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1 
Abstract 

The Rotahomes Project near Lautoka, Fiji aims to provide, low cost housing for the very 

poor. It also includes a community development programme to build the self-reliance of 

residents. The second phase (K2) of the project has been co-funded by the New Zealand Aid 

Programme, by way of a five-year Grant Funding Arrangement totalling FJD7.686 million, 

and a FJD513,600 grant from Rotary International. 

 

The purpose of this evaluation of Phase 2 was to: identify any improvements that can be 

made for the remainder of Phase 2; inform decisions on whether to proceed with a third 

phase of the project; and identify any lessons learnt for delivering similar activities in the 

future. 

Overall, the project has provided significant benefits to the town’s residents, providing them 

with secure housing and a high standard of basic services, as well as social and educational 

support and livelihoods development opportunities they would not have otherwise had access 

to. Early results in terms of residents’ earning capacity seem promising. However, intensive 

and ongoing community development and town management is required to monitor, 

ameliorate and address social issues, in particular the potential for disputes and violence 

within the newly established community. 

It is recommended that New Zealand considers proceeding with a further phase of funding 

(for Phase 3), as exit at the end of K2 would jeopardise achievement of results from the 

investment to date. However, any future phase of support should include a donor exit 

strategy for the end of Phase 3 that is clearly signalled and planned from the outset of this 

Phase.   

This evaluation makes a number of recommendations for the remainder of Phase 2, to 

address immediate project risks, enhance community development efforts and strengthen 

succession planning. It also offers practical recommendations to guide the development of a 

potential future phase of New Zealand support, focused on consolidating and modestly 

expanding capital investments made to date, improving governance arrangements, 

reshaping the community development programme, and improving and simplying monitoring 

and reporting.   
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2 
Executive Summary 

2.1 THE ROTAHOMES PROJECT 

The Rotahomes/Koroipita Project near Lautoka, Fiji aims to provide, low cost housing and 

infrastructure services for the very poor and destitute living in Fiji’s Western Division. It  

includes a community development (CD) programme to build the self-reliance of residents. 

The second phase (K2) of the project has been co-funded by the New Zealand Aid 

Programme, by way of a five-year Grant Funding Arrangement (GFA) totaling FJD7.686 

million from June 2009 to July 2016, and a FJD513,600 grant from Rotary International. 

The project has been delivered as collaboration between Habitat for Humanity Fiji (HfHF) as 

the Auspicing Partner and the Rotary Club Lautoka (RCL) as the Implementing Partner. 

During K2, the project transitioned to a new governance structure. A new legal entity, the 

Model Town Charitable Trust (MTCT) was established to take over the work and ownership of 

the project assets from RCL.  

2.2  PURPOSE OF THIS EVALUATION 

The purpose of the evaluation of the evaluation of Phase 2 was to: identify any 

improvements that can be made for the remainder of Phase 2; inform decisions on whether 

to proceed with a third phase of the Rotahomes Project; and identify any lessons learnt that 

can be invoked by MFAT and other partners when delivering similar activities in the future. 

2.3 KEY FINDINGS 

2.3.1 HOUSING AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

147 houses have been completed during K2 to date, with a further three remaining to be 

built. These houses provide secure tenure to the tenants linked to their adhering to agreed 

community-focused behavioural norms.  The houses themselves are considered to be cyclone 

proof (though this requires independent certification), and their design is of a high standard. 

Of the K2 houses, 80 are currently tenanted, with the remaining houses awaiting sewerage 

connection before being occupied. 

Overall, a comparatively high standard of basic services is provided to the K2 settlement, 

comprising potable reticulated water, reticulated sewers (to a local treatment system), all-

weather, gravel access roads, drainage, and solid waste collection and management.  

Independent engineering oversight is required to provide quality assurance and sign off of 

the septic treatment final design, and implementation of the ongoing K2 infrastructure works 

including the provision of an electricity supply and completion of retaining walls under 

construction. 

The main outstanding issues identified by this evaluation are twofold.  Firstly, on the 

subdivision development side, is obtaining approvals from the responsible Government of Fiji 

Ministries for construction of the septic treatment system for K2. The delay experienced to 

date in obtaining the necessary approvals has presented a major risk to the timely 
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completion of the project and the occupation of the remaining, already constructed houses. 

(The necessary approval of the preliminary design was obtained while this report was being 

finalised). Secondly, with respect to the subdivision development, is the need to ensure 

continued professional engineering oversight of all works still under construction, as called 

for in the original GFA. 

2.3.2 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND TOWN MANAGEMENT 

The project has provided residents with access to a significant range of activities, training 

and support and livelihoods development opportunities they would not have otherwise had 

access to. Early results in terms of residents’ earning capacity seem promising, but future 

opportunities for formal employment will partly depend on external labour market conditions, 

as well as ongoing efforts to build residents’ employment skills.. 

The project has been very much ‘learning by doing’ – there have been both successes and 

failures along the way, particularly in the CD space, and it is important that the project 

systematically captures lessons learned and continues to refine its approach. Intensive and 

ongoing CD and town management is required to monitor, ameliorate and address social 

issues, in particular the risk of disputes and violence within the newly established 

community. 

2.3.3 IMPLEMENTATION AND GOVERNANCE 

Overall, the project is likely to be completed within the total funding envelope provided. The 

project has been implemented efficiently, but cost savings measures, while effective, have 

been heavily dependent on the personal efforts of the Project Manager. It is therefore 

recommended that systems and processes for ensuring cost efficiencies in procurement and 

construction be documented as part of succession planning.  

Compared to the low cost subdivisions elsewhere in Fiji’s towns, the design of the Koroipita 

Model Town  is efficient and speaks to a well prepared layout plan that has maximised the 

distribution of the infrastructure costs across a large number of houses (i.e. per unit 

servicing costs have been minimised).  The input costs are also competitive in relation to 

other comparable approaches. 

The strategic oversight provided by the Auspicing Partner, HfHF has been weaker than 

originally planned for in the GFA; and the MTCT Board is currently under-utilised. The 

personal skills and networks of the MTCT Board members should be drawn on, to assist the 

Koroipita community integrate with the wider Lautoka community, on social, economic and 

cultural levels. 

2.4 CONCLUSIONS 

It is recommended that New Zealand considers proceeding with a further phase of funding 

(for Phase 3), as exit at the end of K2 would jeopardise achievement of results from the 

investment to date. However, any future phase of support should include a donor exit 

strategy for the end of Phase 3 that is clearly signalled and planned from the outset of this 

Phase. It is also recommended that New Zealand consider exploring the feasibility of the 

applying the lessons learned from Koroipita (which is social housing for the extremely poor) 

to a greenfield subdivision elsewehere in Fiji to practically demonstrate an affordable and 

sustainable housing model for low income households.    
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This evaluation makes a number of recommendations for the remainder of Phase 2, to 

address immediate project risks, enhance community development efforts and strengthen 

succession planning for the forthcoming retirement of the founder/project manager. It also 

offers practical recommendations to guide the development of a potential future phase of 

New Zealand support, focused on consolidating and modestly expanding capital investments 

made to date, improving governance arrangements, reshaping the community development 

programme, and improving and simplifying monitoring and reporting. 
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3 
Background 

3.1 CONTEXT  

Fiji is one of the larger Pacific Island nations. Its landmass of 332 islands, of which one third 

are inhabited, is spread over a total territory of 47,329 km2.  Its population of around 

860,000 is comprised of roughly 57% iTaukei (indigenous Fijian) and 37% Indo Fijian, with 

the remaining 6% comprising other ethnicities including Rotuman and Chinese.1  Around 

87% of the population is located on the two main islands of Viti Levu and Vanua Levu.  Viti 

Levu has the country’s two designated cities, namely the capital city Suva and second largest 

city Lautoka.2   

 

Fiji has a Gross Domestic Product per working person of around USD9,8003, Gross National 

Income per capita of USD4,3704 and an average annual household income of FJD17,394.5 

This is above the average income for a Pacific Island country and makes Fiji a middle income 

country. The largest sources of formal employment and income are derived from tourism, 

sugar production and remittances from household members working abroad.  However, 

income levels are highly skewed and 37% of young women and 20% of young men are 

neither in school nor formally employed.  The poverty rate is also one of the highest in the 

Pacific, with around a third of the population in basic needs poverty,6 although there are 

large regional variations with the Northern Division experiencing 54% poverty levels and the 

most densely populated Western Division experiencing around 40%.7   

 

While urban poverty rates have decreased (estimated to be an average 19% but as high as 

36% in some of the informal settlements), poverty in rural areas has increased (to around 

43%). Poorly-performing rural economies, expiry of rural leased lands and subsequent 

difficulties experienced by mainly Indo-Fijian farmers in accessing leaseholds for sugar cane 

production from 1997 (when the leases first started expiring), and the prospect of alternative 

or better economic opportunities in the cities, are driving rural-urban migration.8 Rapid 

                                           

 

 
1  Fiji Islands Bureau of Statistics. 

2  The country’s second most populous urban area is Nasinu, but this is officially designated as a ‘town’ and not a ‘city’. 

3  Secretariat of the Pacific Community, National Minimum Development Indicators dataset, accessed 21.4.15. 

4  World Bank Development Indicators: http://data.worldbank.org/country/fiji, accessed 21.4.15. 

5  Fiji Islands Bureau of Statistics. 

6  Secretariat of the Pacific Community, National Minimum Development Indicators dataset. 

7  Fiji Islands Bureau of Statistics, 2011. Report on the 2008–2009 Household Income and expenditure Survey for Fiji. 

Suva:.FIBOS   

8      Republic of Fiji (2012) The National Housing Policy: Affordable and decent housing for all. 

http://data.worldbank.org/country/fiji


 

 

Evaluation of the Rotahomes Project Phase 2 (K2) 

 

 

 
 
 

11 

urbanisation over recent years has resulted in over 51% of the population now residing in 

urban areas, with the two largest cities of Suva-Nausori  and Lautoka now home to around a 

third of the country’s urban population (2010).9  

 

The formal urban land and housing markets have been heavily constrained by a number of 

supply-side factors for many decades and continue to be so; this has pushed up the price of 

both serviced land and houses beyond the affordability levels of the majority of the 

population of low and middle income earners.10  In an effort to assist lower income groups, 

past Government of Fiji (GoF) interventions have been to provide subsidised serviced 

housing lots and mortgage loans for home ownership (Housing Authority of Fiji) or Public 

Rental Board flats/apartments. However, as in most countries, the supply of public housing 

has not been able to keep apace of demand; the Housing Authority has an official waiting list 

of 15,000 units and the Rental Board has a waiting list of 4,600 units.11      

 

Both extra-legal informal (unplanned)  and illegal (squatter) settlements have been a feature 

of Fiji’s urban and peri-urban areas since the 1940s.  By 1995, a World Bank study12 

estimated that one-fifth of Fiji‘s total urban population lived in squatter communities.  It is 

estimated that around 7% of the total population, and nearly 15% of the urban population 

live in over 200 squatter settlements around the country.13   

 

In 2012, the GoF adopted its first National Housing Policy.  The vision of the Policy is to 

provide ‘Affordable and Decent Housing for All’ (p.11).  The Policy encompasses a broad 

range of measures to address Fiji’s housing challenges – from housing assistance to rural 

villagers, providing security of tenure in the squatter/informal settlements, coordinated 

provision of trunk infrastructure to open new land for housing, rationalising rents charged by 

Native Land Owning Units, housing finance, to regulatory reforms. 

 

Importantly, the Policy recognises shelter as a basic need and as a key indicator of social 

well-being; it strongly endorses the Government to create an enabling environment whereby 

the GoF will work in partnership with the private sector, NGOs, civil society organisations and 

communities to address the country’s housing needs.  In this regard, and under one of a 

number of ‘thematic development areas’, the Policy describes ‘Social Rental Housing’ where 

it includes the Rotahomes initiative which targets those with an income of below 

FJ$122/week (approx. NZD81).   

 

A small number of other non-government/civil society organisations also provide Social 

Rental Housing in Fiji, for example: 

 

 Housing Assistance Relief Trust (HART) builds low cost flats for the destitute and very 

poor.  Rentals charged are very low and have not increased in the past ten years.  HART 

                                           

 

 
9    Fiji Bureau of Statistics. 

10     Habitat for Humanity, Fiji. (n.d.) ‘Housing needs in Fiji’, www.facebook.com/HFHFiji.  
11     Personal communication with the Director of Housing, 3 March 2015. 

12   World Bank. (1995). Managing urban environmental sanitation services in selected Pacific island countries. Washington D.C.: 

World Bank, Country Department III, East Asia and Pacific Region. 

13    Republic of Fiji (2012) The National Housing Policy: Affordable and decent housing for all. 

http://www.facebook.com/HFHFiji
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is ‘fully financed by the government through grants allocation’14  and it also receives an 

annual capital grant from GoF15 for rental housing construction under the Poverty 

Alleviation Programme. 

 The People’s Community Network (PCN) has undertaken a pilot project to provide 

housing for the poor and acts as a lobby group for residents in squatter settlements.  

 The Fiji Muslim League assists ten families per year. 

 The Salvation Army distributes building materials to around five families per year. 

 The Poor Relief Society assists 20 families per year with building materials. 

3.2 BACKGROUND 

3.2.1 ORIGINS OF THE PROJECT 

The Rotahomes Project 16 near Lautoka, Fiji, has its origins in the 1985 relief efforts following 

Tropical Cyclone Eric and shortly thereafter, Tropical Cyclone Nigel. It was started by a Fijian 

philanthropist, Peter Drysdale, who initiated work to rehome very poor families who had 

been left homeless by the cyclones. Work continued, with a focus on the families of destitute 

cane-cutters and the very poor living across the Western Division of Viti Levu. The initial 

construction project was funded by donations from Rotary Clubs in the region, from 

individuals and from matched grants by Rotary International. Over the years, it has attracted 

significant financial support from a range of international civil society organisations and 

individual philanthropists. This large-scale programme has to date built over 700 homes 

across the Western Division, and is on-going, driven by the efforts of Peter Drysdale. 

 

Durable, replacement houses were (and continue to be) constructed throughout Western 

Division, Viti Levu.  However, it became apparent that in some instances, marginalised 

families were being evicted from the newly constructed houses by their landlords.  Therefore, 

in 2000, RCL added to its in situ house building by obtaining a 99-year lease on a 15 acre 

block of customary/Native land immediately east of the Lautoka city boundary for a 

consolidated new village to be constructed and so providing security of tenure in the new 

houses for its residents.   

 

The subsequently named Koroipita project is a self-contained sub-division located 3.5km east 

of Lautoka city. It has proceeded in two main phases: Koroipita 1 (K1), which is complete, 

and Koroipita 2 (K2) which has been under way since 2009, and undertaken in two stages. 

The eventual total of K1 and K2 will be 234 houses. 

 

  

                                           

 

 
14  National Housing Policy, p.71. 

15    Previously FJD1 million per year, but in recent times this has reduced to $0.5 million. 

16  The Project Design Document names the Activity as the ‘Koroipita Squatter Resettlement (Rotahomes) Project’. 

Koroipita is the name of the village settlement that has been developed (lit. ‘Peter’s village’, after founder and Project 
Manager Peter Drysdale). The project is known locally as Koroipita, which is the term used in the remainder of this 
Evaluation Report. 
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Figure 1: Summary timeline: Koroipita Phases 1 and 2 (K1 and K2) 

 

Source: Project documentation; stakeholder interviews 

3.2.2 OBJECTIVES OF THE PROJECT 

The specific original aim of the project was ‘to alleviate subhuman conditions and give 

impoverished families an opportunity to break free from the cycle of poverty, provide 

education and an improved quality of life for their children by providing and managing 

affordable and sustainable housing with appropriate infrastructure and community 

development services’ to build the self-reliance of residents.17  In return, residents should 

pay FJD7 per week to cover services (water and communal facilities, garbage removal and 

security patrols and free kindergarten, maintenance of roads and houses, fully subsidised 

school fees), and abide by a set of town rules developed by the Project Office.  The end goal 

is for the community as a whole ‘to make decisions and direct its own future’. 

3.2.3 NEW ZEALAND AID PROGRAMME INVOLVEMENT 

The New Zealand Aid Programme (NZAP) first made contact with the project in 2004. The 

NZAP was looking for ways to engage with Fiji and RCL had identified its need for 

infrastructure financing that was beyond the means of its usual private donors.  A project 

design team was engaged in 2006 and a scoping study undertaken in 2007.  Subsequently, a 

detailed Project Proposal was put forward in March 2011 and a five-year GFA was signed on 

22 June 2011. 

 

K2 has been delivered as a collaboration between Habitat for Humanity Fiji (HfHF) as the 

Auspicing Partner and RCL as the implementing partner. During K2, the project transitioned 

to a new governance structure. A new legal entity (the Model Town Charitable Trust, MTCT) 

was established to take over the work and ownership of the project assets from RCL. NZAP 

                                           

 

 
17  Grant Funding Arrangement, p.9. 

Koroipita 1 (K1): 2000-2009 
(FJD1.594m)  

 

• Lease on 10 acres land 

• 81 cyclone proof houses 
constructed 

•  piped water supply (bulk 
meter) 

• shared septic tanks 

• electricity (house meters) 

•  gravel roads and drainage 

• six common facility 
buildings (including a 
kindergarten and store) 

• community development 

Koroipita 2 (K2) - first stage: 
2009-2011  

• 99 year lease on 25 acres 
(premium and land rent 
paid by GoF) 

• clearing and land 
preparation 

• construction of 
infrastructure services 
commenced 

• large community hall 
constructed 

• 12 cyclone proof houses 
constructed 

Koroipita 2 (K2) - second 
stage: June 2011-July 2016 
(total funding K2 FJD 9.122) 

• 135 houses constructed (3 
still under construction) 

• 80 occupied (incl. K2 first 
stage), remainder awaiting 
sewerage 

• community hall completed 
and metered electricity 

•workshop constructed and 
metered electricity 

•piped water supply (bulk 
meter) 

• sewerage to 72 houses  to 
temporary treatment plant 

• 78 houses unoccipied, 
awaiting sanitation system 

• gravel roads and drainage 
and retaining walls 
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funding totals FJD7.686million18 over five years, from June 2009 to July 2016. The 

composition of funding is set out in the following table. 

 

Table 1 New Zealand Aid Programme funding by category (FJD) 

Original GFA budget by year 

Component Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Total 

Fully serviced subdivision 

(infrastructure works) 
1,492,984 412,622 256,664 268,613 271,970 2,702,853 

Cyclone safe houses 386,178 534,736 645,601 533,975 531,227 2,631,717 

Community development 166,032 165,076 187,763 158,575 176,238 853,684 

Project administration 52,360 56,020 58,200 59,280 59,680 285,540 

Key personnel costs19 83,721 189,291 211,684 230,970 176,619 892,285 

HfHF management fee 83,784 66,266 55,148 56,880 58,699 320,777 

Total NZAP funding 2,265,059 1,424,011 1,415,060 1,308,293 1,274,433 7,686,856 

HfHF management fee as 

% total 
3.7% 4.7% 3.9% 4.3% 4.6% 4.2% 

 

K2 has received funding and donations in kind from a range of other organisations and 

individuals, which is summarised in the following table.  

 

                                           

 

 
18   1FJD = 0.636082NZD as at 23/3/15. 

19   Includes staffing of the Project Team. At the time of this evaluation, the Project Manager was being paid for five 

days a week by the Project; this level of input is expected to wind back as he transitions out of the role over the 
coming few years. 
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Table 2 Total funding support for K2 

Funding source Amount (FJD) Purpose 

Direct funding (managed by Project Office) 

NZAP $7,686,856 
Infrastructure works, houses construction, community 

development, project administration and management  

Rotary International 3H 

Grant (USD3,000) 
20$513,600 

Equipment (truck), infrastructure (roads, sewers and 

water) 

Government of Fiji $374,901 
Department of Housing grants for some staff and office 

rents (approx. $100,000 per year gap financing) 

EU $152,002 Houses construction 

Various charitable donations $40,861 Education fund 

Expedia $3,833 
Solar lights for houses, scabies and bed bugs cleaning 

programmes, health nurse 

Other charitable donations 

(incl. Rotary clubs, Collette 

Foundation, private 

philanthropists) 

$161,883 

 

Total direct funding $8,933,966  

 

Additional funding 

Government of Fiji ~$145,000 
Paid direct to iTaukei Lands Trust Board/landowners for 

lease for K2 

EU (UNDP) $9,000 
Funding provided direct to Virtues Project to run virtues 

training in K1 and K2 

TOTAL FUNDING K2 ~$9,122,956  

 

Donations in kind 

Ecolab  Beds 

Other charitable donations  

Beds, solar lights, power tools, clothes, books, 

kindergarten supplies, sports gear etc as well as the 

rebuild of a burnt house 

 
NOTE: The project makes an annual application to GoF for an annual grant in the order of FJD65,000 in 

recognition of the fact that it is a registered Charitable Trust (no. 908) providing a critical public service 

for the benefit of poor families ‘with a focus on landless people with larger young families with very low 

incomes or very sporadic incomes’, including ‘abandoned wives, widows with children, people with 

mental health issues and refugees from serious domestic violence situations’.  The purpose of the grant 

request is to bridge the gap between town revenues derived primarily from the levy on each household 

                                           

 

 
20   Note that interest has been accrued on this original grant, taking its total current value to $524,730. 
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and basic town administration costs consisting of the land lease annual rents, key staff (in particular a 

Town Supervisor) and annual MTCT operating costs for travel, accounting and audit fees.  

3.2 EVALUATION PURPOSE AND DESIGN 

3.2.1 PURPOSE 

The purpose of the evaluation of the evaluation of Phase 2 is to: 

 identify improvements that can be made to managing, implementing and achieving 

results for the Rotahomes Project Phase 2; 

 inform decisions on whether to proceed with a third phase of the Rotahomes Project, and 

if so what should be the future direction, design and support; and 

 identify any lessons learnt that can be invoked by MFAT and other partners when 

delivering similar activities in the future. 

3.2.2 OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of the evaluation are as follows: 

1. relevance – to assess the extent to which, both at the time of design and currently, 

strengthening the supply of housing for the poor was and remains a priority for the 

partner country (as expressed through national policy documents and statements and 

global statements) and the New Zealand Aid Programme; 

2. effectiveness – examine the progress being made in achieving (or can be expected to 

still be achieved) the Rotahomes Project Phase 2 outputs and short and medium term 

outcomes as expressed in the original K2-Project Design Document, Partnership 

Arrangements or other start-of-Phase 2 documents; 

3. efficiency – to review the cost effectiveness of the long term support of the New Zealand 

Aid Programme against the delivery of results, including assessing how economically the 

resources such as funds, expertise and time, have been used to achieve outputs, the 

quality and effectiveness of procurement, financial management, monitoring and 

reporting, and the extent to which funding is coordinated and leveraged across donors 

(including private philanthropists); and 

4. future design and support – to identify the key changes recommended to deliver 

sustainable outcomes in a possible third phase of the project. 

3.2.3 SCOPE 

The scope of the evaluation is the second stage of Phase 2 (K2) of the Rotahomes Project 

that received funding from New Zealand. The period under evaluation is June 2011 (the start 

of NZAP funding) to December 2014. The geographic focus is Fiji, specifically peri-urban 

Lautoka where the project is situated and Suva where the offices of HfHF, Fiji government 

and New Zealand High Commission officials are located.  

3.2.4 DESIGN 

The evaluation employed a mixed methods approach, comprising the following components: 

 desk-based review of documentation, including programme documentation, Board Papers 

and Minutes, Government of Fiji strategic documents (including the Fiji National Housing 
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Policy) and relevant background sector analyses, for example as prepared by UN-Habitat 

(please see Appendix One: References); 

 semi-structured interviews with project stakeholders, including Fiji Government 

representatives and staff of the Lautoka Rural Local Authority, MFAT Post,  the Project 

Team, the MTCT Board, key non-state actors (NGOs) and MFAT Wellington staff; 

 interviews and group discussions with key community-based development partners, as 

well as community leaders (Town Clerk and Block Leaders),  teachers and the village 

health worker; 

 group discussions with clusters of residents, as well as a survey of a sample of residents;  

 field site visits and rapid transects through the settlement itself, with direct observation 

of the physical and infrastructural aspects of the development; and 

 review and analysis of data on outputs and outcomes, from Activity results reporting and 

other relevant documentation, and data gathered in-country. 

 

Further information on the number and type of stakeholders spoken with is provided in 
Appendix Two, and on the sampling methodology for the survey in Appendix Three. 

3.2.5 CAVEATS AND LIMITATIONS 

There are a number of caveats to be applied to the information and analysis in this 
evaluation report: 

 

 A survey was completed by a sample of residents. The methodology for this is detailed in 

Appendix Two. While we consider that a random sample was achieved, the results may 

be biased in the following ways: 

o the survey relies on self-reported household income and participation in CD 

activities, which may be unreliable; and 

o the survey was not completed by those residents who were randomly selected to 

participate but who chose not to. 

 
The survey results, whilst providing a number of interesting insights into the views of the 
residents should therefore be interpreted with a degree of caution. 

 

 The formal project reporting available to the Evaluation team was incomplete.  In 

particular, the GFA calls for detailed monthly and trimester21 reporting by HfHF (monthly 

and trimesterly engineering inspections reports, trimesterly community management 

reports, trimester site visits and reports by National Director and/or National Board 

Members), setting out all activities completed during the period; an assessment of the 

extent to which the project objectives were being met; a note of any problems occurring 

or emerging problems which could pace the project at risk; and an expenditure 

reconciliation. The evaluation team was only provided a limited number of six monthly to 

annual reports by HfHF (the last of which was for the period January-June 2014), and 

these did not incorporate the above requirements.  This has been a limitation on the 

evaluation process and is raised as an issue of concern regarding the overall 

management of the project which is discussed in further detail in Chapter 4.   

                                           

 

 
21  ‘Once every four months (hereafter referred to as a “trimester”)’ – Clause 3.2 a) of the GFA. 
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4 
Findings  

4.1 HOUSING AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

4.1.1 HOUSING CONSTRUCTION 

The K2 houses provide secure tenure to the tenants, as the land is leased under a 99-year 

native land residential lease and written occupation licenses are issued to residents by the 

MTCT.  Key features of the houses include the following details, which were gleaned from 

project documentation, stakeholder interviews and site visits. 

 

 Each house consists of two living/sleeping rooms joined by a covered walkway to a 

separate kitchen, shower and toilet.  

 The houses are well ventilated with wooden shuttering that can be closed for security 

and provide a good defence against damaging winds in the event of cyclones which occur 

frequently in Fiji.   

 The two living rooms are internally partitioned for privacy but cannot be locked from 

each other and each house has two separate external doors – design features that are 

sensitive to the risk of domestic violence.   

 The roofs are insulated against heat/cold and residents noted that the houses were cool 

even on hot days.   

 The kitchens are provided with efficient (largely smoke free) wood burning double-plate 

cookers.  The wood burners are a practical alternative to cooking with electricity and, 

being well designed, operate almost smoke-free and so do not have a negative impact on 

health. 

 Fire extinguishers are placed on the external wall of Block Leaders’ houses (one for 

around 16 houses) plus seven units at communal facilities such as the hall and 

kindergartens.   

 Each house has a surrounding private lot area of approximately 450m2 that may be used 

for ‘kitchen garden’ purposes and several residents spoke proudly of their gardens which 

they described as being ‘planted for shade, planted for beauty and planted for food’.   

 

The evaluation team is of the view that, on the basis of these features, the house size and 

designs constructed in K2 are of a high standard and the more so in comparison to low 

income housing elsewhere in Fiji.  The houses themselves are considered to be cyclone 

proof, though this requires independent certification. 

 

Importantly, the housing design provides families with a secure space for economic activities 

(there are examples of bread making, sewing, barber/hair cutting, tapa making, etc.)  The 



 

 

Evaluation of the Rotahomes Project Phase 2 (K2) 

 

 

 
 
 

19 

evaluation team observed that the housing environment also provides space around the 

house for supplementing the family’s subsistence needs (poultry, growing of vegetables).    

 

The village rules prohibit households from making permanent extensions or alterations to the 

houses.  The Project Office defends this on the grounds that it would compromise the 

structural integrity and cyclone resistance  of the houses, and encourage extended family to 

seek to move in. However some stakeholders (including a small number of residents) 

expressed the view that they may have particular personal needs whereby they wanted to 

internally partition one of the rooms22 or have extra floor space for a larger family. Currently, 

there are no plans for how the houses might be extended over time although the evaluation 

team considers this may not be technically insurmountable given the modular design of the 

houses.        

4.1.2 INFRASTRUCTURE 

Services to each house include: 

 Potable reticulated water.   

 Reticulated sewers currently gravity feed the 80 occupied houses to an temporary 

tank/absorption system immediately south of K2-Central.  

 Fiji Electricity Authority (FEA) electricity supply provided to the public facilities (hall, 

kindergarten, etc) on a metered supply. 

 Solid waster collection and management. 

 All-weather gravel access roads and drainage that have been fully designed by certified 

engineers.  

 Retaining walls that have been designed by the Project Manager to stabilise the sloped 

lots and prevent landslides and are being constructed by force account (i.e. the Project’s 

own workforce, by employing residents on contract and under works supervisors).   

The evaluation team considers that the combination of these services provides a 

comparatively high standard of basic services to the K2 settlement and far higher than is 

found in any of the informal settlements. The following pictures show K2 houses in 

comparison with HART homes and a nearby informal settlement.  

  

                                           

 

 
22 This was with respect to a K1 house; the K2 houses have internal partitions. 
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Figure 2: Koroipita cyclone-proof housing  

Each unit houses one family. Note 'kitchen gardens' 

(vegetable growing) and set out using adequate 

contour intervals to minimise landslide risk 

Figure 3: HART Homes institutional mass 

housing on the outskirts of Lautoka 

Each unit houses four families with limited 

outdoor usable space 

 

 

Figure 4: Informal settlement housing subject 

to riverine flooding on the outskirts of Lautoka 

 

 

 

In terms of the roads and drainage, no independent supervision of the works is being 

provided but the evaluation team observed from site transects that the roads in K2 appear to 

be well constructed and the drainage effective; the infrastructure is in better condition than 

the public access road to the boundary of the Koroipita site. 

 

Key issues with the K2 infrastructure are: 
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 While the sewer lines are in place, the project is awaiting approval from the Ministry of Health 

on the design of the septic system.23 The delay in this approval has been postponing the 

tenanting of the remaining 70 houses and presenting a risk that K2 may not be completed by 

the end of the GFA period. (During the course of the Evaluation, the issue appeared to have 

been reviewed and the preliminary design approved by the Government agencies and detailed 

engineering design of the improved treatment system had commenced). 

 The settlement is currently being billed for water supply to the master meters by the Lautoka 

Rural Local Authority at the commercial rate, which, at 83 cents/m3 is substantially higher 

than the flat domestic rate of 15 cents/m3.  The Project Office has lodged a submission to be 

billed at the domestic rate. The Project Office has also assisted residents complete application 

forms for the subsidised residential water scheme offered under the Rural Water Scheme.24  

 While the K1 houses are connected to mains electricity, those in K2 are awaiting connection to 

the grid, which is expected in 2016. All K2 houses are on the waiting list for FEA electricity 

supply under the Government’s Rural Electrification Subsidy Scheme.  The settlement has 

been confirmed for connection in 2016 but it is not yet clear whether FEA or the Koroipita 

project itself will be responsible for the costs of house wiring (which will be expensive, at least 

FJD1,000/house plus connection fee FJD2.30). 

 There are currently no street lights in the settlement, which was raised as a safety concern by 

some women residents in the discussion groups. A minimum of seven lights would be needed 

in K1 alone which due to the terrain is seen by the women as particularly needed.  Project 

Management has investigated the costs of solar powered street lights as AUD3,500 per light 

which is beyond the current budget and management is concerned about possible ongoing 

maintenance requirements. These issues would need to be addressed in the design of any 

future phase of support. 

4.2 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

4.2.1 THE KOROIPITA COMMUNITY 

The total resident population in Koroipita (K1 and K2) as at December 2014 was 686 people, 

more than double the population at the start of the evaluation period (June 2011). Of these 

people, around 54% are Indo Fijian, 30% iTaukei and 17% other ethnicities such as 

Rotuman. Just over half the population (52%) is female.  

 

Population growth is a function of new arrivals (tenanting new houses, and re-tenanting 

houses vacated by people leaving the village), exits and natural population change (births 

and deaths). The ‘exits’ comprise 155 voluntary exits and 53 evictions over June 2011-

December 2014. 

  

                                           

 

 

23  The system comprises two modified Sewage Treatment & Absorption System (STAT 1 for K2-North houses and 

STAT 2 for K2-South/Central and possibly K1) each consisting of a series of large septic tanks and extensive French 

drains. 
24  Under the GoF ‘Water subsidy for the poor’ – any family on <FJ$30,000 is eligible for free water (i.e. all households 

in Koroipita).   



 

 

Evaluation of the Rotahomes Project Phase 2 (K2) 

 

 

 
 
 

22 

Figure 5: Population dynamics (K1+K2)  

‘Total population’ figures include natural population change due to births and deaths 

 
Source: Figures provided by Project Office 

4.2.2 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT STRUCTURES AND INITIATIVES 

The nature of this community poses some unique challenges to the project. 

It is, by design, an ‘artificial’ community, bringing together people from very diverse 

backgrounds and ethnicities. By its nature, the project is targeting the ‘poorest of the poor’ – 

some of society’s most vulnerable people, who lack basic life and social skills and have come 

from very challenging circumstances.  

 

The project has put in place two key mechanisms to support the development of a cohesive 

and well-functioning community: 

 Community development (CD) programme – a CD team is based in the Project 

Office and has worked with NGOs/civil society organisations and Fijian government 

agencies to deliver an extensive range of courses, seminars and training in two broad 

areas: 

o education in life skills, such as parenting skills, awareness and understanding 

of child abuse and gender-based violence, conflict mediation, values/virtues, and 

health and safety. The project also runs a programme to assist residents in 

obtaining official documentation such as tax numbers, passport photos and 

reference letters to support them in job search and in registering for government 

support programmes. 

o enterprise development, by way of Income Generating Projects (IGP) and 

employment skills. The IGP programme is aimed at supporting households to 

develop livelihoods endeavours such as services (e.g. hairdressing, electronics 

repairs), producing crafts, vegetables/cash crops, orchids and eggs for both 

bartering/sale within the community and sale to outsiders. The employment 

support aims to up skill residents for work in formal employment in the external 

job market. 
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The CD team also organises community events (such as celebrations) to foster 

community cohesion, a youth programme and (very limited) sports activities. 

 Town management – there is a town management structure in place, with a ‘Town 

Council’ responsible for collecting town fees and providing the front line in rules 

enforcement. The Town Council comprises the 11 Block Leaders, four elected members 

and two appointed members. There is a Town Clerk, supported by a deputy and the 

Block Leaders. The position of Town Supervisor is yet to be filled. The CD team organises 

town conferences and is supported by Block Leaders  and other community 

leaders/representatives in orienting and integrating new residents. 

 

In addition, there is a significant programme of work in formal education, involving the 

onsite provision of two kindergartens, follow up on school truancy, rewarding high achieving 

school students, and support for adult education (e.g. adult literacy). While not funded by 

NZAP (and therefore technically out of scope of this evaluation), these activities have made a 

significant contribution to the community development outcomes in the following sections. 

4.2.3 TRAINING OPPORTUNITIES 

The CD team does not keep electronic records of how many people have attended/completed 

courses they have run (though the team is keen to develop a database), but around 83% of 

residents who responded to our survey indicated that they had participated in at least one 

community activity or event, and in at least one type of life or employment skills training. 

Not surprisingly, those who have lived in the village for longer were likely to have 

participated in more programmes and activities. 

 

A widespread view amongst both the residents we spoke with and external organisations was 

that there are many opportunities provided; and that these are opportunities that would 

otherwise have not been available to these people and can help provide a route out of 

poverty by equipping people with life and employment skills. One female resident remarked 

that: 

 

‘Nowhere in the world can one find a place to live on $1 a day that provides not only 

shelter but also education, health and will not tolerate violence.  I feel proud to be a 

part of Koroipita.  If I hadn’t come here I would be on the streets and probably in 

prostitution’. 

4.2.4 COMMUNITY COHESION 

A number of residents described the challenges of entering a multi-racial community, and 

how the CD programmes have assisted them in dealing with this new environment. One said:  

 

‘This community brings us together as a multi-cultural community; we had a lot of 

prejudices but now we are learning a lot about how to work together’.  

 

We were unable to locate formal statistics on crime and safety in Koroipita, but NGOs and 

government agencies we spoke with provided information on their Koroipita client 

caseloads.25 Several interviewees, as well as the CD reporting to the Governance Board, 

                                           

 

 
25  Please see Appendix Four for details. 
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mentioned a recent alleged murder on village grounds (by a resident from a neighbouring 

property – the case is currently before the High Court). We were told that the community, by 

the very composition of its residents, is expected to require intensive and on-going social 

support for the prevention and management of violence, including domestic violence and 

child abuse. 

4.2.5 HEALTH 

In terms of health, prevalent problems (as is typical across Fiji and the wider Pacific) are 

non-communicable diseases, such as diabetes. In a 2010 survey by the CD team, residents 

also rated teen pregnancy and prostitution as some of their main concerns.26 The project 

employs a resident as a registered community health worker. She monitors pregnancies 

(though may not deliver babies) and helps monitor basic health matters in the village, such 

as diabetes, high blood pressure and asthma and provides the information to the Ministry of 

Health.  

 

The project has run a number of programmes to deal with public health issues such as 

scabies and bed bugs and also provided a range of courses on issues such as reproductive 

health and parenting.27 The CD team also organises mosquito control by fogging when there 

is a threat. Other than scabies, bed bugs and worms, the village has not experienced any 

major public health outbreaks such as dengue fever or typhoid, or water-borne diseases. A 

key barrier to residents accessing health services is transport (particularly outside of the 

local bus schedule); the health worker/CD team often drives residents to Lautoka hospital 

and supports them in communicating with medical staff. 

4.2.6 INCOME GENERATING PROJECTS 

The results of an income survey conducted by the Project Office in February 2015 are 

summarised in Appendix Three, and show that 125 individuals (17% of the working age 

population) are engaged in some form of employment. This includes 57 who were employed 

by the Project itself at the time of the survey. Around 100 individuals are engaged in income-

generating endeavours.28 Appendix Four also sets out a selection of brief case studies of 

residents who have participated in IGP and Appendix Five provides the reference letter from 

the Project Office to prospective employers of the contract construction workers and a listing 

of typical skills learnt on the job, under supervision. A strong theme emerging from our 

interviews and our discussions with residents was concern about the availability of jobs in the 

external labour market. As discussed below, general economic conditions are a key 

constraint to the ability of residents to move into secure, formal employment. 

 

Our survey of residents found that, of the 30 who reported their household income, 16 had 

experienced an increase in their average monthly income since coming to Koroipita, ten had 

experienced a decrease and four had no change in their income. The average change was an 

increase of $18/month. For those who indicated that they had participated in IGP, the 

                                           

 

 
26

   MTCT (2010) Koroipita Community Development Action Plan: 2010-2015, August 2010. 
27

   As noted in Table 2, the health nurse position, and scabies and bed bugs programmes have been funded by Expedia, 
so are out of scope of this evaluation. 

28
   Some people have multiple sources of income, including social welfare benefits. 
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average increase in monthly household income was $66, and for those who had undertaken 

employment or financial skills training the increase was $120/month. While these figures 

need to be interpreted with caution, they suggest that the support provided by the CD team 

is associated with a positive change in residents’ earning capacity. Further detail on our 

survey results is provided in Appendix Four. 

4.2.7 TOWN MANAGEMENT 

As noted in 3.2.2 above, residents are required to commit to a set of rules governing their 

behaviour in the village, including: zero tolerance for violence29; compulsory education 

attendance for children from kindergarten age to Form 5; restrictions on visitors (designed to 

mitigate the risk of extended families moving in); and a ‘second generation rule’ whereby 

any family member who gets married or acquires a de facto partner must vacate the village.  

 

Induction for new residents 

The CD team, supported by community leaders, provides induction for new residents, to 

provide orientation and ensure they understand the rules. These are run periodically, in 

order to capture ‘batches’ of new residents. The intent is to populate the remaining K2 

houses in cohorts of 20 families, and to provide induction training at six-monthly intervals.  

 

However, there are also residents who arrive at ad hoc times, to populate houses vacated by 

voluntary exits and evictions. We spoke with one new resident who had not yet received 

formal induction and was experiencing difficulties in understanding the systems and 

adjusting to village life. While this is just one view, given the figures around ‘churn’ in 

population, the vital importance of the rules to the smooth running of the village (as reported 

by interviewees), and the extreme vulnerability of new residents, we consider there is 

sufficient justification for  reviewing the induction process and frequency, to ensure residents 

arriving between periods do not ‘fall between the cracks’ while awaiting the next scheduled 

session. In addition to the support provided by Block Leaders, consideration could be given 

to additional informal support such as a ‘buddy system’, particularly for new residents 

arriving in between major intakes. 

 

Infringements and disputes 

Infringements of the rules are dealt with by community leaders in the first instance. Verbal 

and written warnings can be issued by the Town Council, Block Leaders and Education Action 

Committee members, and may be escalated to the Project Office.30 Failure to address the 

matter within a specified period can result in eviction from the village. The following chart 

shows the trend in the number of warning letters issued per capita (right hand axis) and 

number of individuals evicted per capita (left hand axis), over the evaluation period. The 

total number of people evicted over the period is 53. The recent spike in evictions is related 

to severe cases such as sexual harassment, sexual abuse, and intimidation.31 

                                           

 

 
29

  The Koroipita community was declared ‘gender-based violence free’ by the (now) Ministry of Social Welfare, 
Women and Poverty Alleviation in 2008, following a zero tolerance programme run by the Ministry for K1 residents. 

30
  MTCT (2010) Koroipita Community Development Action Plan: 2010-2015, August 2010. 

31
  MTCT Community development report to the Governance Board, February 2014-June 2014. 
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A theme from our discussions with residents is that there is a lack of clarity on the process 

by which the Project Office resolves grievances and makes decisions about rule enforcement. 

The ‘demerit points’ system was reviewed and abandoned in 2014 due to difficulties in 

maintaining data and undertaking follow up, particularly with the significant influx of new 

residents.  It is therefore recommended that the disputes resolution and grievance processes 

be formalised and codified, and widely promulgated to ensure widespread awareness and 

understanding.  

Figure 6: Evictions and warning letters 

 

 

Town budget and fees 

As mentioned in 3.2.2 above, residents are required to pay FJD7/week per household to 

contribute to the running costs of the village. Currently four families are in arrears, for 

amounts ranging from $14 to $28, although in the past, around 20% default rates have been 

experienced. In the past, the project has provided fees relief for a small number of families 

by way of charitable donations. The project is making use of a small ‘shelter fund’ to provide 

temporary relief for families to bridge the time it takes to receive social welfare or other 

charitable support, or begin generating their own income.  The fund will also act as a 

contingency in the event of a small percentage of ‘delinquent’ payers which is a feature of 

most local authorities.  

4.3 IMPLEMENTATION AND GOVERNANCE 

4.3.1 FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

Overall, the information provided to the evaluation team suggests that the project is likely to 

be completed within the total funding envelope provided (though as noted in 4.1.2 there is a 

question as to whether the infrastructure works will be able to be completed within the GFA 

timeframe).  

 

Actual expenditure as at December 2014 shows that ‘cyclone safe houses’ is currently 6% 

overspent against the original total budget (‘B60’), but the other components are 
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underspend (for instance CD is 49% underspent) and 17% of the total budget is available for 

the remaining 18 months of the GFA.  

 

Successive Letters of Variation (LoVs) to the GFA have brought forward funding to cover the 

‘fast tracking’ of house construction and some bulk purchasing of materials. However the 

LoVs do not detail the implications of these (overall) fiscally neutral transfers at the level of 

budget categories. It is therefore not clear whether the additional spending on house 

construction is will be at the expense of the other components (i.e. whether there is cross-

subsidisation across categories), or whether total expenditure by category at the end of the 

five year period will match those of the original budget. If funds have in fact been reallocated 

across categories, the requests for variation, as well as the reporting by HfHF, should have 

included explanation of the reason for the reallocation, and, importantly, the implications for 

the outputs and work programme of the component/s that are providing the funds.  

 

We are aware that a request for top-up funding to cover the cost of the septic system for K2 

may be submitted, but given that the cost of the selected solution is expected to be close to 

the original budget for this item, that this component is currently underspent, and that there 

is a further year of funding to go (year 5), a request for additional funding would seem 

premature at this stage.  

 

Successive audits have identified a small number of low and medium risk issues with the 

financial management of the project, which have been or are being addressed. The Project 

Office recently discovered that the (previous) Town Clerk had misappropriated revenue 

collected in town fees (totalling around $14,000). This was reported to Police and 

subsequently the fees collection process improved. The Project Office sought advice from 

external auditors regarding the MTCT Koroipita Town Council account, and were advised that 

this account should be subject to external audit.32 

4.3.2 COST SAVINGS 

The project has demonstrated a strong focus on cost minimisation (e.g. in the decision to 

employ local labour (residents) to construct the retaining walls). But these measures appear 

reliant on the personal efforts of the Project Manager. It is recommended that succession 

planning includes documentation of advice regarding processes and systems that can be 

employed in future by the Project Finance Manager for identifying least cost options for 

inputs, and the trade-offs to consider, in the particular context of the Fijian market (e.g. the 

financial threshold over which matters should go to tender, pros and cons of a tender 

process in the Fijian context and how to manage them, how to obtain and compare quotes 

for things under this threshold, how to contract with suppliers including how to ensure 

quality and guard against non-delivery, and what type/level of decisions should go to the 

Board for approval). While we did not identify any obvious quality implications of the cost 

saving measures that have been employed to date, formal engineering sign-off on solutions 

has not been obtained, and in our view should be acquired as a priority. 

4.3.3 COMPARATIVE VALUE FOR MONEY  

A value for money assessment is made based on the following questions: 

                                           

 

 
32

  It should be noted that this relates to fees paid by residents, not NZAP funding. 
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1. Are the results worth the investment (on the basis of number of people reached, the 

intensity and sustainability of results, and factors of inclusion of the most vulnerable)? 

2. Could the same results have been obtained for fewer inputs? 

3. Could better results have been obtained with the same resources? 33   

Are the results worth the investment?  
Once full occupied, K2 will be populated by around 675 people, assuming an occupancy rate 

of 4.5 people/unit.  The density of the built up parts of the settlement is around 15 houses 

per hectare.  Given the relatively large lot sizes and semi-private, usable space around each 

house (in comparison to the low cost subdivisions elsewhere in Fiji’s towns), the evaluation 

team considers that this is surprisingly efficient and speaks to a well prepared layout plan 

that has maximized the distribution of the infrastructure costs across a large number of 

houses (i.e. per unit servicing costs have been minimized).  As discussed in 4.1.1 above, the 

functional use value of each house to the residents is high, due to the size of the house and 

the use of space around each house.  Whilst it may be possible to increase densities further 

by providing infill houses in some pockets of land, the evaluation team is of the view that 

this would increase the risk of landslides and may result in social tensions and so would not 

be recommended.   

 

The careful pre-screening and selection of residents  appears to have resulted in some of the 

most marginalised and at risk individuals (including many women-headed households) and 

families in Western Division have been provided with a safe home and opportunities to 

rebuild their lives and place in the wider society.  Overall, the evaluation team considers that 

the results are worth the investment. 

 

Could the same results have been obtained for fewer inputs?   
The following table sets out a comparison of the Koroipita K2 house against that of the HART 

homes and a typical Public Housing Rental Board housing unit.  Whilst each of the three 

models are not directly comparable given the different design of the units, a comparison is 

made on the construction costs per square metre of floor space of the houses.  Some 

qualitative comments are also provided regarding the amenity of the housing units under the 

different models.  As can be seen from the costs, the K2 houses are competitive in relation 

to the inputs/costs of other approaches.34 

 

 

 

  

                                           

 

 
33  OECD, n.d. Value for Money and International Development: Deconstructing Some Myths to Promote More Constructive Discussion, 

Consultation Draft. 

34  The 2010 Phase 1 evaluation presented a similar comparison. At that time, the cost per m2 for a K1 home was 

FJD423, compared to $563 for a HART home and $741 for a Housing Authority home (presumably in 2010 dollars).  
After allowing for general inflation (construction index only data over the period is not available), the K1 houses 
would cost more than the K2 houses at today’s prices.  The K1 houses also were of a slightly inferior finish 
(regarding, amongst other elements, the roofing, no internal partitions and no insulation), i.e. improved efficiency 
compared to K1.   
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Figure 7: Value for money comparison: HART/Koroipita 2/Public Housing Rent Board 

Dwelling Unit 
(not to scale) 

Cost/m2 Services Cmty 
Devt. 

Rent Comments 
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Volunteers assist with 

house construction 
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Toilet 
Shower 

 

 

 

 

Kitchen 
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Could better results have been obtained with the same resources? 

There are no obvious design changes to the infrastructure services provided or house designs 

that might have led to better results.  However, Chapter 6 summarises the lessons learned 

and Chapter 7 provides recommendations for enhancing CD efforts and improving 

governance. In addition, efforts must continue to be made by the MTCT and Governance 

Boards to ensure that the Activity achieves all of its intended outputs by the end of the GFA.   

4.3.4 THE IMPLEMENTING AND AUSPICING PARTNER ARRANGEMENTS 

As Auspicing Partner, HfHF’s role is to provide governance and financial oversight of the 

project, and specifically to act as a quality and financial assurance intermediary between the 

implementing partner and the NZAP.35 The GFA (p. 17) states that ‘A HfHF manager will 

conduct on-site visits of RCL’s community management, project governance or other similar 

work at least once every trimester’ and that ‘The HfHF National Director and/or HfHF Board 

Members shall make inspections of any matters relating to the project whenever they deem 

it necessary, and in any case, at least once every trimester’.  It also states that ‘HfHF will 

provide a trimester report to MFAT and the Project Governance Board.  This report will 

include: 

 A summary of the results of all of the above inspections and monitoring activities 

conducted by HfHF or its agents; 

 An appraisal of the overall status of the project; 

 Highlight any new problems, risks or failures with recommended solutions’. 

The reporting requirements were subsequently amended by LoV, taking the reporting period 

to 12-monthly.  

 

The HfHF reports are largely duplicative of that produced by the Project Office, and do not 

provide a strategic overview of activities or financial management nor strongly highlights 

risks or issues for the Board’s or management’s attention and how these risks are being 

managed over time. Furthermore, HfHF do not appear to have provided the strategic 

leadership and advocacy that was specified out in the GFA. For example, we would have 

expected HfHF to have played a strong role in identifying, reporting on and managing project 

critical risks and issues such as the delay in government approval of the K2 sewerage 

system. On this basis, HfHF appears to have performed weakly and added little value for this 

particular project. More broadly, in our view it is questionable whether they were a suitable 

organisation for this role, given that they do not have experience with multi-home 

settlements or CD but focus more on the provision of individual houses in the informal 

settlements.36 

4.3.5 THE TRANSITION TO MTCT 

The MTCT Board represents a range of skills, experience and networks that are highly 

relevant for the project. These credentials could be put to greater use, for example to 

                                           

 

 
35  Memorandum of Agreement between RCL, MTCT and HfHF, dated 20 June 2011. 

36   A further issue identified by the evaluation team but considered to be beyond the scope of our remit, was a potential 

conflict of interest situation whereby HfHF has provided a new house to the household on the border of K2 
involved in the alleged murder of a Koroipita resident.  This potential for conflict of interest should have been 
brought to the attention of the Governance Board by HfHF before proceeding. 
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proactively explore product and labour market opportunities and help build connectivity 

between Koroipita and the wider community. From our interviews and document review, we 

also detected a lack of clarity on the roles and responsibilities of the Board, vis a vis the 

Governance Board and HfHF. It is recommended that the respective roles and responsibilities 

of all partners be clarified, that orientation be provided to the MTCT Board, and that the 

Board be encouraged to more actively engage in the project. 

 

The 2010 review identified a potential conflict of interest in having the Project Manager 

(Peter Drysdale) sit as chair of the MTCT, noting the risk of the Board taking on a ‘rubber 

stamping’ role.37 We agree this is a risk, but note that the GFA (June 2011) called for a 

‘Complete organizational restructuring … for project governance’ that would include a 

‘Governance Board to monitor the project’ and to which the Project Manager is to report ‘in 

an ex officio capacity’.  This strengthening of the Governance Board’s position and the 

proposed succession planning arrangements underway will alleviate this concern, if they are 

implemented as intended (with the Project Manager phasing out over the next few years). 

The appointment of a Town Supervisor is critical to the succession arrangements for ongoing 

town administration (including operations and maintenance of all capital investments to date 

in infrastructure and buildings), and should be actively pursued as a priority for the MTCT 

Board. 

 

4.4 UNINTENDED OUTCOMES 

4.4.1 EMPLOYMENT BENEFITS 

The project did not envisage employing residents to work on construction, but up to 4838 

locals were contracted to undertake infrastructure development (such as drainage and 

retaining walls) and aspects of house construction (welding, plumbing, carpentry) as a job 

creation and cost saving measure. These residents gained on-the-job skills and the Project 

Office has provided them with written references setting out the length of employment and 

skills attained, that will be useful for them in obtaining future formal employment. This 

represents a positive, unanticipated outcome. 

4.4.2 LOCATIONAL ADVANTAGE 

The location of Koroipita is 3.5km from the city of Lautoka. The evaluation team was told 

that the Koroipita site was selected because it was outside of the urban boundary where land 

prices are lower.  Although not fully appreciated at the time that the site was selected,  

Koroipita has a strong long-term locational advantage over a number of ‘typical’ greenfield 

subdivision developments elsewhere in Fiji and other developing countries that target low 

income groups but which are located too far from places of employment or potential 

employment (including informal sector opportunities) to be affordable by the target group.   

 

                                           

 

 
37  Sanjesh Deo, Jacqueline Hughes and Suliana Siwatibau, Review of Koroipita II Phase 1 Project, p.53. 

38  This differs from the figure of 57 total employed by the project, which includes ongoing positions such as grasscutter 

and teaching positions. 48 represents the peak construction figure of contract workers (known as day labour), 23 are 
still employed. 
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The evaluation team notes that, as Koroipita slowly consolidates, its residents will be able to 

transition into the economic and social life of nearby Lautoka relatively easily and those 

households that remain living in Koroipita will have employment opportunities within the 

nearby City.  As Lautoka city grows incrementally outwards, in time Koroipita may be 

absorbed within an expanded administrative boundary of the city.  When this happens, if the 

Koroipita infrastructure service standards are acceptable to the Lautoka City Council, and on 

current standards, in the evaluation team’s experience they would be, the eventual future 

operations and maintenance of the infrastructure might be transferred to the City’s 

systems.39 In the long term, this would place the Koroipita settlement on a more sustainable 

footing than keeping its administration outside of the Fiji local government systems.40   

  

                                           

 

 
39

   In the interim, the adequate operations and maintenance of capital investments made to date would be beyond the 
capabilities of the Lautoka Rural Local Authority.  As such the current approach of running a self-financing (with 
outside subsidy as needed), independent township administration to operate and maintain the services seems a sound 
one. 

40  Given the very low income of the Koroipita population, the costs of operating and maintaining the infrastructure 

services (including replacement costs over time) will require on-going subsidy.  This could be achieved through 
cross-subsidies from other land uses within a bigger city environment.  Without this, Koroipita will need to 
consistently seek outside subsidy from donors in order to sustain the current level of services, as is a feature of all 
social housing for the very poor. 
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5 
Assessment against DAC Criteria 

5.1 RELEVANCE 

5.1.1 GOVERNMENT OF FIJI’S PRIORITIES  

The Koroipita Model Town’s aim is consistent with the Government of Fiji’s stated vision in its 

National Housing Policy. The alignment between Koroipita and the Government’s housing 

priorities was noted by stakeholders from central and local Fijian government agencies.  One 

stakeholder also noted that the Model Town fits well with GoF’s desire for partnerships and 

the entry of other providers in the housing market.  The evaluation team notes that 

involvement of the private sector (through a non-government organisation, Rotary) in 

addressing part of the national housing backlog is recognised by international best practice 

as being critical in developing countries to supplement limited government resources.    

5.1.2 NEW ZEALAND AID PROGRAMME PRIORITIES 

The New Zealand Aid Programme is driven by a focus on sustainable economic development 

(SED).41 New Zealand is currently scaling up its Fiji bilateral programme, in the post-election 

environment. The overall focus of support is SED, and in line with New Zealand’s 

comparative advantage, is expected to have a sectorial focus on agriculture.42 The social 

focus is on skills training and higher education. Other potential areas for support are disaster 

risk management and informal housing.  

 

Feedback from MFAT stakeholders was that, while there is interest in continuing to fund the 

Activity, it does not fit easily within MFAT’s overall focus areas for the Aid Programme, and 

emerging priorities for the Fiji bilateral programme. In our view, to the extent that 

addressing a sub-set of the informal housing needs is a priority for MFAT, the Activity aligns 

with this. Furthermore, it has directly contributed to economic development through the 

additions to the national housing and infrastructure stocks and the local employment created 

during construction – both directly engaged and through the multiplier effect for upstream 

suppliers of engineering and surveying services and materials suppliers.  It indirectly 

contributes to disaster risk management and risk reduction by way of the cyclone proof 

houses, skills training/economic development through the CD component, and by way of the 

house and infrastructure construction activities (having employed 48 residents). The 

proposed vegetable export and small-scale forestry ventures, if successful, could also 

support the New Zealand Aid Programme’s focus on supporting sustainable agri-businesses. 

                                           

 

 
41

   MFAT (2011) International development policy statement: supporting sustainable development (MFAT: Wellington, New 
Zealand). 

42
   MFAT (2012) New Zealand Aid Programme: sector priorities 2012-2015 (MFAT: Wellington, New Zealand). 
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5.1.3 NEEDS OF CURRENT AND POTENTIAL RESIDENTS  

As discussed in 3.1, the housing backlog in Fiji is large. According to Project Office staff, the 

very poor, marginalised and destitute would not be on the waiting lists for public housing as 

either they would not be able to afford the required rents/down payments or they are 

unlikely to have the personal resources to lodge a formal application.  The Project Office has 

a waiting list of 1,100 lodged applications  (for around 4,950 people) and receives new 

applications on a daily basis.  This suggests that the project is able to meet the needs of 

some of its target population, but also that there is a large volume of unmet need.43 

It is significant that the project’s CD programme was developed using a participatory 

approach with the Koroipita residents themselves, suggesting good alignment with the needs 

and priorities of its beneficiaries.  As noted in the 2010 review of the first phase of K2, ‘the 

production of a community development plan with the participation of the residents is a rare 

experience for communities in Fiji’.44 Furthermore, many residents interviewed during the 

course of the evaluation spoke positively of the many ways in which the Koroipita housing 

environment and ‘model village’ was relevant to and met their personal and family needs. 

5.2 EFFECTIVENESS 

Overall, the project has provided significant benefits to Koroipita residents, providing them 

with secure housing and a high standard of basic services, as well as social and educational 

support and livelihoods development opportunities they would not have otherwise had access 

to. Early results in terms of residents’ earning capacity seem promising, but future 

opportunities for formal employment will partly depend on external labour market conditions, 

as well as ongoing efforts to build residents’ employment skills. 

5.13  EFFICIENCY 

The project is likely to be completed within the total funding envelope provided.  

The project has demonstrated a strong focus on cost minimisation (e.g. in the decision to 

employ local labour to construct the retaining walls and finishing to the houses).  

 

Compared to the low cost subdivisions elsewhere in Fiji’s towns, the design of the Koroipita 

Model Town  is efficient and speaks to a well prepared layout plan that has maximised the 

distribution of the infrastructure costs across a large number of houses (i.e. per unit 

servicing costs have been minimised).  The input costs are also competitive in relation to 

other comparable approaches. 

5.4 SUSTAINABILITY OF THE ‘MODEL’ 

‘Affordable housing’ and ‘financial independence’ were raised by many stakeholders as being 

key features of the ‘model town’ of Koroipita.  However, although the weekly occupancy levy 

of FJD7/household is affordable by almost all residents, the evaluation team was unable to 

                                           

 

 
43  The evaluation team estimates that the national total number of urban households in the 0-20th income percentile is 

14,620 households.  In most countries (including developing countries), it is this socio-economic group that is 
recognised as having insufficient resources to meet their own housing needs and so the most in need of state 
subsidised or ‘social’ housing.  

44
   Sanjesh Deo, Jacqueline Hughes and Suliana Siwatibau (2010), Review of Koroipita II Phase 1 Project, p.3. 
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substantiate what proportion of the settlement’s true operating costs this covers, given the 

degree of subsidy, some of it in-kind, from various sources.   

 

There is therefore a need to more systematically calculate the on-going operations and 

maintenance costs of all the assets and to determine the level of subsidy that is needed on 

an annual basis.  This calculation should include the costs of the intensive and ongoing 

community development efforts that will be needed into the future, to ensure the 

maintenance of a peaceful community, as well as ongoing efforts to build the employment 

and income generating prospects of residents. As Koroipita targets the lowest incomes and 

marginalised poor, the evaluation team has found that there is a case to be made for 

ongoing subsidies to meet these costs. i.e. it represents a justifiable, subsidised housing 

solution, rather than an ‘affordable housing’45 model town.   
 

The evaluation team notes that there is a risk that after some time, the ‘model town’ 

becomes viewed as a ‘special or privileged town’.46  It is therefore recommended that 

concerted efforts be made to socially and economically integrate the settlement with nearby 

Lautoka city.   

 

The project background documents refer to the concept of Koroipita being a type of 

‘transitional  housing’, i.e. there is an expectation that after a period of living in the 

settlement, households will be able to recover their personal circumstances and gain 

livelihood skills and then move out of the settlement and so make way for new, needy 

households.  However, given the high quality of the settlement,  the very low cost recovery 

level demanded of residents (i.e. a high degree of outside subsidy) and the huge national 

housing backlog, the evaluation team perceived a risk that destitute households will be 

unwilling to move out of the settlement even once they might have the personal resources to 

do so.  As such, the evaluation team found that the ‘transitional’ concept is not realistic.  

However, the second generation rule of the project imposes an expectation that children of 

residents will acquire education and skills and thereby be provided with opportunities and 

skills to break out of the poverty cycle and voluntarily leave the settlement for elsewhere and 

the evaluation team is of the view that this should continue to be encouraged. 

5.5 CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES 

5.5.1 ENVIRONMENT 

The project has secured the necessary environmental licenses for the development work. The 

Project Team has demonstrated high environmental awareness . For example, in partnership 

with the Lautoka City Council, the project has introduced composting and a town recycling 

system, including running training sessions for residents. Although only recently introduced 

in a trial area, these initiatives have met with some success, having reduced the town’s 

volume of solid waste to landfill, leading to savings on disposal fees. 

                                           

 

 
45  The evaluation found that the project stakeholders use the term ‘affordable housing’ to mean that residnets are able 

to afford the FJD7/weekly charge.  However, in the housing sector, ‘affordable housing’ is used to describe a 
situation in which residents are able and willing to pay by monthly or weekly installments, the actual and full costs of 
the services and houses, amortized over the life of the physical assets.   

46  A number of stakeholders interviewed (including staff of a government agency and of two NGOs) characterised 

Koroipita in these terms. 
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Residents grow sufficient produce to barter within the community to meet their own needs 

and have surplus to sell. The attention to planting, combined with the engineered drainage, 

appears to have ameliorated the risks of erosion on areas that were disturbed by the house 

construction. 

 

The village experienced an infestation of termites, which was addressed by biosecurity 

officials. Mosquito spraying has been undertaken by the Lautoka Rural Authority, and stray 

dog trapping by the Ministry of Agriculture. 

5.5.2 HUMAN RIGHTS 

The town rules are considered strict by some, and a number of interviewees queried whether 

they posed human rights concerns. However several interviewees also commented that was 

appropriate in the Fijian context and necessary to maintain a peaceful community. The 

project employs residents in security roles in the village, and the CD team, in partnership 

with NGOs and government agencies, has provided extensive support for residents to 

develop their understanding and awareness of their human rights (relating to men, women 

and children), including in relation to violence, abuse and entitlements to government 

support and social services, and also consumer rights. A strong theme from residents in the 

group discussions was that they feel empowered as a result of the support provided by the 

project. Ongoing monitoring and support is required to ensure residents (especially new 

residents) are aware of their rights and entitlements. 

 

We understand that volunteers working on the project are not subject to Police checks to 

determine their suitability for working amongst children. Given that they are working within 

the community, and that many stay onsite during their placement, it is recommended that in 

future, all people working onsite, including volunteers, are subject to appropriate checks. 

While this may act as a deterrent to some volunteers, it is our view that the risks of this are 

outweighed by the potential safety risks of not doing so. 

5.5.3 GENDER 

The project has provided extensive support to female residents, including to raise awareness 

and understanding of their rights and entitlements, and where to go for help. Support has 

been provided to both men and women on the rights of children and their obligations as 

parents, and on issues such as reproductive health. Female residents we talked with spoke of 

feeling empowered and more confident:  

 

‘I was a very weak woman, but I’m telling you, I’m not weak anymore’.  

 

Women also spoke of feeling safe in Koroipita. However, as mentioned above, domestic 

violence is an ongoing concern in the village, as it is throughout the Pacific, and requires 

continued and intensive CD support and village management, and monitoring. 

Women are well represented on Project Team (five out of seven staff) and on the MTCT 

Board (three out of nine; one of whom provides advice on Human Resource laws and 

regulations). There is one woman on the Governance Board (out of ten members). Women 

are well represented in the town management structure (as Block Leaders and on the Town 

Council), and the Town Clerk and Deputy Town Clerk are both women. 
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6 
Lessons Learned 

6.1 USE OF VOLUNTEERS 

A strength of the project is the huge volunteer and philanthropic support it continues to 

attract, and there has been extensive use of volunteer time in constructing the houses. It 

takes a team of between 10 and 12 volunteers around 40 hours to construct a house. If the 

project was instead to have employed Fijian construction workers to provide this labour 

input, the cost would have been around FJD1,500 per house (or $229,000 for the total K2 

houses).  This estimate is based on the median wage rate for construction labourers which is 

currently FJD3.47 per hour. If it is assumed that only unskilled labourers would have been 

employed, at the minimum wage of FDJ2.00 per hour, the costs would drop to $880 per 

house ($132,000 total for K2). 

 

However, the use of volunteers has presented its own challenges, such as coordinating 

volunteer placements, and on occasion dealing with well-meaning offers of support that are 

unwanted/unhelpful. A particular issue that has arisen, is when volunteers with specialist 

skills (such as engineers) have provided technical advice to the project, but are not able or 

willing to provide certification of this advice (for example, their professional registration may 

not be recognised in Fiji or, more likely, they do not hold professional indemnity insurance 

for any designs prepared in Fiji or as volunteers). A further issue raised by one interviewee 

was the inability of volunteers to claim the domestic tax rebate for charitable donations, 

which relies on the charitable organisation (in this case Habitat for Humanity in the sending 

country) providing the necessary documentation to volunteers. This matter should be 

followed up by Habitat for Humanity, to ensure that past and future volunteers are able to 

claim any rebates they are entitled to and a locally registered (and insured) engineer or 

engineering firm should certify all designs and construction works to avoid potential liability 

claims. 

6.2 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

Despite the enormous challenges of integrating a multi-racial community of residents from 

diverse and very difficult backgrounds, most feedback from residents we spoke with suggests 

that the project has managed to achieve a high level of community cohesion. The ongoing 

challenge is continuing to integrate new residents and maintain peace given that many 

residents arrive who little or no experience of living with neighbours or interacting with other 

cultures. The structures and systems are in place, but these could be enhanced, particularly 

in light of the significant influx of residents that will occur when the remainder of K2 is 

populated. Recommendations for improvements to the CD programme are presented in the 

following chapter. 

 

The wide range of scope of the CD programme is in itself both a strength and a weakness: 

 

 The strength of this approach is the wide array of opportunities and benefits that have 

been provided to residents, in building their life skills, education and health as well as 

improving their economic opportunities. 
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 Lessons have been learned and approaches adapted along the way to tailor them to the 

context (many participants do not speak English, and/or are illiterate). For example, one 

training course identified in its early sessions that formal, verbal seminars were not a 

suitable delivery format for the audience, and also that appropriate translations needed 

to be provided (for example cards and posters were translated into a form of Hindi that 

the Indo Fijians residents were not familiar with). The sessions were adapted to make 

them more visual and interactive.  

 The project has also learned lessons with respect to IGP. A key learning is the need for 

ongoing technical training and support to maximise the likelihood of success. For 

example, the Ministry of Social Welfare, Women and Poverty Alleviation donated boxes 

for a bee keeping project that aimed to produce honey for sale. The Ministry of 

Agriculture provided some initial training but interviewees told us that the support 

provided was not sufficiently ongoing, and that the residents’ lack of technical knowledge 

contributed to the failure of the venture (the boxes became infected with American 

foulbrood disease, resulting in destruction of all boxes).  

 A weakness is that the CD team appears overwhelmed, and stretched in too many 

directions. As a result, some important areas could benefit from more focus and 

attention, in particular the support and facilities provided for youth. It is recommended 

that a youth needs assessment be commissioned, to inform the development of a 

strategic programme for youth, that spans education/job support (including career 

counselling), intensive sporting activities and facilities (in particular sports grounds), and 

social and cultural/music connections with the wider community. More broadly, it is 

recommended that the CD work plan be reviewed with the aim of prioritising and 

sequencing activities more strategically (e.g. to focus on fewer activities at one time, 

and/or resourcing the team up further) and where, necessary, supplement the full-time 

staff with specialist outside skills when needed.  

 

The project did not anticipate the basic level of life skills held by families entering the 

Koroipita community. As a result, during K1 the CD team had to refocus their efforts onto 

rudimentary matters such as how to save water by turning off taps, and garbage disposal. 

Throughout K2 the CD team has continued to face significant pressures in town 

management, including managing conflicts, evictions, violent incidents (including a murder), 

and Police and Courts involvements over incidents, and in relation to evictions that have 

been legally challenged. CD reporting over 2014 notes the distress this has placed on the CD 

team, and adds that lack of support from Police has imposed additional workload on the 

team (the Project Office has lodged letters of complaint with the Police Commissioner and 

issues such as this would warrant more active higher-level support and engagement with the 

authroities by HfHF and by the Governance Board). The June 2014 Project Manager’s report 

to the Governance Board notes that there is now an ‘accelerating shift’ towards CD work, 

now that the construction works are nearing completion.  

 

The future influx of a further 70 new families to populate the remaining K2 houses will place 

further pressure on the CD team. It is recommended that the roles and resourcing of the 

Project Team be reviewed, with consideration given to separating out some roles such as 

fundraising, volunteer coordination and management, selecting and inducting new residents, 

and monitoring and evaluation. 

 

6.3 VALUE OF A RESULTS FRAMEWORK 
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It was difficult to precisely define the objectives of the project, as various, competing 

objectives are set out in the project reporting and documentation. Relatedly, the project 

measurement and reporting  has been voluminous and very detailed, and lacking in strategic 

overview. This poses challenges for evaluating the performance and success of the Activity. 

Any future phase of support should ensure that the project has a clear focus and objectives, 

supported by a Results Framework comprising relevant, simple and robust indicators of 

success.  

6.4 EXTERNAL CHALLENGES 

6.4.1 OBTAINING GOVERNMENT APPROVALS  

The project has also encountered a number of external challenges. The main exogenous 

challenge is obtaining approvals from the Government of Fiji, in particular for the K2 septic 

system, and relations with the Lautoka Police. The lessons learned for the project are that: 

 

 A mid-term review would have identified the sanitation issue, as well as the budget 

implications, in a more timely manner. 

 The terms of reference for the Governance Board, in particular the Auspicing Partner, 

should have more explicitly set out the roles and responsibilities of all partners, in 

particular the expectations on HfHF in terms of strategic oversight and risk management. 

The MoA that is in place is quite high level; a document more along the lines of a 

Management Services Contract may have been more appropriate.  The Governance 

Board itself would be able to play a more active role in supporting high-level dialogue 

with the authorities if critical issues were raised for its attention and follow ups made.  

6.4.2 MACROECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

The other key external challenge is that the macroeconomic climate in Lautoka, and Fiji more 

generally, may constrain the outcomes that are able to be achieved through the employment 

and livelihoods endeavours of the project. A survey of residents undertaken by the CD team 

in 2010 identified ‘limited market for Koroipita products’ as their number one concern, 

followed by lack of further education/vocational training opportunities for young people 

leaving school. Concern about the availability of jobs was a frequent issue raised in our 

discussions with residents. 

 

The lesson for the project is that more proactive and strategically-informed links with 

external product and labour markets should be fostered, to maximise the economic payoff 

from these efforts. Future economic development activities could be usefully informed by 

market intelligence relating to assessment of the demand for labour/skills, and for village 

products and services (e.g. crafts), including the type and quality of products, and suitable 

marketing strategies. This could form the basis of discrete consulting assignments. 
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7 
Conclusions and Recommendations 

7.1 OVERALL CONCLUSIONS 

Overall, the project has provided significant benefits to Koroipita residents, providing them 

with secure, cyclone proof housing and a high standard of basic services, as well as social 

and educational support and livelihoods development opportunities they would not have 

otherwise had access to. Early results in terms of residents’ earning capacity seem 

promising, but future opportunities for formal employment will partly depend on external 

labour market conditions, as well as ongoing efforts to build residents’ employment skills. 

The project has been very much ‘learning by doing’ – there have been both successes and 

failures along the way, particularly in the CD space, and it is important that the project 

systematically captures lessons learned and continues to refine its approach. Intensive and 

ongoing CD and town management is required to monitor, ameliorate and address social 

issues, in particular conflict and violence within the newly established community. 

The design of the Koroipita Model Town is efficient, with both the input costs and per unit 

servicing costs appearing competitive in relation to other comparable approaches. The 

project has demonstrated a strong focus on cost minimisation in its implementation, though 

cost savings achieved appear to have been reliant on the personal efforts of the Project 

Manager, rather than systematic processes for ensuring efficiency.  

 

The strategic oversight provided by the Auspicing Partner, HfHF has been weak; and the 

MTCT Board is currently under-utilised. The skills and networks of the MTCT Board should be 

drawn on; to assist the Koroipita community integrate with the wider Lautoka community, on 

social, economic and cultural levels. 

7.2 FUTURE DESIGN AND SUPPORT 

7.2.1 THE REMAINDER OF K2 AND ONWARDS 

There are a number of enhancements that could be made to the project, to augment its 

effectiveness and efficiency, and improve its chances of long-term success. These changes 

are intended as ‘no regrets’ improvements that would be carried forward into any 

subsequent stages of the project. 

 

Addressing immediate project risks 

The main outstanding issues identified by this evaluation are twofold: 

 Firstly, on the subdivision development side, is obtaining approvals from the responsible 

Government of Fiji Ministries for construction of the septic treatment system for K2. The 

delay experienced to date in obtaining the necessary approvals has presented a major 

risk to the timely completion of the project. We note that the necessary approval for 
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preliminary designs was obtained while this report was being finalised. Relatedly, there 

may be a need to consider and carefully review the need for a fiscally neutral six month 

extension to the project as per clause 31 of the GFA in order to fully expend all grant 

funds. 

 Secondly, with respect to the subdivision development, is the need to ensure continued 

professional engineering oversight of all works still under construction, as called for in 

the original GFA. This includes independent assessment of the K2 house design to 

confirm the level of wind speed it is able to withstand and quality checking on the 

retaining walls contruction programme. 

In addition, one of the K2 outputs called for in the GFA was a dedicated feasibility report on 

the use of solar street lighting for safety and security throughout the settlement.  This 

remains uncompleted and should be progressed in order to inform any future phase of 

support. A resulting plan for the street lights should include the ongoing operations and 

maintenance costs and seek to minimise these through the initial detailed design.    

 

Recommendation 1: Acquire dedicated, on call engineering input to provide quality 

assurance and sign off of the remaining design and implementation of the K2 infrastructure 

works, consistent with the requirements of the GFA.   

 

Recommendation 2: Complete a feasibility study for installing solar street lighting.   

 

Enhancing CD efforts 

The processes for the resolution of disputes and grievances amongst residents, and between 

residents and the Project Office, should be formalised, codified and widely promulgated 

across the Koroipita community, to ensure widespread understanding and transparency 

around decision-making, including around evictions. 

The timing of processes for inducting new residents should be reviewed, with careful 

planning of how new residents (in particular those arriving in between planned tranches) are 

introduced to the community and its rules and operation. Consideration should be given to 

the frequency of formal induction sessions, and how informal support is provided, e.g. the 

use of a ‘buddy’ system. 

The CD work plan should be reviewed to determine and sequence priorities, including the 

potential for some ‘quick wins’ (e.g. the scope to re-run the violence-free community training 

programme delivered by the Ministry of Social Welfare, Women and Poverty Alleviation that 

was successful in K1; and greater support for youth). 

Training provided for residents should continue to ensure that support is appropriately 

tailored for the audience, including suitable translations, delivery methods and session times. 

Lessons learned from previous training should be systematically captured and integrated into 

future courses. This includes information on the number of participants who attend and 

complete courses and feedback gathered from both completers and non-completers. The CD 

team’s desire to develop an electronic database should be supported, including the intention 

to use the information provided on tenancy application forms as a baseline (noting that the 

form may need to be amended to better capture the information needed for results 

monitoring and evaluation). 
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Recommendation 3: Formalise and document the dispute resolution and grievances 

processes for residents, and promulgate them widely throughout the community. This 

document should be short, simple and in plain language (possibly in diagram/flowchart 

form). 

 

Recommendation 4: Carefully consider the approach for introducing and integrating new 

residents, including review of the frequency of formal induction processes and the sufficiency 

of informal support systems, particularly for those residents entering the community in-

between official ‘tranches’.  

 

Recommendation 5: Ensure that training provided for residents is appropriate for the 

audience and tailored to residents’ needs e.g. appropriate translations, use of alternative 

delivery methods and suitable class times (e.g. evenings).  

 

Recommendation 6: Systematically capture and incorporated lessons learned from 

previous courses into future programmes. 

 

Recommendation 7: Review the CD work plan for the remainder of K2 to focus on a 

smaller number of strategic and well-sequenced activities, linked to the priorities/demand of 

residents.  

 

Recommendation 8: Ensure that all volunteers and other onsite workers from outside the 

village are subject to the appropriate Police checks to ensure their suitability to work 

amongst children. 

 

Succession planning 

Succession planning should include the CD component. For CD, this planning should consider 

separating out some roles (such as fundraising, resident selection and induction, and 

monitoring and evaluation), and staffing up these positions (potentially as part-time roles). 

CD succession planning should also include the processes and structures around Town 

Management, in particular operations and maintenance of the physical assets. The 

appointment of the Town Supervisor (to, amongst other things, oversee operations and 

maintenance of the physical assets) should be a priority for the MTCT Board. 

Succession planning should also include documentation of advice regarding processes and 

systems that can be employed in future by the Project Finance Manager for identifying least 

cost options for inputs, and the trade-offs to consider, in the particular context of the Fijian 

market (e.g. the financial threshold over which matters should go to tender, pros and cons of 

a tender process in the Fijian context and how to manage them, how to obtain and compare 

quotes for things under this threshold, how to contract with suppliers including how to 

ensure quality and guard against non-delivery, and what type/level of decisions should go to 

the Board for approval). 

Recommendation 9: Include the CD component of the programme explicitly in the 

succession planning to manage the exit of the current Project Manager.  
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Recommendation 10: Consider separating out and resourcing up some CD roles, such as 

fundraising, volunteer coordination and management, resident selection and induction, and 

monitoring and evaluation. 

 

Recommendation 11: Encourage the MTCT Board to progress the appointment of the Town 

Supervisor as a priority. 

 

7.2.2 A POTENTIAL THIRD PHASE 

Whether and how to proceed with a third phase 

It is recommended that New Zealand considers proceeding with a further phase of funding 

(for Phase 3), as exit at the end of K2 would jeopardise achievement of results from the 

investment to date which need further support to be fully ‘bedded in’. However, any future 

phase of support should include a clear exit strategy for the end of Phase 3.   

 

Recommendation 12: Based on the evaluation findings, the New Zealand Aid Programme 

should proceed with a further phase of funding (for Phase 3), as exit at the end of K2 would 

jeopardise achievement of results from the investment to date which need further support to 

be fully ‘bedded in’.  

 

Recommendation 13: Any future phase of support should include an exit strategy that is 

clearly signalled and planned for at the outset of Phase 3.   

 

Without pre-empting a final decision in this regard or prejudging further feasibility 

assessments that would need to be made in order to prepare a detailed design, a future 

Phase 3 (K347) may include the following activities. 

 

Consolidating past investments 

The Master Plan should be extended to include the area of land (10 acres) proposed for 

possible expansion.  

 

The next phase may include further limited capital investments aimed at maximising and 

completing the full use value of previously funded infrastructure works (both K1 and K2) and 

so, for example: double loading (with new houses) all infrastructure where physically 

possible and without increasing the risk of landslides;  upgrading of K1 houses and 

infrastructure services to the K2 standard (and so, in the long term, to reduce the 

maintenance burden of the settlement); provision of solar LED security/street lighting 

throughout K1 and K2; a second small sewage treatment plant in order to process waste 

from K2 South and the K1 houses (currently on shared septic tanks systems and small soak 

pits of limited life); constructing a business incubator workshop (building); prepare and 

establish land for small agri-businesses (such as the proposed vegetable export and small-
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   ‘K3’ is used here to prepresent a Phase 3 of support.  However it may not necessarily include all or the same of the 
activities put forward by the Project Management in the document entitled “Project Proposal for consideration by 
New Zealand Aid Programme – Koroipita Stage 3 K3 Development” and dated 12 June 2014.  
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scale forestry ventures); and levelling, clearing, surface improvements, lighting and ablution 

facilities to the sole sports field.  

 

A simple, detailed Koroipita asset management system and plan should be developed to 

better identify the necessary budget and cash flow requirements, linked to a dedicated 

sinking fund for long term maintenance. An ongoing fund raising plan will be needed, given 

that whole of life maintenance requirements is recognised as a subsidised activity that 

cannot feasibly be fully funded by the town fees paid by residents.  

 

The feasibility of transferring the project management/town administration ‘model’ 

developed under Koroipita for replication in a new, serviced greenfield subdivision targeting 

urban low income groups (but not extremely poor as is the case of Koroipita given that it is a 

social housing model that will always need financial subsidy). This could be elsewhere within 

the Lautoka city boundary or peri-urban area or in one of the other rapidly growing urban 

centres. The aim would be to capture key processes etc, as well as lessons learned, in order 

to demonstrate an approach to affordable low cost housing on a pilot basis.  The Fiji 

Government’s National Housing Policy and limited support from other donors in this sector 

(e.g. UN-Habitat) is largely focused on settlement upgrading and so whilst improving the 

housing stock of low income groups is not increasing the overall stock and so not addressing 

the growing housing backlog.  In order to address the backlog, new serviced subdivisions 

that explicitly and successfully target low to low-middle income groups are needed; very 

little successful experience exists in Fiji as to how to achieve this.   

 

Recommendation 14: Extend the Master Plan to include the area of land (10 acres) 

proposed for possible expansion, showing the proposed new uses.48 

 

Recommendation 15: Consider further limited capital investments aimed at maximising 

and completing the full use value of previously funded infrastructure works (both K1 and 

K2).   

 

Recommendation 16: Develop a simple, detailed Koroipita asset management system and 

plan to better identify the necessary budget and cash flow requirements, linked to a 

dedicated sinking fund for long term maintenance. Train the Town Supervisor and Block 

Leaders in implementing the system on a routine, planned basis.  

 

Recommendation 17: Support the Project Team in developing an ongoing fund raising 

plan, given that whole of life maintenance requirements and an ongoing CD programme are 

subsidised activities that cannot feasibly be fully funded by the town fees paid by residents.  

 

Recommendation 18: Explore the feasibility of applying the lessons learned from 

Koroipita (which is social housing for the extremely poor) to a greenfield subdivision 
elsewehere in Fiji to practically demonstrate an affordable and sustainable housing model for 
low income households.    

                                           

 

 
48 If approved by MFAT, this is to be finalized as part of consultations for the Activity Detailed Design. 
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Improving governance arrangements  

The membership of the Governance Board should be reviewed, in particular the 

representation from the Government of Fiji, to ensure relevant agencies are represented and 

that all members have appropriate delegated authority for decision-making and budgets to 

attend all meetings. 

 

The roles and responsibilities of the respective partners, including the members of the 

Governance Board and the MTCT Board and the Auspicing Partner (if any) should be 

reviewed and codified in more detail. Members of both Boards should be provided with 

refreshed orientation regarding their roles and legal responsibilities in terms of any new 

Grant Funding Arrangement(s). 

 

Recommendation 19: Review the membership of the Governance Board, in particular the 

representation from the Government of Fiji, to ensure relevant agencies (such as the 

Ministry of Women, Children and Poverty Alleviation, Police and Ministry of Agriculture) are 

represented and that all members have appropriate delegated authority for decision-making 

and budgets to attend all meetings. 

 

Recommendation 20: Review and codify in more detail the roles and responsibilities of the 

respective partners, including the members of the Governance Board and the MTCT Board 

and the Auspicing Partner (if any).  

 

Recommendation 21: Provide members of both Boards with refreshed orientation 

regarding their roles and legal responsibilities in terms of any new Grant Funding 

Arrangement(s). 

 

Reshaping community development 

The following studies are recommended, which could form the basis of a series of discrete 

consulting assignments: 

 a needs assessment and implementation of programme development for youth; and 

 a market assessment for village products and services (including but not limited to 

crafts) and advice on type of product and quality, and marketing opportunities and 

strategy (may be more than one assignment). 

In order and to foster economic opportunities and also ameliorate the risk of the model town 

being perceived as a ‘privileged town’, concerted efforts should be made to socially and 

economically integrate the settlement with nearby Lautoka, by proactively encouraging 

cultural and sporting links, and seeking job placement opportunities or apprenticeships for 

residents with outside employers. 

 

Recommendation 22: Undertake the following studies to guide the development of the 

next phase of community development: 

 a needs assessment and programme development for youth; and 

 a market assessment for village products and services (e.g. crafts) and advice on type of 

product and quality, and marketing strategy. 
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Recommendation 23: Make concerted efforts to socially and economically integrate the 

settlement with nearby Lautoka. 

 

Simplified and improved monitoring and reporting 

Any future phase of support should be guided by an ADD that sets a clear objective for the 

Activity. Financial and results reporting should be simplified and improved, and focus on a 

smaller number of indicators that are more robust and meaningful for decision-makers. To 

the extent possible, CD monitoring should seek to follow up on residents who voluntarily 

leave Koroipita (e.g. obtaining phone numbers), to try and track their outcomes and thereby 

help learn what works for assisting people to move sustainably out of poverty. It is 

acknowledged that it will be difficult to maintain contact with many of these people. 

 

Recommendation 24: Ensure that any future phase of support is guided by an Activity 

Design Document that sets a clear objective for the Activity, and specifies a simplified and 

improved financial and results reporting framework. 

 

Recommendation 25: To the extent possible, CD monitoring should seek to follow up on 

residents who voluntarily leave Koroipita, to try and track their outcomes and thereby help 

learn what works for assisting people to move sustainably out of poverty. 
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APPENDIX TWO: STAKEHOLDERS 

We spoke with a total of 94 stakeholders, including 53 Koroipita residents.  

 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted with Fiji Government representatives, MFAT Post 

and key MFAT Wellington staff, representatives of the Governance Board and MTCT Board, 

Lautoka local government representatives, other key non-state actors (including the Virtues 

Project, Bayly Welfare Trust and Nadi Women’s Crisis Centre), volunteers and Koroipita 

community leaders (Town Clerk and Deputy Town Clerk; Block Leaders were represented in 

the cluster group discussions).  

 

Group interviews were conducted with: 

 Health stakeholders – the Koroipita community nurse (also a Koroipita resident), 

Empower Pacific, the Reproductive and Family Health Association of Fiji and the Lautoka 

City Council. 

 Education providers (all Koroipita residents) – including a Koroipita kindergarten teacher 

and a kindergarten volunteer, a representative of the Education/Kindergarten 

Committees and of the Just Play programme for youth, and a computer lab supervisor. 

 

Figure 8 Number of stakeholders interviewed 
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APPENDIX THREE: SAMPLING METHODOLGY  

For the discussions with Koroipita residents, the sampling method was as follows: 

 Residents were grouped into clusters by the Project Office, based on their characteristics 

and participation in various project activities. The clusters were as follows: 

1. The target population (single mothers, abandoned wives and widows); 

2. Women; 

3. Men; 

4. Youth; and 

5. Participants in IGP. 

 For cluster 1, participants were randomly selected by choosing every third person on the 

list. For cluster 5, every fourth person on the list was selected. 

 For the other clusters, participants were selected by the Project Office based on a 

combination of individuals’ availability and whether they appeared in other clusters (to 

try and avoid doubling up). 

Not all people who were selected attended the scheduled sessions. However, turnouts 

were: 14 women from the target cluster, nine women in cluster 2, seven men, seven 

youths and 15 IGP participants. In total, 52 unique individuals residents participated (there 

was some double up across the groups, including across the group and stakeholder 

interviews). Of these 52, 47 chose to complete the survey. 

Two translators were provided for each discussion group: one Hindi and one Fijian. These 

women also assisted residents to complete their written survey forms, where they 

requested help. 

Informed verbal consent was obtained from group participants prior at the outset of each 

session. Informed written consent was obtained on the survey forms. All participants in the 

youth cluster were aged over 16. 
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APPENDIX FOUR: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT OUTPUTS AND 

RESULTS 

Employment skills and IGP 

Table 3: Employment status of Koroipita residents as at February 2015 

Profession 
Formal 

(skilled) 
Informal Other 

Employed by 

Project 

Total 

employed 

Labourer, security, 

garment factory, sales 
55 9 4  

68 

Labourer 13 19   32 

Grass cutter  9   9 

Town Clerk 2    2 

Kindergarten teacher 1    1 

Driver/mechanic 11    11 

Computer school 

supervisor 
 2   

2 

TOTAL EMPLOYED 82 39 4 57 125 

Percentage working age 

population employed 
11.3% 5.4% 0.5%  

 

 

Social welfare   18   

Beggar   8   

Source: Income Survey undertaken by Project Team in February 2015. 

Notes: Some residents have two income sources e.g. social welfare and IGP, so total exceeds number of 

working age residents. ‘Other’ category includes sex workers. Figures for social welfare receipt do not 

match those provided by the Department of Social Welfare, which reports a total of 32 Koroipita 

households on government benefits (27 on the poverty benefit and 5 on the care and protection 

scheme). 
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Table 4: Participation in income-generating endeavours as at February 2015 

Type of project 
Number of 

individuals 

Craft 40 

Cash vegetables 23 

Orchid growing 16 

Egg farming 2 

Food/cakes/pastries 7 

Electronics repairs 2 

Tattooing 2 

Massage 2 

Hair dressing 2 

Bottle collector 2 

Shoe repair 2 

Shop keeper 1 

TOTAL IGP 101 

Percentage working age 

population engaged in IGP 
13.87% 

Source: Income Survey undertaken by Project Team in February 2015. 

Table 5: Change in household income 

 

Respondents 

reporting 

income 

IGP participants 

Received 

employment 

skills training 

Receiving 

financial skills 

training 

Average monthly 

household income before 

moving to Koroipita 

$210 $180 $241 $230 

Average monthly 

household income at time 

of survey 

$236 $245 $360 $350 

Average change in income $18 $66 $120 $120 

Number reporting increase 16 9 9 10 

Number reporting decrease 10 3 1 3 

Number reporting no 

change 
4 3 1 1 

Source: Evaluation team survey of residents, March 2015.
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Case studies 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cost savings from growing vegetables 

 

In one household, the family’s weekly earnings from formal employment are $130. 

They have four children. They used to spend $20-$30 each week on vegetables. 

They now grow enough vegetables that they no longer need to purchase fresh 

vegetables from the market.  

 

‘We are able to eat better now. Before we could not afford to eat chicken, fish and 

fresh vegetables…We are so happy. Living in Koroipita is a blessing.’ 

 

 
Source: CD team presentation and Quarterly report to HfHF July 2014-December 2014. 
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Income from cash crops 

 

In this household, the husband works as a cane cutter/gardener, and the wife is a 

member of the craft group. The family has three children. They grow and sell 

eggplant, rosella, bean and cowpeas to a market vendor in the city. They have used 

this income to pay nearly three months’ town fees ($84.00) and children’s school bus 

fares. 

 

 
Source: CD team presentation and Quarterly report to HfHF July 2014-December 2014. 
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Egg farming 

 

Farm 1: 

In one egg farm, 17 chickens were provided by the Project Office. Total expenditure 

on supplies etc has been $583.50. A total of 150 eggs have been collected so far, 

with gross income of $75 (resulting in a net loss of over $500 to date). The CD team 

has identified the following challenges with this farm: 

• 3 chickens died as result of worms; medicine was provided by the Department of 

Agriculture 

• The CD team is of the view that the farmer lacks motivation and enthusiasm. 

• The chickens are not provided with green feed and the reliance on bought feed 

means the farm is high cost. 

The CD team recommends that more training is provided for this farmer. 

 

Farm 2:  

Another farm was provided with 19 chickens. Expenditure to date has been $208, but 

no income has yet been generated because they chickens are not yet old enough to 

lay (they are expected to start laying in April 2015). The farmer has been provided 

with training from the Ministry of Agriculture, and the farmer has provided 

appropriate shelter for the birds. The CD team notes that this farm is a lower cost 

model, as the chickens are fed scrap vegetables from the market and from home, 

supplemented with chicken feed. 

 

 
Source: CD team presentation and Quarterly report to HfHF July 2014-December 2014. Results as 

at 18 February 2015. 
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Crafts 

 

There are 44 official members of the Koroipita women’s crafts group. Each member 

pays a $12 membership fee. The group has planted 50 voivoi, masi and vau trees 

around Koroipita to provide a sustainable supply of raw materials. On Saturdays, 

members of the group run a stall at the local flea market, though one member we 

spoke to said that the $10 cost of the stall (plus the return bus fare) is high relative 

to the income generated ($70 on a good day).  

 

In December 2014, ten women supplied 200 vau ‘angels’ to Expedia Australia. The 

angels were provided to guests in local hotel rooms. The net income (after expenses) 

for the group of women was $1,150. The women are reviewing their marketing 

prospects and hoping to form contract arrangements with hotels and resorts. 

 

 
Source: CD team presentation and Quarterly report to HfHF July 2014-December 2014, interviews.  
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APPENDIX FIVE: HOUSE CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT WORKERS – 

SAMPLE REFERENCE LETTER TO PROSPECTIVE EMPLOYER  

 

 

Source: Project Manager 
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Source: Project Manager 
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Figure 9: Residents employed as K2 house construction contract workers

 

Source: Project Manager 

 


