation problems (Kleinhans, 2003; Goetz, 2002). Kleinhans study indicates that 
individually catered assistance and a sense of control are significant factors in the 
success or otherwise of relocations for tenants (2003). 
 
In this research poor engagement and communication from HNZC and development 
partners was reported by tenants, service provider, and officials interviewed. They 
considered poor engagement and communication had influenced community 
perceptions of the changes, particularly of the redevelopments in Pomare and Glen 
Innes. In Maraenui and Fordlands lack of information between HNZC and city council 
officials, service providers, and tenants was concerning. In particular in relation to the 
future plans of HNZC in Maraenui, lack of communication was noted as a significant 
issue by officials interviewed.  
 
Tenants, service providers and officials interviewed noted that communication from 
HNZC had improved over time, particularly about the redevelopments in Glen Innes 
and Pomare. However, communication was still limited. HNZC consultation processes 
were also criticised by those interviewed in Pomare, Glen Innes, and Maraenui in 
particular. Some consultation has occurred, however it has been, as recognised by 
some of those interviewed, a top-down process rather than bottom-up. Affected tenants 
and community groups have been shown plans and invited to hui in Glen Innes and 
Pomare, but according to many of those interviewed have not significantly participated 
in the design of the redevelopment in either location. In addition concerns repeatedly 
expressed by community groups and tenants in Glen Innes and Pomare about the 
reduction of available HNZC homes under the redevelopment have not so far been 
addressed. Research suggests that social housing tenants are more positive about and 
supportive of redevelopments when they are kept informed of the changes and hold a 
level of control in the redevelopment process (Allen, 2000). 
 
In Maraenui there is an opportunity for HNZC to work closely with community groups, 
tenants, and Napier City Council to redevelop the area in a manner beneficial to all 
groups. In order for this to happen community groups will need to be involved and 
listened to from the start.  
 

Social and affordable housing provision by Māori organisations 

The second strand of the Social Housing Reform Programme is in the increased 
provision of third party social housing providers. This research identifies the 
opportunities for Māori social housing providers through the changes.  
 
Social housing provision by Māori organisations is rapidly growing and highly 
successful in WBOP, while in Northland growth is slower but increasing.  
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Significant opportunities for Māori social housing provision have come about through 
the Social Housing Reform Programme. Housing providers interviewed identified the 
SHU funding available as a significant factor in the successful provision of social 
housing. However the SHU was not the only success factor for Māori social housing 
providers. Other key factors included the Papakāinga toolkit and workshops provided in 
WBOP by the WBOP District Council, Tauranga City Council and Environment WBOP 
with contributions from TPK, the Māori Land Court and HNZC.  
 
Regulatory changes lifting land development restrictions were also significant for the 
development of Māori social housing provision in WBOP. In comparison land 
restrictions were identified by providers interviewed as a constraining factor in 
Northland. Furthermore in WBOP housing providers and officials interviewed identified 
relationships and leadership among key agencies as significant factors to successful 
development of Māori social housing. Relationships built between TPK, the Māori Land 
Court, District and City Councils, and Māori ahu whenua trusts have facilitated the 
growth of Māori social housing in WBOP. The SHU, as a relatively new agency will be 
influential in this environment and the relationships between SHU staff, housing 
providers, and local authorities will be significant in fostering third party social housing 
provision to grow.  
 
Most of the Māori social housing providers interviewed in this research were small and 
provided housing for whānau to purchase not rent. For these providers the changes to 
allow third party social housing providers to provide IRRS do not yet apply. The effect 
of this change will only be measurable following introduction next year. The most active 
and successful Māori social housing providers identified in this research were small to 
medium whānau trusts each building fewer than 30 whare primarily for their own 
whānau or hapū members. Furthermore all providers interviewed were building on 
rural, primarily multiple-owned Māori land. The ways in which Māori social housing 
work in urban areas was not examined in this research and the opportunities, barriers, 
and keys to success may be significantly different in an urban environment. Māori 
providers of social housing may struggle to access affordable land within cities. 
 
Significant positive impacts were identified by Māori social housing providers 
interviewed. These included the delivery of warm, safe, healthy homes to Māori 
whānau; strengthened connections to papa kāinga and whenua; and housing security 
for Māori whānau. In comparison few negative impacts were identified. Financial risks 
and difficulties in accessing consent and/or funding were noted as negative aspects of 
the process (but not impacts). Strain and raruraru between whānau was identified as 
having a possible potential negative impact arising through the process and 
disagreement between whānau.  
 

Māori attitudes to land and kaitiakitanga 

Traditional Māori attitudes to land and homes were based on the concept of 
'kaitiakitanga'. The Western notion of 'ownership', and particularly the concept of 
individual ownership, was foreign to whānau, hapū, iwi and Māori communities. While 
today the concept of ownership is generally well understood amongst Māori, its 
application to land and homes may be outside of the experience of many. Alternatively, 
the notion of communal 'whānau' kaitiakitanga of land, homes, communities may be 
dominant. A number of tenants interviewed in this research had been resident in state 
housing communities—and sometimes specific homes—for two, three and sometimes 
four generations. The whānau elders had commonly come from their traditional hapū 
rohe—where communal as opposed to individual ownership was the norm - to state 
housing settlements in cities and towns.  
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Hapū  

Social organisation amongst Māori was based primarily around whānau and hapū 
groupings. These groupings traditionally were based on descent from a common 
ancestor. The social organisation of whānau and hapū in the past and present 
emphasises communal responsibility, reciprocity and mutual obligations, and shared 
identity.  
 
The discourse of many long term residents of communities such as Pomare, Maraenui 
and Glen Innes illustrated a number of the features commonly associated with hapū 
organisation and identity. Notions of communal responsibility for children in particular, 
sharing of homes and resources, whānau living in the same communities (parents, 
children, grandchildren, siblings, cousins, nieces and nephews not infrequently 
appeared to share homes or were neighbours and intermarriage amongst whānau 
within the communities was evident. Communities prided themselves on their shared 
identity as being from the specific suburb concerned. A number were heavily 
involved—usually voluntarily—in health, education, economic (e.g., markets) and social 
initiatives to benefit their community. They tended also to take pride in the 
manaakitanga that they could provide. 
 
For young people there may have been elements of territoriality. Youth interviewed 
from Pomare in particular spoke of 'protecting their hood'; patrolling their 'hood' and 
being alert for threats to the wellbeing of their groups (arguably conceived of as 
whānau or hapū). Fellow youth from the neighbourhood were referred to as brothers 
and sisters; adult members often as aunts and uncles or koros and nannys regardless 
of actual biological relationships. There was a great sense of anger and dislocation 
amongst young people interviewed in areas where relocations had taken place. 
 
It could be argued that the redevelopment initiatives and relocations in Pomare, 
Maraenui, and Glen Innes in particular had an unanticipated impact because the 
community operated in fact as metaphorical hapū.62 Hence it was not simply a matter 
of relocation of individual family units, but the destruction of whole social systems and 
identities, and metaphorical (or biological) whānau and hapū, that was being reacted 
to. 
 

Gang Issues 

Particular gangs were dominant in some of the communities studied. Once again, the 
gangs were often based on biological whānau links—with grandparents, parents, 
children, siblings, cousins and so forth—belonging to the same gang and deriving 
identity and security from this. Some of the gang whānau interviewed commented that 
the relocation of their whānau had meant that they were co-habiting in neighbourhoods 
with whānau from rival gangs. A number of whānau members from Pomare in 
particular spoke of increased gang tensions as they sought to mark out territories in 
their new locations, or defend their old territories from encroachment from other gangs. 
Some also noted that if the relocations were an attempt to reduce crime or gang activity 

                                                
62

 In Fordlands relocations were not occurring, nor is redevelopment planned. However, the 
Hapū like nature of some high density HNZC areas may be a factor within this community. 
Further research would be necessary to fully understand the complex relationships between 
whānau and neighbours for social housing Māori tenants.  



 

84 
 

then they were likely to have the unintended effect of spreading gang activities over a 
wider area and increasing gang conflicts. 
 

Housing policy and Māori  

Housing policy in New Zealand in relation to Māori has a mixed history. Currently Māori 
make up a notable percentage of HNZC tenancies and are also strongly represented 
on the HNZC waiting list. Historically, high levels of racial discrimination were applied to 
Māori, including access to housing (Grbic, Ishizawa, & Crothers, 2010; Harris et al., 
2006). The first State Houses were not available to Māori applicants. The history of 
‘pepper-potting’ Māori throughout mainly Pākehā neighbourhoods was a deliberate 
attempt to disperse Māori in urban locations enforcing assimilation (Hill, 2012). 
Historically also Māori have experienced difficulty in the private market, and have 
struggled to rent or buy properties.63 On average Māori income levels are still lower 
than Pākehā meaning that Māori are more likely to struggle financially in the private 
housing sector both renting and purchasing houses. Furthermore whenua remains a 
core part of Māori social, cultural, and political identity. Bécares, Cormack, and Harris 
(2013) write that  

the spatial distribution of Māori in contemporary New Zealand society is closely 
linked to colonising processes of land alienation and dispossession, including 
initial insults of confiscation and resettlement, as well as later periods of 
urbanisation, which have tangible and ongoing detrimental effects on Māori land 
access and health (2013, p.80). 

It is therefore within this context of land, the history of colonisation, and Māori cultural 
identity that social housing policy for Māori should be considered.  
 
Housing New Zealand Corporation has played and continues to play an important role 
in providing affordable housing to low-income Māori whānau and individuals throughout 
New Zealand. As a significant housing provider for Māori it is essential that HNZC 
engages with Māori concepts of home, whenua, identity, whānau, and kaitiakitanga, 
and that they communicate effectively within frameworks that reference these 
concepts. Unwittingly discrimination may occur when service providers or government 
agencies do not take into account different cultural frameworks when engaging with, 
communicating information, or implementing policies which have a significant impact 
on a particular cultural group.  
 
HNZC have endeavoured to increase understanding of and engagement with Māori 
concepts and cultural frameworks. HNZC produced a Māori strategic plan in 2007, Te 
Au Roa: Into the future (2007) in which improved partnerships, responsiveness and 
effectiveness in service delivery for Māori were the key goals. The policy statement 
from the plan was that  

Housing New Zealand will work in partnership with iwi, Māori and government 
agencies to provide housing solutions that will contribute to the wellbeing of 
Māori. Housing New Zealand will provide these services in a way that has 
regard to the Treaty of Waitangi, as it affects the Corporation, so that the 
wellbeing of Māori is achieved (HNZC, 2007, p.3).  

In addition to te Au Roa HNZC has created guidelines for Pacific and for Māori housing 
development which take into account culturally specific housing needs and preferences 
(HNZC, 2002a; 2002b). In the Housing New Zealand Strategic Plan 2010–2015 HNZC 
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 Harris et al., (2006) reported that 9.5% of Māori surveyed reported unfair treatment in renting 
or buying housing (compared to 0.7% of European respondents).  
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a new approach to Te Au Roa is identified but not expanded upon. As outlined in Te Au 
Roa (2007), there is considerable opportunity for HNZC to be innovative and creative in 
HNZC service delivery to Māori tenants. This research demonstrates that there is a 
continued need for HNZC to continue to examine policies and practices in light of the 
cultural and ethnic groups who receive HNZC services.  
 
Interviewees in this research identified a lack of culturally appropriate communication 
and engagement with Māori tenants from HNZC. Appropriate communication and a 
commitment to fostering high levels of community engagement can be vital for the 
success of social housing redevelopment programmes and tenancy management 
changes.  
 
Furthermore, HNZC should assess policies in light of the cultural and ethnic impact of 
such policies. Some interviewees in Pomare and Glen Innes noted that the unintended 
consequence of the redevelopments was the relocation of a majority Pacific Island and 
Māori low-income community away from a desirable development location.64 Many of 
these relocated tenants will not return to Glen Innes or Pomare, thus altering the ethnic 
and cultural composition of these areas. Regardless of HNZC intention, this is a 
serious consequence that has considerable ethnically-based implications. This 
consequence should be seen within the context of historic housing policy and historic 
discrimination against Māori.  
 
  

                                                
64

 Scott, Shaw, & Bava (2010) discuss submissions made by Glen Innes state housing tenants 
on housing intensification in Glen Innes. They note that tenants raised concerns about being 
‘pushed out to Otara’ (p.190), and also referred to the history of inner city displacement and 
relocation. They said “state tenants often commented that Glen Innes was well situated, easy to 
walk around and well-serviced by public transport” (Scott, Shaw, & Bava, 2010, p.190) 
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Section seven: Recommendations and conclusions 

Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made on the basis of this research.  
 
1. HNZC and other organisations with responsibility for housing redevelopments and 

tenant relocation engage respectfully with affected tenants and communities from 
an early stage and ensure there are appropriate support structures in place. This 
includes: 

a. communicating openly and honestly about the objectives and rationale for 
relocation/redevelopment 

b. providing information in a way that is easily understood  

c. giving priority to kanohi ki te kanohi (face to face) and culturally 
sensitive/appropriate communication where possible 

d. undertaking genuine consultation from an early stage of the redevelopment 
with stakeholders, that enables their voices to be heard and their concerns 
and suggestions to be  considered and responded to.  

e. working collaboratively with local social service providers to maximise their 
strengths and ensure a joined up approach  

 

2. MBIE, HNZC, MSD, SHU and TPK work together where appropriate to ensure 
vulnerable whānau have access to appropriate and sustainable housing, with 
opportunities to remain in preferred areas with existing support structures. This 
includes those tenants who are ineligible for the waiting list through changes to 
housing allocation policies, or who are required to move out of HNZC housing as 
part of tenancy reviews: 

a. enhancing support for tenants to move into and sustain private rental 
market tenancies through such measures as improved information for 
tenants, relocation grants and help with bond payments.  

b. giving appropriate consideration and prioritisation to extended whānau 
networks among Māori tenants when relocating tenants. This will require 
HNZC and/or MSD to take into account the type of social capital developed 
among tenants and where possible enable community and whānau support 
to continue when relocations occur. 

c. increasing the funding available for third sector housing, especially funding 
for identifying and developing new social housing providers in areas 
targeted for renewal and redevelopment, and for new Māori social housing 
providers in urban areas 

d. accelerating the capacity and capability support for the third sector and/or 
potential community housing providers, including iwi and/or Māori 
organisations, to enable them to develop housing alternatives in preferred 
locations 

e. developing other affordable renting and homeownership options for Māori in 
regions throughout New Zealand through local housing trusts with specific 
goals to address these options. 
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3. MBIE, HNZC, SHU and TPK prioritise and support local communities to identify and 
develop local solutions to meet housing policy objectives, and to minimise harm, 
stress and disruption from these changes. Examples could include:  

a. ‘ring fencing’ surplus HNZC housing for tenants who are required to move 
as part of tenancy reviews or housing redevelopments and who wish to 
remain in the area 

b. identifying opportunities to support students to remain at local schools and 
whānau and individuals to remain with healthcare providers and other social 
services if they wish to 
 

4. Organisations involved in supporting housing on Māori land, including MBIE, SHU, 
TPK, and local councils, provide more effective support by: 

a. improving their communication and coordination, including investigating the 
feasibility of implementing the “one stop shop” approach when Māori wish to 
build housing on Māori land, and identifying options for where the “one stop 
shop” could be housed  

b. accelerating the capacity and capability support available to Māori 
organisations, particularly land trusts, to enable them to develop their plans, 
access funding, and deliver and maintain housing 

c. supporting and showcasing best practice models for developing housing on 
Māori land from those who have had successes 

d. improving financial and legislative support to change land zoning and 
restrictions for housing on Māori land as recommended in the Auditor 
General’s Report (2011) to address problems such as a lack of financial 
backers, planning restrictions, rates arrears, lack of infrastructure and 
consent difficulties 

. 
 

5. Further research is undertaken to investigate impacts and opportunities, such as: 

a. MBIE investigates opportunities to leverage HNZC’s $multi-million asset 
base for innovative housing investment, including the potential to replicate 
overseas models such as the UK Government’s use of third sector Housing 
Association assets for further developing social housing in the New Zealand 
context  

b. HNZC, MSD and TPK could jointly fund a research program to track the 
impacts of large scale redevelopments on existing tenants, from the time of 
the first discussions of the proposed redevelopment to 5 years after the 
redevelopment is complete. The “Impacts” to be tracked would include 
social, cultural, health, educational and economic impacts, both positive and 
negative on tenants and their families. The data would be used to discover 
the most effective ways of protecting and enhancing vulnerable households 
through the inevitable policy changes, renewal of housing stock, regional 
development shifts and the like.  
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Conclusions  

This research supplements earlier research on Māori experiences of housing.  
 
Ample evidence exists to indicate that Māori are experiencing a heightened housing 
crisis. Māori are less likely than general population to be home owners, and are more 
likely to have lower education levels and lower incomes (Flynn, Carne, & Soa-Lafoa’i, 
2010). Māori are also more likely to receive housing assistance, and are the largest 
ethnic group currently in HNZC housing (HNZC, 2012). As such, housing affordability 
and the negative impacts of poor housing have a significant impact on Māori in New 
Zealand.  
 
Research shows that tenants in warm, healthy and safe homes have better socio-
economic outcomes, particularly health and education outcomes (Baker, Zhang, 
Howden-Chapman, 2007; Braconi, 2003). This research particularly highlights the 
positive socio-cultural impacts for Māori including connectedness to land and whānau, 
which arises from healthy, secure and affordable housing (particularly when built on 
whānau land).  
 
Changes to social housing provision through HNZC may have positive outcomes for 
tenants in the future, including access to better, healthier and more suitable homes. 
Changes are also likely to facilitate HNZC provision of housing to those most in need. 
However, changes to social housing provision and management can have negative 
outcomes for current tenants, as identified in other research (Allen, 2000; Goetz, 2010). 
These negative impacts include negative short term health and education outcomes, 
loss of access to affordable services, loss of connection to and support from 
community and whānau. In this research, negative impacts specific to Māori were 
identified and highlighted, including a sense of isolation connected to whānau, and loss 
of support and resources as a result of relocations. Additional negative impacts such as 
overcrowding were also identified.  
 
It is very difficult to introduce structural policy changes that impact directly on people’s 
lives and homes and gain approval from affected communities for such changes. The 
rationale for change runs up against people’s established place in local communities 
and neighbourhoods, their schools, their medical centres and their leisure places. The 
intensity of the negativity towards the social housing changes found in this research 
illustrates the pitfalls of underestimating the level of communication, sensitivity, 
transparency, and care that is required when policy changes impact so directly on 
people’s daily lives. Clear attempts by officials were made to communicate with those 
directly affected, but they were insufficient to build a sense of trust and understanding. 
This was not only the view of the tenants directly impacted by the changes, but also 
officials and those who provided professional and informal services to support them.  
 
This research contributes an understanding of the specific impacts to Māori of changes 
to social housing provision. Increased funding, identified pathways, improved local 
council land regulations, and improved relationships have a positive impact on Māori 
social housing provision. Barriers to building on Māori land can be overcome when 
organisations effectively communicate and collaborate, including HNZC, Government 
and local Council, Māori Land Court, Social Housing Providers, and Iwi groups.  
 
This research also highlights how small whānau groups building a limited number of 
whare on multiple owned whānau land for whānau may be effective social housing 
providers, however they are not, and probably cannot become, large scale providers. 
These providers will not be able to meet the needs of many, particularly those whose 
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tenancies with HNZC will come under review and who will be encouraged into the 
private sector. These providers can meet the needs of whānau identified as in need or 
whānau who wish to build on papa kāinga.  
 
The research also highlights how important a sense of whānau is for Māori and how 
central the provision of housing is for whānau wellbeing.  
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Appendix A: Question Lines  

Proposed Question Lines for Assessing Recent Changes to 
Social Housing Provision 

 

 
 
 
1. Housing redevelopments 
Locations: a. Glen Innes and b. Pomare 

Focus groups: 

1. HNZC tenants (past and current) impacted by redevelopment 
Interviews: 

1. HNZC official 
2. Service provider(s) (e.g. Kaitoko or Oranga Whānau, Budget advice, Emergency 

housing provider, Food bank, Tenancy advocacy) 
3. Community group 
4. Māori organisations involved in redevelopment process (if applicable) 
5. Iwi representative (if useful/relevant) 
6. TPK official (if useful/relevant)  

 
 

Research 
objectives 

Question Line Method of obtaining 
information 

Describe the 
initial objectives 
of the 
redevelopment 
and what has 
been achieved to 
date 

What is the rationale for the 
redevelopment?  (what is the purpose? 
who will benefit? how?) 

Could you please describe the nature of 
the redevelopment (including overall mix 
and number of different types of housing; 
and phases of redevelopment)?  

What are the timeframes for the various 
phases of redevelopment? 

Describe the engagement strategy that 
has been undertaken;  

Key individual interview with 
HNZC 

HNZC head office research 
unit 

 

Key Topic 1  Housing Redevelopments 
 
a. Glen Innes    
b.  Pomare    
Target: Whānau and households who are: 

• Tenants in redevelopment 
•  Relocated whānau and households 

 
 Service providers and community support networks in:  

• a. Glen Innes – The Hub, Kaitoko and Oranga Whānau 
• b. Pomare – Regional Public Health, children involved in RiseUp Pomare 
 

Method:  1 x focus group per location plus key informant interviews 
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What has been achieved to date? 

Are there any changes from initial 
planning to the implementation of the 
project to date? 

Report on 
attitudes and 
concerns 
regarding the 
objectives and 
progress on the 
redevelopment  

What are the/your attitudes towards the 
redevelopment objectives and progress 
and how prevalent do you think these 
attitudes are for different stakeholder 
groups? 

Could you please describe the/your 
support and/or opposition to the 
objectives of the redevelopment;  

What are the rationales given for 
supporting or opposing the objectives of 
the redevelopment? 

What do you think are (a) community 
perceptions of how well or not the project 
is progressing towards the objectives? 
and (b) your perceptions of how well or 
not the project is progressing towards the 
objectives? 

What do you think are (a) community 
perceptions of how HNZC &/or the 
redevelopment company has engaged 
with affected community and other 
stakeholders? and (b) your perceptions 
of how HNZC &/or the redevelopment 
company has engaged with affected 
community and other stakeholders? 

What areas do you think could be 
improved regarding (a) the objectives of 
the redevelopment? and (b) the way the 
redevelopment is progressing at the 
moment? 

Key individual interviews with: 

 Service providers; 

 Community groups; 

 Māori organisations 
involved in redevelopment; 

 iwi representative. 
 

Focus groups with HNZC 
tenants (past and current) 
impacted by redevelopment 

 

Determine the 
initial and 
potential impacts 
of 
redevelopments 
on affected HNZC 
tenants  

 

What are the positive benefits that have 
been experienced? How prevalent are 
these (how likely to occur)? and how 
significant are they? 

Include: 

 financial; 

 family/ friendship networks; 

 residential stability; 

 dislocation / relocation  

 health and social wellbeing; 

 access to services; 

 education; and 

 crime. 
What are the negative impacts that have 
been experienced? How prevalent are 
these (how likely to occur)? and how 
significant are they? 

Include: 

(Ctd) 

Key individual interviews with:  

 HNZC official; 

 Service providers; 

 Community groups; 

 Māori organisations 
involved in redevelopment; 

 iwi representative; 

 TPK official. 
 

Focus groups with HNZC 
tenants (past and current) 
impacted by redevelopment 
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 financial; 

 family/ friendship networks; 

 residential stability; 

 dislocation / relocation  

 health and social wellbeing; 

 access to services; 

 education; and 

 crime. 

Identify current 
and potential 
responses to the 
redevelopment by 
whānau, 
communities, 
Māori 
organisations and 
iwi 

What do you consider are the (a) 
individual, (b) whānau and (c) 
community-level responses to the 
redevelopment?  

What are the impacts or outcomes from 
these responses (if any?) 

Who are the Māori organisations that 
have provided support to affected 
tenants? 

What is the nature of their support? (e.g. 
advice, advocacy, brokerage, shelter) 

What (if any) outcomes have come from 
this support? 

Are there any gaps in support services? 
If so, who are the groups affected by the 
gap(s)? 

Are there additional responses to the 
redevelopment that you think could 
support affected tenants? 

What would be the potential impact of 
these responses? 

Key individual interviews with:  

 HNZC official; 

 Service providers; 

 Community groups; 

 Māori organisations 
involved in redevelopment; 

 iwi representative; 

 TPK official. 
 

Focus groups with HNZC 
tenants (past and current) 
impacted by redevelopment 
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2. Changes to HNZC tenancy management 
 

Locations: c. Fordlands, and d. Maraenui 

Focus groups: 

1. Current HNZC tenants (including prior to and post 1 July 2011); 
2. HNZC applicants on the waiting list; 
3. HNZC applicants ineligible for the waiting list (Cs and Ds); 

Interviews: 

1. HNZC official 
2. Service provider(s) (e.g. Kaitoko or Oranga Whānau, Budget advice, Emergency 

housing provider, Food bank, Tenancy advocacy) 
3. Community group 
4. Iwi representative (if useful/relevant) 
 
 

Research 
objectives 

Question Line Method of obtaining 
information 

Describe current 
and planned 
changes to social 
housing  

Could you outline the changes to social 
housing that have taken place? 

What are the planned changes to social 
housing? 

What are the overall aims of the 
changes? 

TPK head office (in 
consultation with HNZC and 
MBIE) 

HNZC official (?) 

Report on 
attitudes and 
concerns in the 
community 
regarding current 
and planned 
changes to social 
housing 

Could you please tell us your views of 
the Government's current and planned 
changes to social housing? 

Do you support or oppose the changes? 
Or a combination of both? 

What are your reasons for supporting or 
opposing the changes? 

How well or not well do you think the 

Focus groups with: 

 current HNZC tenants 
(including prior to and post 
1 July 2011); 

 HNZC applicants on the 
waiting list; and 

 HNZC applicants ineligible 
for the waiting list (Cs and 
Ds). 

Key Topic 2  Changes to HNZ tenancy management 
 
c. Fordlands    
d.  Maraenui    
Target: Whānau and households who are: 

• Current HNZC tenants receiving IRRS 
• Currently on HNZC’s waiting list 
• applicants to HNZC assessed as Cs and Ds and referred to options and 

advice  service 
 
 Māori organisations with an interest in housing in these areas in: 

• c. Fordlands – Ngati Rangiteaorere 
• d. Maraenui – community groups, health and service providers 
 

Method:  3 x focus group per location plus key informant interviews 
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changes have been implemented? 

How effectively have they been 
implemented? 

How effectively do you think that HNZC 
has engaged with affected 
communities? other stakeholders? 

Do you think that HNZC could improve 
their engagement with communities? 
Other affected stakeholders? And if so 
how? 

Key individual interviews with: 

 Service providers; 

 Community group; and 

 iwi representative (if 
useful/relevant). 

Describe initial 
and potential 
impacts of current 
changes on key 
groups 

What have been the positive and 
negative impacts of the changes to 
date? 

How widespread are these impacts? 

How significant are they? 

Financial? 

Family/friendship networks? 

Residential stability? 

Dislocation/relocation? 

Health and social wellbeing? 

Access to services? 

Crime? 

 

What other positive impacts might result 
from the changes? How likely are these 
to occur? 

What other negative impacts might 
result from the changes? How likely are 
these to occur? 

Focus groups with: 

 current HNZC tenants 
(including prior to and post 
1 July 2011); 

 HNZC applicants on the 
waiting list; and 

 HNZC applicants ineligible 
for the waiting list (Cs and 
Ds). 

Key individual interviews with: 

 Service providers; 

 Community group; and 

 iwi representative (if 
useful/relevant). 

 

 

Describe potential 
impacts of planned 
changes on key 
groups 

What have been the positive and 
negative impacts of the changes to 
date? 

How widespread are these impacts? 

How significant are they? 

Financial? 

Family/friendship networks? 

Residential stability? 

Dislocation/relocation? 

Health and social wellbeing? 

Access to services? 

Crime? 

What other positive impacts might result 
from the changes? How likely are these 
to occur? 

Focus groups with: 

 current HNZC tenants 
(including prior to and post 
1 July 2011); 

 HNZC applicants on the 
waiting list; and 

 HNZC applicants ineligible 
for the waiting list (Cs and 
Ds). 

Key individual interviews with: 

 Service providers; 

 Community group; and 

 iwi representative (if 
useful/relevant). 
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What other negative impacts might 
result from the changes? How likely are 
these to occur? 

Identify current 
and potential 
responses to the 
changes by 
whānau, 
communities, 
Māori 
organisations and 
iwi 

How has your community responded to 
the redevelopment? What has been the 
impact or outcome of this for them? 

How has your whānau responded to the 
redevelopment? What has been the 
impact or outcome of this for them? 

How have you personally responded to 
the redevelopment? What has been the 
impact or outcome of this for you?  

Are there any Māori organisations that 
have provided support to yourselves or 
other affected tenants? 

What types of support have they 
provided? Eg. advice, advocacy, 
brokerage, shelter. 

What, if any outcomes have there been 
from this support? 

Are there any gaps in support services? 

Who (which groups) are affected by 
these gaps? 

What additional responses could further 
support affected tenants. 

How might these help? What would be 
the potential impact of these if they were 
implemented/available? 

Focus groups with: 

 current HNZC tenants 
(including prior to and post 
1 July 2011); 

 HNZC applicants on the 
waiting list; and 

 HNZC applicants ineligible 
for the waiting list (Cs and 
Ds). 

Key individual interviews with: 

 Service providers; 

 Community group; and 

 iwi representative (if 
useful/relevant). 
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3. Social and affordable housing provision by MǕori organisations 

 

Locations: e. Kaitaia and f. Western Bay of Plenty 

Focus groups: 

1. Focus group with current occupants of housing (if applicable) or potential occupants; 
Interviews 

1. Housing project representative 
2. Other interested party involved in the project (e.g. Trade Training institute) 
3. SHU official 
4. TPK official  
 

Research 
objectives 

Question Lines Method of 
obtaining 
information 

Describe the 
organisation’s 
housing 
experience  

What experience has the/your organisation had with 
housing/the provision of housing? 

How many years the/your organisation been involved in 
providing housing? 

Please describe the/your organisation's current housing 
stock? (number, locations, conditions?) 

What experience does the/your organisation have in 
asset and tenancy management at this point in time? 

Are there areas in which the/your organisation may need 
to build internal capacity? If so, how might this be 
achieved? 

Survey of Māori 
organisations with 
an interest in 
housing (TPK) – note 

permission from 
organisation will need to 
be obtained 

Key individual 
interview with 
housing project 
representative 

Describe the 
pathway to 
becoming 
successfully 
funded (or 
achieving 
preferred 
provider 
status) by the 
Social 
Housing Unit 
(SHU)  

Can you describe the steps that were taken that led to 
your organisation being funded or achieving preferred 
provider status by SHU? 

How was the extent and nature of housing demand 
identified? 

What solutions did your organisation put forward in your 
proposal? 

What are the key relationships that you have formed, 
and how were these relationships developed? 

How did you develop your project proposal for SHU? 

Key individual 
interview with:  

 Housing project 
representative 

 SHU official 

 TPK official 
 

Key Topic 3  Social & affordable housing by Maori organisations 
 
e.  Kaitaia     
f.  Western Bay of Plenty   
Target:  Whānau and households who are: 

 housed / assisted by Māori organisations with an interest in housing 
 
 Housing providers / Māori organisations with an interest in housing in: 

 e. Kaitaia – He Korowai Trust / Unaiki  
 f. Western Bay of Plenty – Papakāinga Solutions Ltd, JAG 

 
Method:  1 x focus group per location plus key informant interviews 
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Can you please describe the process that you 
undertook? 

Describe a 
key housing 
project that 
has received 
funding from, 
or is being 
submitted for 
funding to, 
the Social 
Housing Unit, 
and progress 
on the project 
to date 

Identify key housing proposal submitted to SHU. 

Please describe this project including: 

 Government investment and support in the 
development (including SHU, SHAZ, Kāinga 
Whenua and Whānau Ora as applicable)? 

 additional funding secured?  

 number and type of houses to be bought/built and 
land title? 

 other work required (e.g. infrastructure, 
development)? 

 any lifestyle requirements for tenants/occupants? 

 long-term plan for the development (if there is one);  

 sustainability? 

 any changes from initial planning in implementation;  

 lessons learned?  

 engagement with other Māori organisations on the 
development? 
 

What has been the progress on this project to date? 
 
What are the next steps? 

Key individual 
interview with:  

 Housing project 
representative 

 SHU official (as 
applicable) 

 TPK official (as 
applicable) 

Project proposal 
submitted to SHU – 
note permission 
from organisation 
will need to be 
obtained 

 
 
 

 

Report on 
initial and 
potential 
impacts of 
the housing 
project for 
key groups 

Who will benefit from the development or proposed 
development? 

In what ways do you think they will benefit? 

What is the number of potential residents? 

Is any particular group targeted in this development? 
(eg. Kaumātua, families) 

Who will be negatively affected by the development or 
proposed development? 

What are the positive and negative impacts that will 
be/have been experienced? How prevalent are these? 
How significant are they for the people concerned? 

Impacts may include: 

 financial; 

 family / friendship networks; 

 residential stability; 

 dislocation / relocation  

 health and social wellbeing; 

 access to services; 

 education;  

 crime. 

Key individual 
interview with: 

 Housing project 
representative 

 Other interested 
party involved 
in the project 
(as applicable) 

 

 

 

 

Focus group with 
current occupants 
of housing (if 
applicable) or 
potential occupants  

 

Describe the 
housing 
aspirations / 
vision of the 
organisation  

What is the vision for your organisation, in respect of 
housing? 

How many houses do you want to build/develop? 

What type of houses do you want to build/develop? 

Are there any other aspects of your vision for housing 
and the role of the organisation in this? 

Key individual 
interview with: 

 Housing project 
representative(s) 
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Appendix B: HNZC properties in case study locations 

 Glen Innes 
and 

Panmure 

Taita 
North 

Fordlands Maraenui WBOP 
and 

Tauranga 

Kaitaia 

HNZC 
properties total  

1197
65

 297 156 374 1378 321 

Māori tenants 293 98 101 201 732 247 

HNZC lettable 
and occupied 

1123 261 136 277 1329 301 

HNZC lettable 
and empty 

21 32 3 38 6 5 

HNZC under 
redevelopment  

31 4 — 13 — — 

HNZC 
demolished or 
sold

66
 

21 (17 
demolished) 

—
67

 17
68

 8
69

 38
70

 15 (1 
demolished) 

HNZC Waiting 
list total 

213 219 93 130 93 116 

Māori waiting 
list A – D 
applicants 

151 98 54 79 54 68 

HNZC waiting 
list C and D 
applicants 

117 19 5 6 5 40 

Tenure 5 
years+ total 

736 158 93 140 657 141 

Tenure 5 
years + Māori  

171 48 69 95 356 114 

Overcrowding 
total 

318 40 24 40 183 60 

Overcrowding 
Māori 

76 8 17 31 147 56 

IRR total  1030 234 118 248 1252 284 

                                                
65

 All numbers are households not individuals 
66

 Including houses pending sale 
67

 Information provided by HNZC indicates no homes in Taita North have been demolished 
however 89 houses in Pomare were demolished between 2009–2011.  
68

 Homes were all sold or pending sale 
69

 In Maraenui an additional 38 homes are empty and earthquake prone 
70

 Homes were all sold or pending sale 
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Appendix C: Māori Social housing providers in Northland 
and WBOP 

A number of Māori organisations and whānau trusts engaged in providing social and 
affordable housing were interviewed in the study. The table below provides an outline 
of key attributes for each housing development.  
 

Organisation Location Aspirations and 
Model 

Experience Progress  Funding 
Source 

Rūnanga o te 
Rarawa 

Northland Whānau home 
ownership on 
general land. 80 
families into 
home ownership 
over 10 years.  

History of 
engagement 
in social 
housing 
provision and 
working with 
HNZC 

Early – no 
houses yet.  

Te Rūnanga o te 
Rarawa – $2 
million 
bank (loan not 
funding) 

He Korowai 
trust 

Northland Whānau home 
ownership for 
low-income 
whānau on newly 
acquired land.  
18 homes to be 
relocated 

History of 
active 
participation in 
housing 
issues in 
Northland 

9 houses 
bought and 
relocated from 
Auckland. An 
additional 9 
houses to be 
relocated.

71
 

SHU – $400,000 
from SHU Māori 
Fund and 
$240,000 from 
SHU Rural Fund 
He Korowai  
$400,000 
philanthropic 
donation 
$600,000 
commercial 
lending 

Ahipara 
whareuku 
project, Unaiki 
Mare Whānau 
trust 

Northland Papa kāinga 
development, 
whānau 
ownership on 
tūpuna whenua 
land  

None prior to 
papa kāinga 
project 

Rammed-
earth whare. 
One 
completed 
July 2013.  
Funding from 
SHU received 
for an 
additional 
three whare 
2012/13 
funding round 

Initially self- 
funded (project 
began in 2006). 
The trust applied 
for and were 
refused a 
Kāinga whenua 
loan due to 
nature of 
housing 
(rammed earth) 
2012/13 SHU 
funding of 
$600,000 from 
Pūtea Māori  

                                                
71

 He Korowai trust have several social housing initiatives planned or underway. The project 
outlined here has received SHU funding and was discussed in the interview with the trust. It is 
the only project from He Korowai discussed in this research. 
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Organisation Location Aspirations and 
Model 

Experience Progress  Funding 
Source 

Horaporaikete 
trust 

WBOP Whānau whare 
Papa kāinga 
development  

None prior to 
papa kāinga 
project.

72
 Is 

one of the first 
Māori social 
housing 
providers in 
WBOP 

Four whānau 
whare 
complete and 
tenanted/occu
pied 
One 
Community 
whare 
completed 
All building 
completed by 
2010 

For Community 
Whare: 
Community 
fundraising - 
$70,000 (by 
2007) 
Bay of Plenty 
Community 
Trust grant - 
$20,000  
For whānau 
homes HNZC 
mortgages 

Pukekohatu 
trust 

WBOP Whānau whare, 
ownership on 
papakāinga land. 
& whare to be 
built, mix of 2–5 
bedrooms  

None prior to 
papa kāinga 
project.  

One whānau 
whare under 
construction/ 
completed. 
One whānau 
whare and 
one Kaumātua 
unit to be 
completed  

SHU funding  
$475,000, TPK 
$76,950 and an 
equity 
contribution of 
$25,000 from 
trust 

Mangatawa 
Papamoa 
Blocks Inc.

73
 

WBOP Kaumātua units 
for rental on papa 
kāinga land, and 
whānau whare 
for home 
ownership 

Worked 
initially with 
Horaporaikete 
trust and 
gained 
experience 
from that 
process  

Mid-point. 10 
Kaumātua 
units 
completed. 12 
whānau whare 
to be 
completed.  

SHU $2.59 
million from 
Pūtea Māori 

Tauwhao te 
Ngare trust 

WBOP Kaumātua units 
on papa kāinga 
and one whānau 
whare for rental 

None prior to 
papa kāinga 
project 

Four 
Kaumātua 
units and one 
whānau whare 
for rental  

SHU $1.31 
million  

 
Most providers interviewed had little or no experience in social housing provision prior 
to their current work, and most were very small providers responding primarily to 
identified whānau needs. Many providers were whānau trusts or ahu whenua trusts 
established in order to build on multiple-owned Māori land (particularly in WBOP). Out 
of the providers outlined above, three provided fewer than ten houses in total. Of those 
providing more than ten houses, the total number (between the three) was still fewer 
than 200 houses over 10 years. Only one of the larger providers offered a mixture of 
social housing rental and affordable housing for purchasing (Mangatawa Papamoa 
Blocks Inc). Te Rūnanga o te Rarawa and He Korowai only offered an ownership 
model. The smaller providers were whānau trusts building whare to provide primarily to 

                                                
72

 The Horaporaikete trust was one of the first whānau trusts to successfully build social housing 
in WBOP on multiple-owned whānau land.  
73

 Mangatawa Papamoa Blocks Inc have whānau relationships with Horaporaikete trust.  
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high-need whānau from within that whānau trust (such as the Pukekohatu trust). 
Tauwhao te Ngare trust specified whakapapa connections to the land for all applicants.  
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