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Previous CIS research indicated lack of evaluation of 
Indigenous programs is a significant problem. Of the 
1082 Indigenous programs identified, only 88 (8%) had 
been evaluated.1

Following the release of that research and a Productivity 
Commission report that also called for more rigorous 
evaluation of Indigenous programs, the federal 
government announced it would allocate $40 million over 
four years to strengthen the evaluation of Indigenous 
programs and provide $50 million for research into 
Indigenous policy and its implementation. 

However, given the average cost of an evaluation is 
$382,000, the extra $10 million a year for Indigenous 
program evaluations will not go far. To make the most 
of this additional funding, the government must change 
the way it evaluates and monitors programs. 

Although formal evaluations for large government 
programs are important, evaluation need not involve 
contractors. Government must adopt a learning and 
developmental approach that embeds evaluation into 
a program’s design as part of a continuous quality 
improvement process.

It is not enough just to evaluate. Government must 
use the findings from evaluations to improve service 

Executive Summary

delivery. Unfortunately, many government agencies 
ignore evaluations when making funding decisions or 
implementing new programs.  A recent audit of the 
NSW Evaluation strategy found the NSW Treasury and 
NSW Department of Premier and Cabinet were not using 
evaluation outcomes to inform and improve practices. 

Analysis of 49 Indigenous program evaluation reports 
found only three used rigorous methodology, and 
none used what is considered the ‘gold standard’ of 
evidence: Randomised Control Trials (RCTs). Overall, 
the evaluations were characterised by a lack of data 
and the absence of a control group, as well as an over-
reliance on anecdotal evidence.

Particular features of robust evaluations include:

•	 �A mixed method design, which involves triangulation 
of qualitative and quantitative data and some 
economic components of the program such as the 
cost effectiveness/or meta-analysis 

•	 �Local input into design and implementation of the 
program to ensure program objectives match 
community needs

•	 Clear and measurable objectives

•	 Pre and post program data to measure impact
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Adopting a co-accountability approach to evaluation 
will ensure that both the government agency funding 
the program, and the program provider delivering 
the program, are held accountable for results. An 
overarching evaluation framework could assist with the 
different levels of outcomes expected over the life of 
the program and the various indicators needed at each 
level to measure whether the program is meeting its 
objectives. Feedback loops and a process to escalate any 
concerns will help to ensure government and program 
providers monitor one another and program learnings 
are shared.

Suggestions for policy makers and program funders 
include:

•	 �Embedding evaluation into program design and 
practice — evaluation should not be viewed as an 
‘add on’ but should be built into a program’s design 
and presented as part of a continuous quality 

improvement process with funding for self-evaluation 
provided to organisations.

•	 �Developing an evidence base through an 
accountability framework with regular feedback loops 
via an online data management system — to ensure 
data being collected is used to inform practice and 
improve program outcomes and there is a process 
for escalating concerns. 

Suggestions for program providers include:

•	 �Embedding evaluation into program practice — 
evaluation should not be viewed as a negative 
process, but as an opportunity to learn. 

•	 �Developing an evidence base through the regular 
collection of data via an online data management 
system to not only provide a stronger evidence base 
for recurrent funding, but also to improve service 
delivery and ensure client satisfaction with the 
program.
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The first CIS report in this series ‘Mapping the 
Indigenous Program and Funding Maze,’ provided 
quantitative evidence of the lack of evaluation of 
Indigenous programs. Of the 1082 Indigenous 
programs identified in our research, only 88 (8%) had 
been evaluated.2 This finding was corroborated by the 
Productivity Commission’s 2016 Overcoming Indigenous 
Disadvantage Report, which found only 24 Indigenous 
programs had been rigorously evaluated and that there 
was a “pressing need for more and better evaluation of 
Indigenous policies and programs nationally if we are to 
see improvements in outcomes for Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander Australians.”3

Following the release of these reports, the federal 
government announced it would be allocating $4.5 million 
in the next financial year to a number of key evaluations 
of Indigenous programs, including an evaluation of 
the Community Development Programme (CDP) and 
RCTs to assess the impact of the Prisoner Throughcare 
Programme in the Northern Territory and the School 
Enrolment and Attendance Measure Programme.  In 
early 2017, the federal government announced it will 
allocate $10 million a year over four years to strengthen 
the evaluation of Indigenous programs. According to 
the government, a formal Evidence and Evaluation 
Framework will be developed to strengthen the reporting 
and monitoring of the program evaluations. 

In his 2017 Closing the Gap speech, Prime Minister 
Turnbull reiterated the government’s emphasis on 
evaluation and announced the appointment of an 
Indigenous commissioner at the Productivity Commission 
and $50 million for research into Indigenous policy and 
its implementation.4 These announcements suggest 
the government is finally looking at doing something to 
address the serious shortfall in evidence. At the same 
time, the extra $10 million per year for Indigenous 
program evaluations will not go far. Analysis of the 

Introduction

AusTender procurement contracts found the average 
cost of an evaluation is $382,000.5 At this price, the 
additional $10 million will be enough for only 26 more 
evaluations of Indigenous programs per year. 

The Australian government has for some time been 
aware of the lack of evidence on the effectiveness 
of Indigenous programs. However, the challenge is 
transitioning from awareness to action that will address 
the knowledge gap. For years, government has claimed 
to be focused on delivering evidence-based policy, but 
if this is to become more than just empty rhetoric, 
government needs to urgently change the way programs 
and services are funded and delivered.

Although broad scale changes to the service system are 
probably needed, the focus of this report is how best 
to measure the effectiveness of current Indigenous 
programs and then how to use that evidence to improve 
program design and implementation. Once more 
evidence is collected, the government will have a much 
better understanding of what works and what changes 
are necessary to ensure programs meet the needs of 
Indigenous people and communities.

This report starts by outlining the case for reform 
and Indigenous people’s frustration at the Indigenous 
Advancement Strategy, which saw community 
organisations lose funding for programs they felt were 
working, while programs and services communities did 
not want or need were introduced. Next, the report 
examines why it is important to evaluate programs, 
and the concept of co-accountability.  The findings of a 
literature review of 111 Indigenous program evaluations/
audits/reviews is analysed, including what constitutes a 
rigorous evaluation and a possible hierarchy of evidence. 
Finally, recommendations for improvements to practice 
for both policy makers and program providers is 
provided.
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There is general consensus that more evidence on the 
effectiveness of Indigenous programs is needed to 
improve Indigenous outcomes. However, while there 
is bipartisan support to conduct evidence-based policy, 
in practice, polices are often based on ideology instead 
of practical, evidence-based measures that have been 
tested and proven to work. Each new government wants 
to put their own stamp on a particular policy or program. 
But new policies often recycle failed policies of the past, 
or throw good programs out with the ‘bathwater’. 

“There is a level of frenetic chopping and 
changing, and policy pulsing, that comes with 
electoral cycles and as the political pendulum 
swings from left to right…decision-making in 
Indigenous policy feels much like a merry-go 
round—replete with the same old traps and 
reinvented wheels.”6

A case in point is the Community Development 
Employment Program (see Box 1 overleaf), which has 
suffered, perhaps more than any other Indigenous 
program, from political pendulum shifts. 7  

The previous report, ‘Mapping the Indigenous Program 
and Funding Maze’ found there needs to be a much more 
rigorous process for allocating funding for Indigenous 
programs and for making decisions about which 
programs continue to receive funding. 14 The inquiry into 
the tendering process for the Indigenous Advancement 
Strategy (IAS) funding criticised the procedures used by 

government and recommended a full internal review by 
the Australian National Audit Office (ANAO).

The ANAO report found the Department of Prime Minister 
and Cabinet (PMC) had not implemented the Strategy 
effectively, and the grants administration processes “…
fell far short of the standard required to manage billions 
of dollars of funding.”15 In particular, the Department 
was found to have not: 

•	 �assessed applications in line with the guidelines and 
public information provided by the Department

•	 � met some of its obligations under the Commonwealth 
Grants Rules and Guidelines;

•	 �kept records of key decisions; and

•	 �established performance targets for all funded 
projects.16

Nor did the Department advise the Minister of the 
risks involved in implementing the Strategy in such a 
short time frame. According to the Australian Public 
Service Commission, such timidity by public servants is 
reportedly becoming more common, which is a worrying 
sign, as a well-functioning government is reliant on the 
provision of free and frank advice to Ministers.17

Although a performance framework was established for 
the Strategy, the framework did not facilitate assessing 
whether program outcomes had been achieved. 
This therefore inhibited the Department’s ability to 

The case for reform
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Box 1: CDEP to CDP — an example of government failure

Initial design was a community initiative and focused on community development: The first CDEP 
scheme was introduced in 1977 in Bamyili, a remote Indigenous community in the Northern Territory, as an 
alternative to unemployment benefit payments and as an instrument of community development.  Instead of 
individual income support payments, the money was pooled to fund community development projects and to 
employ people. Significantly, the scheme was a community initiative rather than a government-designed and 
imposed program.8  

Reiteration of CDEP to expand it into urban and rural areas and for it to be a transition to work 
program: In the mid-1980s, CDEP became part of the Aboriginal Employment Development Policy (AEDP) 
and was expanded into Indigenous urban and regional communities as a transition-to-work program. However, 
by the late 1990s, issues with the reframing and expansion of CDEP were becoming increasingly apparent. 
An evaluation of CDEP in 1997 found that at least 33% of CDEP participants did no work.9 More than half, or 
60% of CDEP organisations paid people for home duties and mowing their own lawns. Only about 5% of CDEP 
participants moved from CDEP to real jobs and more than 40% of Indigenous people on CDEP from remote 
communities had been on CDEP for five years or more.  According to a government discussion paper, CDEP had 
“become a destination rather than a stepping stone towards jobs.”10 There were a number of important reasons 
why CDEP was not meeting its objectives. 

1) There were few jobs for people to transition to in remote areas.

2) �There were no incentives to transfer people to mainstream jobs, particularly in remote areas where CDEP 
funding was used to fund local government, health, education, and policing services. 

3) �There was no recognition of the need to modify the program depending upon location (ie. it may have been 
realistic to expect it to be a transition to employment program in mainstream areas but not in remote areas 
where it needed to take a more community development approach and actually create jobs).

4) �There was not enough accountability of CDEP providers, with no repercussions if participants were paid for 
doing nothing. 

Despite the problems with CDEP, some providers were actually doing a good job.11  But rather than learning 
from these success stories and reforming CDEP to ensure the program was meeting its objectives, or assessing 
whether the program’s objectives were even achievable, the government decided to abolish CDEP; replacing it 
with the Remote Jobs and Community Program (RJCP) in 2013.  

Remote Jobs Community Program (RJCP) at odds with original intent of CDEP: Where the original CDEP 
program had been a community initiative aimed at avoiding the negative repercussions of welfare by pooling 
community members’ social welfare payments, RJCP was a top-down government-controlled program.  Its 
emphasis was on getting Indigenous people into employment and fining those who failed to meet their activity 
requirements. Unlike CDEP which had large community support, RJCP failed to resonate with communities and 
had very burdensome administrative arrangements. The pendulum had swung too far towards a punitive model.

Rebadged RJCP to CDP: The unpopularity of RJCP and the high administration costs led the Coalition 
government to amend the program and change its name to the Community Development Program (CDP). Some 
people argue the similarity in names between CDEP and CDP was a deliberate ploy to try and get community 
buy-in. The then Prime Minister Tony Abbott admitted that: “Abolishing CDEP was a well- intentioned mistake 
and CDP is our attempt to atone for it.”12 

CDP:  Along with the name change, the government announced there would be more consultation with 
communities about what projects and activities they wanted, and less red tape. Despite this, a number of 
people continue to think the CDP program is too punitive and does not take into account the challenges people 
living in remote communities face; such as the lack of jobs. A recent report by the Australian National University 
found 146,000 financial penalties had been applied to 34,000 CDP participants in 2015–16, compared to 
104,000 penalties to approximately 750,000 job-active participants in mainstream Australia.13 It seems the 
original reason CDEP was established   the lack of a real economy or many job opportunities in remote 
Indigenous communities  continues to be ignored. 

Lessons to be learnt:

1) Before scaling up programs, check if the objectives need to be modified/tailored to different regions.

2) �Don’t throw the baby out with the bathwater — learn from previous mistakes and successes about what does 
and does not work.

The pendulum swings with CDEP (and its replacements) are illustrative of the failings in going too far in either 
direction. Too lenient and there tends to be an absence of accountability — as evident in CDEP participants 
receiving money for doing nothing at all, but too far the other way and approaches tend to be excessively 
punitive. 

To be effective, Indigenous policy initiatives need to adopt a middle ground — where there is accountability and 
oversight but the need for community involvement and flexibility is also recognised. 
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national program ‘Tackling Indigenous Smoking’ and 
the Victorian program ‘Yarning it Up — Don’t Smoke it 
Up’.  The proliferation of tobacco cessation programs 
is probably due to the way funding is provided under 
the federal government’s Tackling Indigenous Smoking 
regional grants program, which provides grants to 
support locally designed anti-smoking and smoking 
cessation programs.

A review of Tackling Indigenous Smoking was 
commissioned by the Department of Health in 2014. 
The review found evidence that multi-level approaches 
to tobacco control were the most effective at 
reducing smoking prevalence in Indigenous Australian 
communities. At the same time, the review also found 
a lack of monitoring and evaluating of the programs. 
Therefore, although the review recommended retaining 
the flexibility of the funding approach to tailor programs 
at the local level, it also recommended integrating 
a reporting and evaluating framework into future 
iterations of the program to develop a stronger evidence 
base around effectiveness of the program.27 Following 
the review, the Department of Health introduced a 
revised Tackling Indigenous Smoking program with a 
budget of $116.8 million over three years ($35.3 million 
in 2015–16; $37.5 million in 2016–17 and $44 million 
in 2017–18).28

Despite the increase in the number of Indigenous 
programs, some communities continue to miss out on 
essential services. For example, Fitzroy Crossing in East 
Kimberley suffers from one of the highest incidents of 
foetal alcohol spectrum disorder (FASD) in the world, but 
one of the town’s most effective prevention initiatives 
is in danger of closing. An early learning centre that 
provides pre-natal and post-natal care to mothers and 
tuition to parents, as well as childcare, is set to close next 
year under changed subsidy arrangements that will see 
it lose $500,000 from its annual budget of $1.2 million.29 
Six years ago, when alcohol restrictions were first 
introduced in Fitzroy Crossing, a study by Notre Dame 
University noted there were significant gaps in support 
services in the community. Most damning was the fact 
that while alcohol restrictions had been introduced to 
try and combat the epidemic of alcoholism in the town, 
there was no resident alcohol and drug counsellor or 
mental health worker. The community was serviced only 
twice a month by two regional mental health workers 
from Derby (a town several hours away).30 These are 
not isolated, one-off examples, they are endemic to the 
Indigenous program and service sector.

Mark Moran’s book Serious Whitefella Stuff illustrates 
through a selection of case studies how governments 
often make decisions without involving local Indigenous 
people and cut funding to programs without any 
assessment of their effectiveness, even though there 
is now widespread recognition of the importance of 
engaging with local Indigenous people in the design 
and implementation of programs.31 According to Fred 
Chaney: “The system under which we operate is 
broken, and it is the broken system that we should be 
evaluating.”32

“effectively verify, analyse or report on program 
performance.” 18  The Department had reportedly 
started evaluating some individual projects but had not 
adopted an evaluation strategy.19 A draft evaluation and 
performance improvement strategy had been developed, 
and was considered by the Indigenous Affairs Reform 
Implementation Project Board in July 2014, but the plan 
was not formally agreed to, endorsed or funded. 20  

Worst of all, however, was that the Department did 
not document the processes they used when awarding 
contracts. The widespread awarding of contracts to 
non-Indigenous organisations meant many Aboriginal 
organisations had their funding reduced or missed 
out on funding entirely.21  Public hearings during the 
parliamentary inquiry into the IAS were filled with 
stories of organisations losing funding for programs that 
had run successfully for decades.22 An example was the 
Djarindjin domestic violence shelter on the Dampier 
Peninsula in Western Australia. The shelter is run by 
local Aboriginal women and services 50 Aboriginal 
communities 200 kilometres north of Broome. After their 
plight attracted considerable media attention, funding 
for the shelter was reinstated. However, there were 
many other organisations that were not so fortunate.23

The IAS funding process is symptomatic of a deeply 
flawed system that has led to gaps in programs and 
services in some areas and duplication and waste in 
others. Yet, the problems existed before the IAS, as 
former Northern Territory Co-ordinator General for 
Remote Services, Olga Havnen documented in her 
Remote Services Report in 2012:

“There are not only massive pre-existing 
service gaps but also a serious lack of 
high quality, evidence-based program and 
service development…This lack of long-
term strategic vision means governments 
have spread resources as widely as possible 
in a ‘scatter-gun’ or ‘confetti’ approach. 
This results in partially funding community 
initiatives for short periods with no long term 
strategy for how the positions created or 
initiatives undertaken will be sustained.”24

Soon after the release of this report, Olga Havnen was 
sacked from her position as Co-ordinator General for 
Remote Services.25

Since there is no strategic oversight, nor a requirement 
for an evidence base for funding, the number of 
Indigenous programs has increased over time with 
no appreciable improvements in outcomes. When the 
review of programs on the Indigenous HealthInfoNet 
was done at the beginning of January 2016, there were 
2468 programs listed on the website, of which 2024 
were Indigenous-specific.  Over a year, the number of 
programs has increased by 383 to 2851.26 

The way programs are funded through multiple small 
grants contributes to the growing number of programs. 
Our research identified at least 30 different Indigenous 
tobacco cessation programs (see Appendix C). Of 
these 30 programs, only two had been evaluated: the 
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There are many reasons for conducting evaluations of 
programs. For example: to highlight what is and is not 
working; to inform decision making about allocation 
of resources; or to improve service delivery and 
client satisfaction with a program (see Appendix B for 
Evaluation Toolkit and a more detailed explanation). 
Ultimately, evaluation is necessary to ensure government 
is held accountable for monitoring how organisations 
are spending taxpayers’ money. Yet, there must be 
co-accountability — the organisation receiving the 
funding must be held accountable for how they have 
spent the money and whether the program has achieved 
its desired outcomes, and the government agency 
must be held accountable for monitoring whether the 
organisation is meeting its objectives and work with 
them to improve their practices if they have not. As 
Australian National University academic Will Sanders 
has argued: “Government must not prioritise excessive 
accountability to bureaucrats over accountability to 
communities.”   Organisations are accountable to the 
government agency funding them, but the government 
is accountable to the community.

Improved accountability, however, does not mean there 
has to be detailed daily monitoring of the activities of 
both providers and participants. If there is any lesson 
to be learnt from the failed RJCP, it is that excessive 
monitoring can be a huge administrative burden for little 
gain.33  There needs to be an appropriate balance between 
maintaining program fidelity and allowing organisations 

a certain degree of flexibility to tailor the program to 
meet community needs. This approach is different from 
traditional ideas of accountability, and involves moving 
away from simply monitoring and overseeing programs 
to supporting a learning and developmental approach to 
evaluation.34

It is also not enough to just evaluate; government 
must use the information from evaluations and reviews 
to improve service delivery.35 There is considerable 
evidence to suggest that even when programs have 
been evaluated, governments have not used the findings 
to inform funding decisions. For example, according to 
a report by Olga Havnen, the former Northern Territory 
Coordinator-General for Remote Services a non-
government organisation (not named in report) was 
contracted to deliver a multi-million dollar program 
($5 million over three years) in five Northern Territory 
communities.36 An evaluation of the program mid-term 
revealed “serious deficiencies” in the way the program 
was delivered, and the conduct of staff employed by the 
organisation. Despite the poor findings of the evaluation, 
the organisation was invited by the federal government 
to submit a proposal for the continuation and expansion 
of the program.37

Another example is a recent Indigenous health campaign 
– No Germs On Me – which ran three different television 
commercials encouraging people to use soap when they 
washed their hands.  Although the evaluation found no 

Why evaluate?

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4662811/
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change in participants’ beliefs, behaviours or attitudes 
as a result of the campaign, the evaluators concluded 
the reach of the advertisement was satisfactory and the 
campaign was worth continuing.38

Every state and territory has some sort of evaluation 
or data monitoring guideline or strategy (see Table 1). 
Despite all these strategies and guidelines, a recent 
audit of the NSW Evaluation strategy by the Audit Office 
of NSW found the NSW Treasury and NSW Department 
of Premier and Cabinet were not using evaluation 
outcomes to inform and improve practices. According to 
the audit:

“The NSW Government’s program 
evaluation initiative is largely ineffective, 
as it is not providing sufficient information 
to government decision makers on the 
performance of programs. For program 
evaluation to be effective, agencies should 
demonstrate they are evaluating the right 
programs, and the outcomes from completed 
evaluations should inform advice to the NSW 
Government on investment decisions.”39 

Table 1 State and Territory Evaluation Strategies

Type of documentation Key features

NSW The Centre for Program Evaluation and capability 
building

NSW Government Program Evaluation 
Guidelines(2016)40

NSW Evaluation Toolkit 2016

Guidelines are a comprehensive document with best 
practice principles and links to other websites with 
other evaluation material. 

VIC Evaluation Step-by-Step Guide (2008).41

Funded Organisation Performance Monitoring 
Framework (2017).42

Guide is for evaluation contractors — provides four 
steps for managing an evaluation. Useful material.

Performance framework for monitoring funded 
organisations.

QLD Queensland Government Program Evaluation 
Guidelines (2014).43

Comprehensive document, similar advice to NSW 
and Victoria guidelines but better use of diagrams/
tables to explain evaluation processes.

TAS Planning, evaluation and procurement guidelines 
(Tasmanian Government 2015).44

Guidelines are focused on communication and not 
as comprehensive as other evaluation guidelines.  
Useful link to Tasmanian Government approach to 
collaboration.

SA Managing a Community Organisation Evaluation 
(Social Inclusion, 2016).45

Guidelines directed at community organisations. 
Website has a series of six steps to follow when 
conducting or managing an evaluation.

WA Program Evaluation Unit (PEU) within the 
Department of Treasury.46

Program Evaluation website.47

Program Evaluation Guide, 201548

Comprehensive guide but with almost identical 
material as other guidelines, some useful links to 
other sources though and a helpful program logic 
table with examples. 

NT Aboriginal Affairs Monitoring, Evaluation and 
Reporting Framework (MERF).49

The MERF contains targets that relevant NTG 
agencies report to on a monthly basis. Every two 
months the results are reported to the sixteen Chief 
Executives of NTG agencies that are members of 
the Aboriginal Affairs Standing Committee (AASC). 
Twice a year the results are reported to Cabinet, 
with the Chief Minister publicly releasing the 
Framework performance report following Cabinet 
endorsement.

ACT ACT Government Evaluation Policy and  
Guidelines (2010).50

Quite a comprehensive document, with similar 
material to other state/territory guidelines. Useful 
table on the benefits of evaluation.
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Research for our previous report, ‘Mapping the 
Indigenous Program and Funding Maze’ identified 1082 
current Indigenous-specific programs. Of these:

•	 49 were federal government programs; 

•	 236 were state and territory programs; and 

•	 �797 were programs delivered by non-government 
organisations (though many of these are funded in 
part or full by government).  

Of the 1082 programs only 88 (8%) were found to have 
been (or were in the process of being) evaluated.  

The largest category of programs were health related 
programs (n=568) followed by cultural programs 
(n=145) then early childhood and education programs 
(n=130) — see Figure 1.

The program category with the highest number of 
evaluations was health (n=44), followed by early 
childhood and education (n=16). However, percentage 
wise, more programs were evaluated under the jobs 
and economy category (15%) than the other program 
categories.

Of the 490 programs delivered by Aboriginal 
organisations, only 20 were evaluated (4%).  The small 
number of businesses delivering a program (n=6) meant 
that while there were only two evaluations of Indigenous 
programs provided by a business, this category had 
the highest percentage of programs evaluated (33%).  
Similarly, while only six of the 33 programs delivered by 
schools and universities were evaluated, this category 
had the second highest percentage of programs 
evaluated (23%). Conversely, government and non-
Indigenous NGO delivered programs had the highest 
number of evaluations, n=36 and n=24, but much lower 
percentages of evaluations as the number of overall 
programs was higher, n=278 and n=276. 

Analysis of program evaluations

Figure 2: Number and percentage of evaluations 
by category

Source: Authors’ calculation based on a review of government, 
major philanthropic and NGO websites, and programs listed on the 
Australian Indigenous HealthInfoNet.

Figure 3: percentage of Indigenous programs 
evaluated by provider

Source: Government websites, major philanthropic and NGO websites, 
and programs listed on the Australian Indigenous HealthInfoNet.

Figure 1: Number of programs by category and 
number of evaluations by category

Source: Government websites, major philanthropic and NGO 
websites, and analysis of IAS funding recipients and programs listed 
on the Australian Indigenous HealthInfoNet.
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Not all evaluations are equal. Many evaluations are 
akin to a ‘tick box’ exercise, with limited data available 
to measure impact. The primary focus of these types 
of evaluations appears to be participation in the 
program, or throughputs, rather than outcomes. A 
number of program providers seem reluctant to admit 
the failings of their programs and their evaluation 
reports read more like exercises in public relations than 
independent and rigorous analysis. The purpose of 
conducting an evaluation should be to look at what is 
and is not working, what some term a ‘warts and all’ 
evaluation.51 However, for many not-for-profits, the 
pressure not to publish negative evaluations is high, 
with specific concerns ranging from whether negative 
publicity will affect funding, to how staff working on 
the ground may perceive any criticism of the project.52 
Similarly, if the findings of a government evaluation 
are particularly negative, it is not uncommon for 
government to insist that the results are not  
published.53 Evaluations of government programs are 
often conducted by the department responsible for 
funding or delivering the program, and even if an 
external evaluator is used, their ‘independence’ is 
compromised by the client relationship.54 How much 
independence can a consultant claim to have when 
they are reliant on their clients for business?55  

Consultants can sometimes be pressured to frame the 
results of evaluations in a certain way and to downplay 
any negative findings. For example, a recent evaluation 
of the cashless debit card trial, came to some surprising 
conclusions about the effectiveness of the trial, given 
the weight of evidence to the contrary.56 

In determining what constitutes a rigorous evaluation, 
state and territory evaluation guidelines provide 
examples of principles of ‘best practice’. The NSW 
Program Evaluation Guidelines contain nine principles of 

best practice, these are: 

1.	 Build evaluation into your program design. 

2.	 Base your evaluation on sound methodology. 

3.	 Include resources and time to evaluate. 

4.	 Use the right mix of expertise and independence.

5.	 Ensure proper governance and oversight. 

6.	 Be ethical in design and conduct. 

7.	 Be informed and guided by relevant stakeholders.

8.	 Consider and use evaluation data meaningfully.

9.	 Be transparent and open to scrutiny.57

However, having principles and actually applying 
them are two different things. For instance, although 
evaluations should be built into the program design, in 
practice this does not always happen. Often evaluators 
are asked to evaluate a program after it has been 
running for a while but when there is no pre-program 
data or even any uniform collection of administrative 
data. As a result, the evaluation is not as useful as it 
could have been if the evaluation and implementation of 
the program had occurred concurrently.

The second principle, basing your evaluation on sound 
methodology, also sounds like common sense. Yet 
although there is generally agreement on a hierarchy 
of evidence, with meta-analyses of multiple randomised 
trials at the top (see Box 2), in practice, RCTs of 
Indigenous programs are very rare. In fact, none of 
the evaluation of Indigenous programs reviewed in 
this report used RCT.  However as mentioned earlier, 
the Australian government is starting to invest in the 
method, with funding for two RCTs of Indigenous 
programs recently announced.58

Analysing the evaluations: A hierarchy of evidence
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Box 2. Proposed Hierarchy of Evidence

Shadow Assistant Treasurer Andrew Leigh’s hierarchy of evidence involves six levels, ranging from systemic 
reviews at the top to expert opinion and theoretical conjecture at the bottom.

1. Systemic review (meta-analyses) of multiple randomised trials

2. High quality randomised trials

3. Systematic reviews (meta-analyses) of natural experiments and before-after studies

4. �Natural experiments (quasi-experiments) using techniques such as differences-in-difference, regression 
discontinuity, matching or multiple regression

5. Before and after (pre-post) studies 

6. Expert opinion and theoretical conjecture.

Box 3. Evaluation of ACT Extended Throughcare Pilot Program

A recent evaluation of the ACT’s pilot Throughcare program, conducted by Social Research Policy Centre, 
has revealed issues with establishing a satisfactory RCT. The evaluation sought to rely on a RCT sample of 
participants who did not take part in the program, for the period June 2013– June 2016, as the control group. 
This sample group was ‘insufficient’ as the number of participants in the program was cited as being ‘very high’ 
and therefore there were very few non-participants. 

In an attempt to rectify this issue, a sample group was developed from the period 2010–2013, prior to the 
implementation of the program. This data had differing baseline characteristics and was supplemented with 
‘before and after custodial episode data’ to attempt to account for this. 

Another issue with the evaluation was that there was little data on outcomes for Indigenous people. The study 
highlights that, of the Indigenous male study group, 57.4% returned to custody compared to 38.3% of the 
control group. For Indigenous females, the figures were 28.6% returning to custody compared with 33.3% 
of the control group. Figures for recidivism rates were provided by ACT Corrective Services in Productivity 
Commission’s Report on Governments Services (ROGS), but these do not explicitly identify the rates for 
Indigenous people. This highlights that despite Indigenous people being significantly overrepresented in the 
prison population, data is lacking on the Indigenous experience and outcomes in the program.63

While there is general agreement that RCTs are 
the gold standard of research evidence, there are 
some dissenting voices on the exact order of Leigh’s 
hierarchy; for example, whether systematic reviews 
are a more rigorous methodology than genuine quasi-
experimental work.59 University of Wollongong academic 
Peter Siminski argues that: “studies relying only on 
matching or multiple regression are a lower grade of 
evidence than genuine quasi-experimental work.”60   
Quasi-experimental impact techniques are gaining in 
popularity as they are typically much cheaper, and face 
less practical barriers to implementation, than RCTs 
(see Box 3 for an example of some of the challenges in 
implementing RCTs), though, only one of the evaluations 
of Indigenous programs reviewed for this report adopted 
this type of approach. The issue in Australia is that 
there are few people who have the training required to 
conduct high quality quasi-experimental work. The fact 
that RCTs and quasi-experimental evaluations require 
highly trained practitioners to carry out the evaluations 
restricts their usage and arguably is a reason why 
alternative methods of evaluating Indigenous programs 
should be considered. 

It is also important to note that there is a difference 
between a health or early-childhood intervention and 
a program. There may be evidence for the benefit of 

the intervention but not evidence on how best to deliver 
that intervention as part of a program.  For example, a 
review of Indigenous health projects in WA found there 
was a ‘disconnect’ between the strong scientific evidence 
for the health interventions and the way the service 
sector was delivering the health intervention.61 The 
success of the program was strongly influenced by the 
staff’s knowledge and familiarity with the interventions 
they were promoting or delivering. Research on 
‘implementation science’ (how to implement evidence-
based research into practice) has found it can take 
about 17 years for research evidence to be incorporated 
into health care practices.61 Program evaluations are 
also more challenging than measuring the benefit of a 
particular intervention, as programs to address complex 
social problems are likely to have multiple objectives.62

The underlying reason for conducting evaluations is to 
improve the delivery of programs and to achieve better 
outcomes. There is no point in evaluating programs and 
interrogating the standard of evidence if programs are 
not designed to use the evidence from evaluations to 
improve practice. As a result, it may be necessary to 
reach a compromise between what is considered the 
‘gold standard’ in terms of research evidence and what 
is practical and achievable given limited resources.
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Productivity Commission’s criteria for 
evidence of ‘what works’ 

In the Overcoming Indigenous Disadvantage Report, the 
Productivity Commission used a set of criteria to select 
case studies of programs or services they considered 
were having a positive impact on improving outcomes 
for Indigenous Australians. 

The criteria used to select the case studies were that the 
program had: 

•	 Measurable, up to date outcomes

•	 �A reasonable track record of success (though what 
this means is not defined)

•	 �Support from local Indigenous people who had used, 
or were affected by, the program; and 

•	 �Where possible, include an analysis of costs and 
benefits.64

The rigour in the selection of case studies resulted in 
only 24 program evaluations being included in the report 
(though 10 more case studies of promising programs 
that had not yet been evaluated were also included).  

Despite the relatively high number of evaluations 
of Indigenous health programs, the Productivity 
Commission found a lack of evidence on interventions to 
address a range of different health indicators measured 
in their Overcoming Indigenous Disadvantage report.65 
For instance, they considered that there is currently no 
evaluated program on approaches that work to reduce 
smoking or alcohol consumption during pregnancy. Nor is 
there a published robust evaluation of interventions that 
contribute to a decrease in the prevalence of tobacco 
smoking for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people, 
even though there has been a proliferation of tobacco 
cessation programs under the federal government’s 
Tackling Indigenous Smoking program.66 Other gaps 
in evidence identified by the Productivity Commission 
included the lack of research and program evaluation 
on Indigenous school engagement and the absence of 
evaluations of programs that work to improve home 
ownership for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
people.67

The 88 program evaluations identified in our research 
were compared with the Productivity Commission’s 
evaluations in their Overcoming Indigenous Disadvantage 
Report. Overall:

•	 �12 of the Productivity Commission’s 24 programs 
were included in the 88 program evaluations our 
research identified

•	 �5 of the Productivity Commission’s programs were 
not Indigenous-specific (a criteria for programs to be 
included in our research); and

•	 �7 evaluation reports were added to our literature 
review (these additional reports did not come up 
in our initial desk-top review of publicly available 
program evaluations).

Our criteria for evaluating the 
‘evaluations’

In developing a method for ranking the evaluations 
identified in our research the following scale was used:

•	 �Weak — limited methodology reliant on qualitative 
evidence or a survey with a small sample size, no pre 
and post data, or only a summary of full evaluation 
report publicly available

•	 �Moderate — a mixture of qualitative and 
quantitative data, some attempt at triangulation of 
data (cross verification from two or more sources), 
some evidence of impact but no pre and post data 
and no control groups. 

•	 �Strong — a mixture of qualitative and quantitative 
data with evidence of triangulation of data. Evidence 
the program is having an impact through the use of 
pre and post data or other benchmarking data. The 
use of experimental design/random control trials/ or 
control group. Or in the absence of that, evidence 
the evaluation utilises in addition to triangulation 
of data and benchmarking  one or more of the 
following: an economic component through either 
a cost benefit or cost effective analysis or some 
mention of the financial impact of the program and 
or meta-analyses — reviews of multiple evaluations. 

Some flexibility had to be employed in developing this 
list of criteria, as none of the evaluations reviewed 
employed RCTs. Therefore, evaluations were considered 
strong if they involved triangulation of data and two or 
more of the following: control group; meta-analyses; 
and cost effectiveness. This approach to weighting the 
methodology was based on the Victoria’s Department 
of Treasury and Finance’s report ‘Guide to Evaluation: 
How to plan and conduct effective evaluation for policy 
and programs’, which ranked different evaluation data 
and method types by level of sophistication.68 The initial 
identification of Indigenous program evaluation reports 
was quite broad and included audits and reviews of 
programs. At the same time, the focus on evaluation 
excluded some other program reports, such as case 
studies, Cost Benefit Analysis (CBAs) and Social Return 
on Investments (SROIs) (see Appendix A for description 
of CBAs and SROIs). When these were included, a total 
of 111 reports were identified. These 111 reports were 
then broken down into five categories, evaluations, 
audits, reviews, CBAs, SROIs and others (ie case 
studies). In total, 75 evaluation reports were identified 
(though some of the programs had an evaluation report 
and a CBA report in which case only the evaluation 
report is included in the table below so the program is 
not double counted).
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Of the 111 program reports identified in our research, 
only 71 were reviewed in detail (5 CBA, 6 SROI reports 
and 60 evaluations/audits/reviews), as the full text of 
the remaining 40 evaluation reports was not available — 
see Appendix A for summary tables of our assessment 
of the evaluation methodology. 

In total, only 49 of the 60 program reports, were able to 
be assessed against the scale (weak, moderate, strong) 
identified above, as the other 11 were not evaluation 
reports, but audits or reviews.

Overall our findings identified that:

•	 23 evaluation reports had weak methodology

•	 23 evaluation reports had moderate methodology

•	 3 evaluation reports had strong methodology

Table 2 Breakdown of Indigenous program reports by type

Category Evaluation Audit Reviews CBA SROI Other Total

Crime 8     1 1 1 10

Culture 4 1 1 1   1 8

Education 15       2 5 22

Health 41 2 5 1   3 52

Housing/ 4 4 2     1 11

Jobs 3       3   7

Transport     1       1

  75 7 9 3 6 11 111

Source: Government websites, major philanthropic and NGO websites, and programs listed on the 
Australian Indigenous HealthInfoNet.

that could affect the impact of the program and 
undertake sensibility analysis that considered different 
scenarios and to change assumptions accordingly. 

Table 4 highlights the findings of the assessment of the 
SROIs. Overall, only 50% of the SROIs appeared to 
have measurable objectives or to look at the impact of 
the program in context. In addition, only two of the six 
SROIs used a discount rate in their methodology. At the 
same time, while the criteria used to assess the SROI is 
helpful in terms of evaluating the SROIs, the checklist 
does not tell the complete story about the quality or 
depth of the analysis underpinning the measurement of 
outcomes. For example, there were some SROI reports 
that did not include all the criteria, but still demonstrated 
sound analysis.	

Table 4 Analysis of SROI methodology

Criteria Yes No

Measurable objectives 3 3

Quantification 6 0

Sensibility analysis 4 2

Inputs/Outputs 4 2

Impact in context 3 3

Discount rate 2 4

NPV calculations 5 1

Table 3 Analysis of CBA methodology

Criteria Yes No

Measurable objectives 1 4

Identification of options 1 4

Proper quantification 4 1

Sensibility analysis 3 2

Equity implications 1 4

Discount rate 2 3

NPV calculations 4 1

Figure 4: Rating of evaluation methodology of 
Indigenous programs

In general, Indigenous evaluations are characterised by 
a lack of data and the absence of a control group, as well 
as an over-reliance on anecdotal evidence. 

Table 3 highlights the findings of the assessment of CBAs 
and the criteria used to determine the effectiveness of 
the methodology used.  Overall, few CBAs appear to have 
measurable objectives, or to identify a range of options 
and use equity implications. Conversely, good examples 
of CBA reports tended to consider possible constraints 
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Lessons to be learnt

From our assessment of the evaluation methodology the following lessons can be drawn for policy makers and 
program providers.

Table 5 Lessons to be learnt about evaluation

Focus area Advice

Methodology • It is important to use a mixed methodology and not just rely on qualitative evidence 

• �A case study or review should not be considered less rigorous than an evaluation, in fact some 
case studies may utilise a more robust methodology than many evaluations 

• �There is potential for biased samples when program participants receive benefits from taking part 
in the program 

Data • �The same standards of data collection need to be upheld in each program location in order for 
effective comparisons to be made

• �It can be difficult to measure changes in behaviour if the right administrative data is not available 
or collected

• �Program providers need to have strategies for recording and accessing administrative data before 
the program is rolled out, particularly for a small cohort of program participants where there are 
potential privacy concerns

Analysis and 
reporting

• Strong analysis can overcome some of the limitations of a small sample

• �It is important to take into account the environment programs are operating in, and that some 
programs may have their impact minimised because they do not have certain authorities

• �Evaluation reports need to be clear about whether the evaluation is on the framework/service 
delivery or the impacts/results the program produces, or a combination of both

Program design 
and delivery

• �There need to be effective links between policy and program initiatives

• �While the general model of a program may be transferable, much of the successful 
implementation of programs depends on having the right combination of people with the 
appropriate knowledge and skills 

• �People delivering programs need ongoing training to ensure they have up-to-date information on 
the evidence available about best practice approaches 

• �Participants are more likely to provide honest feedback on a program when program staff have 
made an effort to establish positive relationships with them; this is particularly the case when the 
intervention being delivered by the program is of a sensitive and private nature 

Examples of successful practices

In addition to the lessons that can be learnt from problems evaluating programs, there were also some examples of 
good practice. Particular features that made these evaluations stand out from the rest included:

•	 �A mixed method design, which involved triangulation of qualitative and quantitative data and some economic 
components of the program such as cost effectiveness 

•	 �Local input into design and implementation of the program to ensure program objectives matched community 
needs

•	 Clear and measurable objectives

•	 Pre and post program data to measure impact

The following case studies illustrate examples of rigorous evaluation practice and/or successful programs that are 
regularly monitored and evaluated.
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Ganbina: evidence rating = strong

Ganbina was established in 1997 to help improve school and further education completion rates and ‘real’ job 
prospects among about 6000 Indigenous people in the Goulburn Valley in Victoria. The program receives no 
government funding, relying instead on philanthropic and corporate sponsorship for its activities on an annual 
budget of $1.4 million. According to Ganbina’s Chief Executive, Anthony Cavanagh, “Not seeking government 
funding is a choice and allows the program to be innovative…” 69 

An independent evaluation by Price Waterhouse Coopers in 2014 found very high Year 12 completion rates 
(100% in 2014) and high retention rates (over 95%). Ganbina’s cost per participant of approximately $3500 
was about half the average spend of other similar type programs. Despite costing less to run, it also had the 
highest retention rate, gender balance and broadest age group of other comparable programs. 

An Impact Assessment was conducted by Social Ventures Australia (SVA) in 2016 to assess the cumulative 
impact of the program since it was first implemented in 2005.

The methodology used consisted of a desktop review of client data and previous evaluations and data collected 
on Ganbina and consultation with stakeholders.	

The Impact Assessment found Year 11 to Year 12 retention rates increased from 62% in 2009-10 to 73% in 
2015-16, which was considerably higher than the rate for Indigenous people in the Greater Shepparton area 
and national Indigenous rates.  Ganbina achieved a 100% success rate for participants who had taken part in 
the program for five years or more and who were aged between 25-34 years, with all achieving a Year 12 or 
equivalent qualification. 

University participation increased from two Ganbina participants in 2009 to 15 in 2016.	

Key features of the program:

Does not receive any government funding, which has enabled it to adopt a more innovative and cost-effective 
approach (much cheaper than other comparable programs to run)

Complete transparency with six-monthly reports provided to investors and bi-monthly newsletters that 
document exactly how much funding has been used on administration and how much is left.

Aboriginal Maternity Group Practice Program (AMGPP): evidence rating = 
strong

The AMGPP provides free antenatal and postnatal clinical care, to pregnant Aboriginal women. Each client is 
supported by a team of health professionals during pregnancy and for four weeks after they have given birth. 
Support provided includes clinical care and cultural, social, and emotional care and support.

The evaluation involved a non-randomised intervention study using data from the Western Australian Midwives 
Notification System. Methodology used included regression models to analyse data from 343 women (with 
350 pregnancies). The analyses included developing historical and contemporary control groups of pregnant 
Aboriginal women and matching them for maternal age.

Participation in the AMGPP was associated with significantly improved neonatal health outcomes. Babies born to 
AMGPP participants were significantly less likely to be born preterm 9.1% versus historical controls of 15.9%. 

Key features of the evaluation/study:

Quasi-experimental design involving regression analysis and matched control group to show the impact of the 
program.
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Australian Electoral Commission’s (AEC) Indigenous electoral participation 
program: Evidence rating = moderate

The IEPP program is aimed at empowering Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Australians in exercising their 
right to vote.

The evaluation methodology included: a literature scan and document review; semi-structured interviews with 
staff; focus groups; case studies with a cross section of communities and analysis of data available from the 
Queensland and the Northern Territory elections. 

The evaluation found variation in the degree to which IEPP’s stated objectives and outcomes have been 
achieved. The evaluation recommended basing future changes to the program on evidence of ‘what works’, and 
harnessing the experiences of other government agencies and programs working in an Indigenous context. This 
includes the adoption of a robust monitoring and evaluation system and routine analysis of performance data.

Key features of the evaluation:

Methodology was relatively robust and included a Monitoring and Evaluation Framework and triangulation 
of qualitative and quantitative data. Information on the number of people who participated in interviews/
focus groups was provided and interview guides were provided in appendices. However, it was difficult to 
identify changes in electoral behaviour as ethnicity was not recorded on the electoral roll or when people vote. 
Performance data for the program was also not entered uniformly or consistently by States and Territories. 

Indigenous Community Volunteer (ICV) Program: Evidence rating = 
moderate

A case study which incorporated a social and economic impact assessment was conducted by KPMG in 2015.

The ICV program is a registered charity and non-profit community development organisation that matches 
volunteer’s experience and skills with different Indigenous communities needs to help address Indigenous 
disadvantage. In 2013/14 ICV worked with 169 communities. 	

Assessment of activities in two communities involved stakeholder consultations and document and data 
analysis, including assessing the impacts of the activities in economic terms. 	

The study found there was evidence ICV was invited into communities and involved in discrete, well defined 
projects, and that volunteers were providing a positive impact and building on existing work that had been 
done in the community. There was also evidence that ICV had developed positive partnerships with other 
organisations and were collaborating with them on activities. 

Key features of the evaluation and program:	

Study involved triangulation of data from multiple sources, including analysis of economic data. However study 
only looked at two communities so difficult to extrapolate about overall program impact.

There was evidence of good practice in program design and implementation with volunteers ensuring 
communities wanted their assistance and only working on discrete well-defined projects in collaboration with 
other organisations involved in similar activities.
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As discussed above, it may be necessary to reach a 
compromise between what is considered the ‘gold 
standard’ in terms of research evidence and what is 
practical and achievable given limited resources. There 
is also no point conducting ‘rigorous’ evaluations, if the 
evidence is not used.  As a result, instead of focusing on 
having the highest standard of evidence for assessing 
the impact of a program (such as in RCTs), it may be 
more practical to consider how to ensure evaluation 
learnings are used to inform program practice.  Figure 
4 shows an alternative hierarchy, where the minimum 
standard is evidence of learnings being applied to 
improve program outcomes, and the highest level is 
where there is evidence of the impact of the program 
and the benefit of the particular intervention in addition 
to learning and program improvement. 

Government departments administering funding may 
conduct an evaluation to analyse funding distribution 
and to report on the achievements and impact of the 
program.70 However, these types of evaluations can 
make organisations feel like they have to pass a test in 
order to continue to receive funding and they may resist 
the evaluation process as a result. Resistance could be 
indirect or subtle, such as avoiding or delaying entering 
program data into databases. There is evidence to 
suggest organisations are more likely to engage with the 
evaluation process when it is presented as a learning tool 
to improve program delivery than when it is presented 
as a review or audit of their performance.71 This is 
particularly the case if they are given the opportunity to 
provide input into the evaluation plan or framework, so 
they can see the benefit of the evaluation activities in 
documenting the impact of the program and contributing 
to evidence about what works. Evaluation as a learning 
tool could be considered similar to continuous quality 
improvement processes in the health sector and usually 
involves ‘reflective practice’ to help identify and address 
issues with program design or delivery (see Appendix B 
for Evaluation Toolkit which explains reflective practice 
in more detail).  

A reflective practice approach to evaluation relies on a 
two-way exchange, with the experiences of those on the 
ground delivering the program being used to inform the 
ongoing implementation of the program. This is different 
from a government top-down technocratic approach, 
which might have strict accountability measures in 
place, but fails to recognise there may be better ways of 
delivering the program (see Table 6). 

Another way of describing this iterative approach 
is ‘developmental evaluation’ — a relatively recent 
evaluation methodology that seeks to combine the 
rigour of evaluation with the flexibility and innovation 
of developmental approaches to social problems. The 
primary focus of developmental evaluation is adaptive 
learning to inform the implementation of programs or 
community development initiatives.72

The following text boxes provide examples of programs 
that have adopted an iterative or developmental approach 
to evaluation and that have used evaluation findings to 
improve the program. Neither of these two programs 
was reviewed as part of the assessment of evaluations as 
Ability Links NSW is not an Indigenous specific program 
and The Martu Leadership Program (MLP) evaluation 
report was only released in April 2017, after the analysis 
of the evaluations was completed. However, they are 
included as they provide the best examples of programs 
where evaluation has been embedded into the delivery 
of the program and reflective/developmental approach 
to evaluation is used. 

Figure 5: Evidence of program impact and 
learnings

Table 6 Differences between top-down and bottom-up approaches in program design and evaluation

Top-down Bottom-up

Approach Technocratic/evaluator as expert Participatory/community engagement/
empowerment

Orientation Identifying weaknesses, problem or 
deficit

Strengthening capacity/improving 
competence

Who defines the issue/need? Outside agent (government) Community

Evaluation methodology Quantifiable outcomes and targets Pluralistic methods, documenting 
changes of importance to Indigenous 
community

Source: Adapted from Laverack, 2000
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Ability Links NSW and Early Links NSW Evaluation
Ability Links NSW (‘ABNSW) is a program that was developed by the NSW Department of Family and Community 
Services through extensive community consultation to provide greater flexibility and control in the way services 
are delivered to people with disability. A concurrent program was developed for children and young people 
called Early Links NSW (‘ELNSW’). 

ALNSW is staffed by ‘Linkers’ who work alongside people with a disability or their carer and assists in life 
planning as well as connecting them to relevant community organisations. The program aims to empower 
people with a disability to make their own decisions and work towards achieving what is important for them. 
The program also includes community engagement where Linkers work with community organisations to assist 
them to improve services and support for people with disability. 

ALNSW commenced as a pilot in 2013/14 and was rolled out state-wide from July 2015. ALNSW was designed 
with evaluation in mind from the very beginning and evaluation processes were therefore embedded in the roll-
out of the program. Urbis was commissioned by both ALNSW and ELNSW to evaluate the program over three 
years from 2013–2016, with Interim Evaluation Reports delivered annually. 

The evaluation itself was uniquely designed as a collaborative joint approach, involving extensive participation 
at a community level (either people with a disability or their carers), staff involved in the program (‘Linkers’ and 
managers), and external linked agencies that worked with the program in various ways. Extensive consultations 
and surveys were undertaken with these stakeholders over a three month period to allow for a comprehensive 
analysis of the effectiveness of ALNSWs implementation. A key feature of the program was embodying a 
‘culture of learning’. The annual Interim Evaluation Reports similarly provided an ongoing opportunity to review 
responses and apply the lessons learnt from the evaluation to the implementation of the program along the 
way.73

The Martu Leadership Program (MLP) and the Developmental Evaluation 
Methodology:
The MLP has been at the forefront of social and economic development in Indigenous Communities in the 
Pilbara over the past three years. A recent report by Social Ventures Australia revealed the strengths of a 
developmental evaluation methodology when assessing the outcomes of such programs.74

Focussing on capacity building and governance in the Martu community, the MLP’s establishment of a community 
Leadership Group originally aimed to enhance individualistic leadership skills so that participants could return 
to impart knowledge and skills to remote communities and Martu companies.

However, the developmental strategy applied by the facilitating Martu organisation, Kanyirninpa Jukurrpa, has 
enabled the program to evolve in an organic manner that has had wide ranging and unexpected benefits to the 
community.

The highly adaptive approach, co-designed with the Martu community, allowed the MLP to evolve its strategies, 
goals and targets based on developments over time. 

The most noticeable benefit of this approach is the evolution of the MLP from an individualistic style leadership 
training course to the creation of a collective Leadership Group that is actively and independently leading 
change in the Martu community. 

Acting on behalf of all Martu, the Leadership Group now works to enhance the capacity and governance 
capabilities of Martu society by serving as a cohesive actor that has taken on numerous responsibilities. For 
example, the Leadership Group now provides a platform for Martu to meet and discuss and resolve sensitive 
social issues in an organised and open manner. The Group has also facilitated dialogues with external 
stakeholders such as Newcrest Mining to ensure the best social and economic outcomes for the community. 

The evolution of the Leadership Group into an empowered body that is actively and independently promoting 
the Martu agenda on the national stage is a clear example of the benefits of a developmental evaluation 
approach. Flexible outcomes and community consultation enabled the MLP to evolve in a manner that best 
suited Martu interests and ultimately gives them greater control of their own development. 

The overwhelmingly positive growth of the Leadership Group could not have occurred if the focus had remained 
on achieving the fixed outcomes originally listed by the MLP. Set targets and objectives are often the cornerstone 
when evaluating programs, however the success of the MLP demonstrates the unexpected positives that can 
arise from a more flexible approach.

Key Features of the Evaluation/Program:
The report assesses the importance of viewing Indigenous economic development programs from a more 
qualitative mindset. It emphasizes the ability of programs to extract unexpected benefits and outcomes by 
utilising a developmental evaluation approach that enables context based flexibility and adaptability. 
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Fear of failure can inhibit government from experimenting 
with different program approaches, but often it is only 
through this process of trial and error that evidence 
about what truly works can be collected.75 Genuine 
adoption of a ‘learning by doing’ approach can be a 
very accountable process, as evidenced by Malaysia’s 
National Transformation Program.76 Under the Malaysian 
government’s Performance Management and Delivery 
Unit (PEMANDU) a three-staged approach was developed 
that enabled initial Action Plans to be regularly updated 
depending on information received from those working 
on the ground. A distinctive feature of the PEMANDU was 
the way in which any implementation issues were dealt 
with by being ‘bumped up’ through a series of ascending 
steps from an email to the relevant managers, to a 
closed-door meeting with the Minister (see Table 7).

Table 7 Process for escalation of concerns

Frequency Action Format

Annually Annual report Report published: televised address by PM

Once-to-twice per year ‘Putrajaya Inquisition’ Meeting chaired by PM to clear any issues not 
solved in lower meetings

Semi-annually PM’s performance review Closed door meeting: only PM, Minister and 
PEMANDU CEO

Monthly to quarterly Steering Committee meeting Co-chaired by Ministers, with senior officials from all 
agencies: principal decision making forum

Weekly to fortnightly Meeting of technical working 
group

Problem solving with relevant managers: principal 
working session

Weekly Progress report Emailed, uploaded, available on mobile devices. 

Source: Sabel and Jordan, 2015

Under this approach, 70% of the initial Action Plans were 
revised during implementation. However, this did not 
mean the initial plans were necessarily wrong, as the 
final plans tended to build on what was in the original 
Action Plans rather than starting from scratch. 77

At the same time, while these types of participatory 
research approaches can allow programs to be adapted 
to suit local conditions, it should also be recognised 
that increasing community control over program design 
and implementation will not necessarily produce a 
‘perfect’ program.78 According to research conducted by 
the World Bank, while involving local people can have 
positive impacts on program outcomes, care is required, 
as in some instances programs can be controlled by 
local ‘elites’ and more disadvantaged members of the 
community can miss out.79



20  |  Evaluating Indigenous programs: a toolkit for change

The previous report ‘Mapping the Indigenous Program 
and Funding Maze’ recommended that all Indigenous 
programs must be linked to outcomes and that all 
organisations must:

•	 formally account for how the money has been spent;

•	 provide evidence of the program’s impact; and

•	� assess and report on whether the program is meeting 
its intended objectives.

This recommendation still stands. However, while 
large government programs should be subjected to 
formal evaluation, preferably utilising RCT or quasi-
experimental methodology, it would not be an efficient 
use of taxpayer funding to expect every Indigenous 
program to be evaluated by external contractors.  The 
NSW Government Evaluation guidelines outline how 
evaluations should be prioritised based on their “size, 
strategic significance and degree of risk.”80 This is the 
correct approach to take, as it is not worthwhile formally 
evaluating a small program when the cost of the 
evaluation would outweigh the cost of actually delivering 
the program. Nor was it our intention in recommending 
more evaluation to unduly benefit evaluators.

Given that the average cost of an evaluation is 
$382,000,81 the extra $10 million a year for Indigenous 
program evaluations will not go far. In fact, it will be 
possible to formally evaluate only a small proportion 
of the 1000 or so Indigenous programs the federal 
government funds. Additional funding to conduct 
more evaluations is unlikely, given the critical budget 
situation. The government therefore, needs to move 
away from traditional evaluation practices involving 
expensive external evaluators, to approaches that 
embed evaluation and reflective practice into the 
delivery of programs.

Our research identified a plethora of small programs 
(particularly health and well-being programs) currently 
being delivered by Aboriginal organisations that are not 
being evaluated. For these small programs, a proper 
reporting and monitoring framework that allows for 
reflective practice and continuous quality improvement 
may be all that is required rather than a formal, 
independent evaluation (see Evaluation Toolkit in 
Appendix B for an example of an evaluation framework). 
At the same time, while it is not economical to evaluate 
multiple small and disparate programs, it is often 
community-initiated programs that appear to have the 
greatest impact.   

Unfortunately few evaluations compare community-
managed programs with non-Indigenous managed 
programs to provide evidence on the effectiveness of 
Indigenous community-led and designed programs.82 
Therefore, there exists the paradox that small scale 
locally-based programs are less likely to be evaluated, 

but when they are evaluated they often have the best 
outcomes.83  Yet, problems can arise when government 
or NGOs try to scale-up and replicate these types 
of community-initiated programs.  If programs are 
responsive to the needs of individual communities, 
any metrics recorded may not be readily compiled or 
compared with those from other programs.   

Other researchers have also struggled to find examples 
of best practice in Indigenous evaluation and program 
delivery that could be replicated.  Mark Moran author 
of the book Serious Whitefella Stuff states he spent 
12 months looking for a standard of evidence to sort 
through the complexity of Indigenous program delivery 
to find what he calls “the best performers and team 
players.”84 In examining the evidence base he assessed 
the following methodologies: “Randomised Control 
Trials; reverse cross-over (quasi-experimental) design; 
comparative case study analysis; process tracing; 
Bayesian analysis and fiscal ethnography.” He concluded 
that too many programs were being implemented for 
too few people and that as a result it was difficult to find 
people who had not been “treated” to form a control 
group.85

However, this does not mean government, or anyone 
involved in the delivery of Indigenous programs, should 
not evaluate Indigenous programs.  Without some sort 
of evaluation and accountability measures to track what 
is happening to the money spent on these programs, 
it is impossible to know whether the lack of progress 
in improving outcomes is because there is not enough 
money relative to need, or whether the funding for 
Indigenous programs and services is being wasted.

Moreover, it is all very well to say that successful 
programs involve community involvement and buy-in, 
but how do you achieve this in communities resistant to 
change?  Implementation science is a term increasingly 
being used to describe the field of study which examines 
the individual, organisational and community influences 
surrounding the implementation process of programs and 
the gaps between research and practice. Unfortunately 
rigid funding guidelines often prevent flexibility in 
implementation timelines and innovation in program 
design and delivery. People, and by extension programs, 
are not like an assembly line. Cookie-cutter solutions do 
not tend to work. So while it is vital that government 
sets objectives for programs, they should not be overly 
prescriptive in how those objectives are achieved. 
Where there are national or state-wide programs, there 
needs to be a balance between maintaining program 
fidelity and allowing flexibility for local contexts. In this 
context, a developmental evaluation approach may be 
helpful, as the main focus of this type of evaluation is 
understanding the activities of a program and how the 
program operates in different environments. 

Discussion and conclusion
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The overarching recommendation of this report is:

There must be co-accountability for government 
funded programs

Organisations receiving funding must be held 
accountable for how they have spent the money and 
whether the program has achieved its desired outcomes, 
and the government agency must be held accountable 
for monitoring whether the organisation is meeting 
its objectives and working with them to improve their 
practices if they have not.

This approach is different from traditional ideas of 
accountability and involves moving away from simply 
monitoring and overseeing programs to supporting a 
learning and developmental approach to evaluation.86 
A two-way, learning by doing approach to evaluation, 
with regular feedback loops, will help to ensure both 
government and program providers keep each other 
honest.

In recognition of this co-accountability, the following 
table presents recommendations for both policy makers/
program funders and program providers.

Recommendations

Table 8: Recommendations 

Policy makers/program funders Program providers

Embedding evaluation into program design and practice

Evaluation should not be viewed as an ‘add on’ but 
should be built into a program’s design and presented 
as part of a continuous quality improvement process. 
Where funding constraints do not allow for an external 
evaluation, funding should be provided to organisations 
for self-evaluation.

Evaluation should not be viewed as a negative 
process but rather as an opportunity to learn. If 
your organisation does not have the capacity to hire 
an external evaluator consider hiring a professional 
evaluator to help with the development of an 
evaluation framework and for some advice/training in 
undertaking self-evaluations.

Developing an evidence base 

Regular feedback loops with a process for escalating 
concerns should be part of the data and monitoring 
process to ensure data being collected is used to inform 
practice and improve program outcomes. Develop a 
co-accountability framework and consider providing 
funding for an online data management system for 
data collection which will make it easier for program 
providers to enter and share data.

Documenting how you have achieved the program’s 
objectives through regular collection and analysis of 
data is important, not only for providing a stronger 
evidence base for recurrent funding but also to improve 
service delivery and ensure client satisfaction with the 
program. Consider using an online data management 
system for data collection which will make it easier for 
staff to enter and share data.

Questions to ask before implementing/delivering a program

• What is the program trying to achieve?

• Is the program needed?

• Is there community support for the program?

• �Is there an existing program already addressing a 
similar need?

• What is different about this program?

• Who will implement the program?

• �Do you think the programs objectives meet the needs 
of the community?

• �Do you think the community will support this 
program?

• What is different about this program?

• What staff will you need to deliver this program?

Questions to ask before evaluating a program 

• �What is the program trying to achieve AND how will 
you measure whether it is meeting this objective — 
are the program’s objectives measurable? 

• �What type of data are you able to collect to monitor 
the effectiveness of the program?

• �Is there existing data (e.g. administrative data/ABS 
data) that could be used to measure change/impact?

• �How will you collect the data? — what methodology 
will be used to collect the information — ie surveys/
interviews

• �Who will collect the data/undertake the evaluation?

• �What is the program trying to achieve AND how will 
you measure whether it is meeting this objective — 
are the program’s objectives measurable?

• �How will you collect the administration data needed to 
measure the impact of the program? For example, will 
there be an online database for staff to add data to, 
or will they be required to enter program data into an 
Excel spreadsheet? How could you make this process 
as streamlined as possible?

• �How will you show evidence of the program’s impact; 
e.g. will you undertake pre-admission surveys and 
post-exit surveys of participants in the program?
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Appendix B: Evaluation Toolkit

There are many different reasons for, and benefits in, 
conducting evaluations (see Table 12).

Table 12: Reasons for, and benefits in, conducting 
evaluations 

Agency/
institution

Potential benefits

Government • More efficient resource allocation
• �Highlights what is and is not 

working
• More informed decision-making
• �Encourages greater public trust in 

government

Service 
providers

• �Improved service delivery/client 
satisfaction

• �Stronger basis for recurrent 
funding

• �Opportunity for continuous 
improvement processes 

Society • Improved government services
• �More open and accountable 

government
• Public money used more efficiently
• �Increased confidence in 

government 

Source: Adapted from ACT Government Evaluation Policy and 
Guidelines, 2010

There are also different types of evaluations depending 
on the stage of a program’s implementation and what the 
evaluation is seeking to measure. Generally speaking, 
different types of evaluation are used at different stages 
of a program’s implementation. These include:

•	� Formative evaluation — generally used at 
the design stage of a program and before it is 
implemented. Can be useful to inform decision-
making about whether a program should proceed or 
not. Types of questions asked at this stage include, 
what is the problem, is government intervention 
appropriate, how will we measure success?

•	� Process evaluation — used during the program 
delivery process. Focuses on processes and what 
can be done to improve the operation of projects 
and programs. These types of evaluations are also 
known as performance evaluations. Questions asked 
in these evaluations tend to focus on how well an 
activity been executed, and inputs and output

•	� Summative evaluation — focuses on the outcomes 
and achievements of projects/or programs — also 
referred to as outcomes evaluation. Questions asked 
include: what kind of change has occurred as a result 
of the intervention?

•	� Impact evaluation — looks at how a program has 
affected the people participating in the program. 
Often not available until towards the end of the 
project and often relies on pre- and post-program 
data. Similar in many ways to summative and 
outcomes evaluations

•	� Development evaluation — a non-linear approach, 
not specific to a particular point in the roll out or 
delivery of a program. The main focus of this 
type of evaluation is understanding the activities 
of a program and how the program operates in a 
dynamic environment. The principle focus is on 
learning and feedback rather than achieving a 
set of predetermined outcomes. Development 
evaluation also recognises that positive outcomes 
can sometimes occur unintentionally. 

Ideally evaluation should be embedded into program 
development and implementation. The Queensland 
Government Program Evaluation Guidelines have adapted 
the Gibbs Reflective Model to illustrate how evaluation 
should inform program design and implementation (see 
Figure 6).

The first step in undertaking an evaluation generally 
involves having a clear understanding of the outcomes 
the program is hoping to achieve and how those 
program outcomes will be measured — what evaluators 
sometimes call a program logic model or theory of 
change. However, although these two terms are 
sometimes used interchangeably they are actually two 
different approaches. A program logic or logic model 
seeks to illustrate how the needs or issues the program 
is seeking to address links with the intended activities 
outputs and outcomes of the program (see Figure 7).87

A theory of change model seeks to link outcomes and 
activities to explain how the desired change will occur 
and what factors contributed to that change. While 
logic models do not always identify the indicators that 
will be used to measure whether outcomes have been 
met or not, theory of change models do. For instance, 
the program logic for a program that seeks to improve 
students reading ability would identify the program as 
an activity and improved reading scores as an outcome, 
but it would not tell you that students need to attend 
the program at least three days a week for a minimum 
of x number of days and that the course material must 
include a focus on phonics for student’s scores to rise. As 
a result, a program logic model based on an underlying 
theory of change will have a lot more rigour than one 
that does not.88 An evaluation plan or framework sets 
out the information contained in a program logic model 
in more detail and generally includes a hierarchy of 
outcomes from inputs and process outcomes to ultimate 
outcomes, with key evaluation questions, indicators and 
potential data sources for each stage ( see Figure 8).89  A 
hierarchy of outcomes recognises that change can take 
time, and that certain outcomes need to be achieved in 
order to progress to a new level. 

Ideally the objectives of the program should be specific, 
measurable, realistic and relevant to the overall 
objectives the program is trying to achieve. For example, 
a specific and measurable objective would be to increase 
the number of children who enrolled by 10% (from x 
to y) by a certain date. If a percentage increase is part 
of a measurable objective then it is important to have 
baseline data that provides a comparison for assessing 
program impact. However, although gathering program 
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Figure 6: Incorporating evaluation into program development and implementation

Figure 7: Program logic model

Program logic 
statements

Key evaluation 
questions

Indictors Potential data sources

Ultimate outcome

E.g. Indigenous people 
are able to achieve 
their goals and improve 
their quality of life

To what extent has the 
program contributed 
to Indigenous people 
achieving their goals?

Number and percentage 
of program participants 
surveyed who report 
improvements in the 
quality of their life and 
their ability to achieve 
their goals

• �Interviews with people, 
their families and 
program staff

• �Longitudinal case studies

• �Quality of life 
assessment/survey

Longer term outcomes

E.g. Indigenous people 
are actively pursuing 
their goals

To what extent has the 
program contributed 
to Indigenous people 
being more able to 
determine and pursue 
their goals?

Level of improvement 
in people’s ability to 
set their own goals, as 
reported by Indigenous 
people, their families 
and staff

• �Interviews with people, 
their families and 
program staff

• �Longitudinal case studies

• �Quality of life 
assessment/survey

Intermediate outcomes

E.g. Indigenous people 
are aware of and access 
the program

To what extent are 
Indigenous people 
accessing the 
program?

Number and reach of 
participants

• �Program data

• �Population data

Inputs and process 
outcomes

E.g. Support is provided 
to help Indigenous 
people identify the 
steps they need to 
take to pursue their 
goals, and appropriately 
skilled and experienced 
staff are recruited. 

Have staff been 
recruited within 
agreed timelines?

Number and percentage 
of funded services that 
recruit staff within 
agreed timeframes 

• �Program data

Source: Queensland Treasury (2014). 

Figure 8: Hierarchy of outcomes

Source: Adapted from an Urbis evaluation framework, 2014
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data can be hard work, it is a myth that access to base-
line data is always a problem. There are often existing 
administrative data sets on health, education and 
crime statistics that could be used to give a baseline.  
In addition, while ‘data is not the plural of anecdote’ a 
good evaluation involves a mixture of qualitative and 
quantitative data.90 Qualitative data assesses people’s 
perceptions of a program and often provide the ‘how’ for 
why the program has or has not achieved its objectives.

Broadly speaking there are three main areas of focus 
when conducting an evaluation to assess whether a 
program has achieved its objectives:91

•	 Appropriateness 

•	 Effectiveness

•	 Efficiency

Appropriateness

Evaluating the appropriateness of a program involves 
considering whether there is a need for the program, 
given the social, economic and environmental context 
and how the program aligns with the government’s 
policies and priorities. Assessments of appropriateness 
should focus not only on the individual program, but on 
how the policies underpinning the program and other 
government policies and instruments interact with 
each other.92 In considering the appropriateness of a 
program, policy makers need to also look at whether 
there is a priori evidence base for the interventions. 
Questions related to appropriateness to consider before 
implementing a program are:

•	 Is the program needed? 

•	 Is there community support for the program? 

•	 �Is there an evidence base for the interventions used 
in the program?

•	 �Is there an existing program already addressing a 
similar need? 

•	 What is different about this program?

•	 Who will implement the program?  

Effectiveness

Evaluating the effectiveness of a program involves 
considering whether it is achieving the set objectives 
and producing worthwhile outcomes. A key challenge in 
illustrating the effectiveness of program is having valid 
measurement in place to determine whether there would 
have been a difference in outcomes without the program; 
what some term ‘estimating the counterfactual’.93  
However, estimating the counterfactual when it comes to 
Indigenous programs can be difficult, given the myriad 
programs in Indigenous communities. Determining the 
impact of a single program in a particular Indigenous 
community is virtually impossible because so many 
programs are being delivered simultaneously. If another 
community is used as a counterfactual or ‘control group’ 
then the community is likely to be already receiving similar 
programs. Another factor making assessing the impact 
of programs difficult, is the uniqueness of Indigenous 
communities. For example, when the Northern Territory 
Emergency Response (NTER) was evaluated, it was 
difficult to find comparable communities that could act 

as a type of control group, given that the NTER covered 
so many of the Indigenous communities in the Northern 
Territory and the varied nature of those communities.94

Efficiency

Evaluating the efficiency of a program involves 
identifying whether the program represents value for 
money, how a program’s resources are being used to 
achieve outputs of the desired quantity and quality, and 
whether the use of the resources could be improved to 
achieve the desired outcomes.95 

Economic evaluation identifies, measures and values 
a program’s economic costs and benefits.96 Two 
methodological approaches used to measure the 
effectiveness and efficiency of programs are Cost 
Benefit Analysis (CBAs) and Social Return on Investment 
(SROI). 

Cost Benefit Analysis expresses the costs and 
benefits of a program in monetary terms and focuses 
on community-wide rather than individual benefits.97 
Values are aggregated using a discount rate that 
represents trade-offs between current and future 
consumption.98 Then, the discounted costs and benefits 
are compared using specific criteria.  Limitations to the 
CBA methodology are that the benefits of some programs 
are very difficult to quantify due to their subjective 
nature. For instance, when measuring the effectiveness 
of Indigenous social programs, it can be difficult to place 
a monetary value on concepts such as social capital, 
wellbeing, quality of life, and cultural attachment.99  
It is also difficult to quantify causal factors behind 
flow-on benefits, such as improved health outcomes or 
decreased crime rates. The CBA methodology can also 
be limited to ‘first round’ impacts and as a result indirect 
effects can be excluded.100 Another limitation is results 
can be skewed if an ‘improper’ rate for discounting 
future flows is used.101

The Social Return of Investment methodology 
originally began as a specialised form of cost-benefit 
analysis but has grown to incorporate many aspects 
of evaluation practice, such as qualitative interviews 
with stakeholders. Like CBAs, SROI methodology 
places a monetary value on the social impact of an 
activity and compares this with the costs involved in 
implementing that activity. However, SROIs place a 
greater emphasis on the social purpose for activities 
and how to measure the social impact.102  Although the 
SROI approach utilises aspects of evaluation practice 
it is not a comprehensive evaluation framework.103 
As SROI analysis is specifically tailored to individual 
organisations it is not always possible to do cross-
organisational comparisons. However, a SROI ratio 
can be used as a benchmark to enable organisations 
to measure changes in performance over time.104 One 
of the biggest issues with the SROI methodology is the 
tendency for people to misunderstand what the SROI 
ratio means. SROI is about value, rather than money. 
The SROI ratio represents the social value created for 
each $1 invested, rather than an actual financial return. 
As a result care needs to be taken with how the SROI 
ratio is communicated.105
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Appendix C: List of Tobacco cessation programs

Name Provider Reach Objectives

Alcohol, tobacco and 
other drugs program 

Tasmanian Aboriginal Centre 
Inc. funded by the federal 
government.

TAS The Alcohol, tobacco and other drugs 
program, run by the Tasmanian Aboriginal 
Centre, provides alcohol and other drug 
(AOD) support to the Aboriginal community 
across Tasmania.

Apunipima tackling 
smoking and healthy 
lifestyle program 

Apunipima Cape York Health 
Council

QLD The program aims to raise awareness about 
the impacts of tobacco smoking and to help 
facilitate smoke-free environments.

Beyond today — it’s 
up to you 

Australian Capital Territory 
Department of Health

ACT A social marketing campaign to encourage 
Indigenous Australians in the ACT to stop 
smoking.

Don’t let your 
dreams go up in 
smoke

Nunkuwarrin Yunti of South 
Australia

SA To encourage young Aboriginal people in 
Adelaide to share their ideas, stories and 
videos on smoking and how it is harmful.

Feet first 
(Thoolngoonj 
bowirn)

Australian Council on 
Smoking and Health 
(ACOSH)

WA Aims to reduce the amount of people 
smoking in Kununurra to teach Indigenous 
people about the harmful effects of 
smoking. 

Good sports program Australian Drug Foundation National To address risky drinking, smoking, obesity 
and mental health though community 
sports.

Healthy lifestyle & 
tobacco cessation 
program

Central Australian Aboriginal 
Congress

NT The program provides services to help raise 
awareness of chronic disease resulting from 
smoking.

Heart health ‘for 
our people, by our 
people’

Derbarl Yerrigan Health 
Service (DYHS), the 
National Heart Foundation, 
Royal Perth Hospital 
(Cardiology Department)

WA A cardiac rehabilitation program, 
concentrating on health, medications, oral 
health and quitting smoking. 

It’s your choice, 
now!

South Eastern Sydney Local 
Health District

NSW Encourages young Indigenous people to 
give up smoking by teaching them new 
skills and making their own films. 

Kick the butt A partnership between 
Bunurong Health, Quitline 
and the Cancer Council.

VIC Aims to limit the uptake of smoking tobacco 
within the Southern metropolitan region 
of Melbourne. Provides a 24 hour hotline, 
social marketing campaign and advertising 
on SBS.

Maternal health 
tackling smoking 
program

Aboriginal Health Council of 
South Australia

SA Aims to reduce tobacco smoking among 
pregnant Aboriginal women and to increase 
the birth weight of babies.

No more boondah Winnunga Nimmityjah 
Aboriginal Health Service

ACT The program looks at what triggers people 
to smoke.

No more nyumree Wheatbelt Aboriginal Health 
Service

WA This program aims to provide ‘culturally 
appropriate’ support to help Aboriginal 
people stop smoking.

Primary Prevention 
Capacity Building 
Project

The Queensland Aboriginal 
and Islander Health Hub

QLD This program seeks to develop the 
capacity for Aboriginal organisations to 
offer interventions to address high rates of 
smoking among Indigenous people living in 
Queensland.

Puyu blaster (Keep it 
corka)

Aboriginal Health Council of 
South Australia (AHCSA)

SA A healthy lifestyle and anti-smoking 
campaign which seeks to promote local 
role models to encourage people to give up 
smoking.
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Name Provider Reach Objectives

Quit for new life 
program

Hunter New England Local 
Health District

NSW This program aims to reduce the rate of 
smoking among pregnant women and their 
family or household members. 

Regional tackling 
tobacco and healthy 
lifestyles program

Wuchopperen Health Service QLD The aim of this regional program is to 
reduce the onset and risk of chronic disease 
developed through tobacco use, poor 
nutrition and lack of physical activity.

Rewrite your story Nunkuwarrin Yunti Inc. SA This program aims to help people break the 
cycle of smoking and to quit for good.

Smoking cessation 
program 

Derby Aboriginal Health 
Service

WA The Smoking cessation program provides 
information about services to help people 
quit smoking, including nicotine patches at 
no cost to participants. 

Stepping Stones AOD 
Day Centre Ceduna

Aboriginal Drug and Alcohol 
Council

SA This program provides free confidential 
treatment, counselling and referral services 
for Aboriginal peoples concerned about 
alcohol, tobacco and other drug issues.

Substance use, 
social and emotional 
wellbeing 

Katherine West Health Board 
Aboriginal Corporation

NT This program focuses on the harmful effects 
of alcohol, tobacco and cannabis use on 
Indigenous people in the Northern Territory. 

Tackling Indigenous 
smoking

Australian Drug Foundation National This program aims to reduce smoking 
among Indigenous Australians.

Tackling smoking 
and healthy lifestyle 
program 

South West Aboriginal 
Medical Service in Western 
Australia (SWAMS)

WA This program aims to tackle chronic 
disease risk factors including smoking, 
poor nutrition and lack of exercise, and to 
deliver community education initiatives to 
reduce the prevalence of these risk factors 
in Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
populations.

The Gnumaries hurt 
program

Southern Aboriginal 
Corporation

WA This program was developed to reduce the 
uptake and prevalence of tobacco smoking 
among the Noongar people of the Great 
Southern region of Western Australia.

Time to quit Kambu Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander 
Corporation for Health

QLD This program takes a holistic approach to 
tobacco cessation and provides people with 
practical suggestions to help them stop.

Tobacco and healthy 
lifestyles

Ngaanyatjarra Health 
Service

WA This program aims to reduce the risk 
of chronic disease from smoking and 
other unhealthy lifestyle choices among 
the Indigenous people living on the 
Ngaanyatjarra Lands, in Western Australia.

Tobacco cessation 
team

Victorian Aboriginal 
Community Controlled 
Health Organisation 
(VACCHO)

VIC This program provides support to the 
Victorian Aboriginal Community Controlled 
Health Organisation (VACCHO) member 
services to develop and implement 
programs and policies to reduce smoking. 

Tobacco resistance 
and control (A-TRAC) 
program

Aboriginal Health and 
Medical Research Council of 
NSW

NSW This program aims to reduce smoking rates 
for Aboriginal people in New South Wales.

Yarning it Up — Don’t 
Smoke it Up

South Metropolitan 
Population Health Unit

VIC The project runs workshops to help people 
quit smoking that aim to be ‘culturally 
appropriate’ and non-judgmental.

Young Aboriginal 
drug and alcohol 
service (YADAS)

Young Aboriginal Drug and 
Alcohol Service

TAS This program aims to provide ‘culturally 
relevant’ anti-smoking and drug programs 
in partnership with other health service 
providers. 
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