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Group review – GM Māori team 
 
Purpose 
 
A GM Māori team review to ensure that there is the shared capability and capacity to deliver the 
identified Poua work programme (Appendix I).  
 
This document includes the following sections: 

• Purpose 

• Issue statement 

• Success criteria 

• Interdependencies and limitations 

• Current state analysis 
o Team structure 
o Role functions 
o Gap analysis 
o Work programme analysis 
o Centralisation and decentralisation 

• Recommendations 
o Team structure 
o Position functions 
o Employer of choice 
o Success criteria analysis 

• Appendix 
o Poua Iwi/Māori work programme 
o Budget assumptions 
o Draft position descriptions 

Issue statement 

There is significant change in the GM Māori team, this includes; natural attrition of kaimahi, increased 
responsibility of servicing the Pou Herenga and the Commission being a relatively new organisation. 
Therefore, the GM Māori team currently has shared capability and capacity limitations. 
 
Success criteria 

The table below includes the Commission’s design principles and the success criteria from the reverse 
brief. The current and proposed structures will be analysed against this. 

Draft design principles Success criteria 

Alignment – the design enables the Commission to deliver on 
its statutory and strategic imperatives. 

That the team has shared capability to 
deliver on the identified work 
programme 

Sensible spans of control - leadership roles are structured 
with the right level of direct reports (not too many and not 
too few) to allow effective people leadership.   
 

That the team has shared capacity to 
deliver on the identified work 
programme 

Clarity – We define roles and responsibilities to ensure role 
clarity, avoid confusion and promote accountability. We 
define organisational responsibilities and interdependences. 

 

Consider the organisational needs for 
thought leadership, service delivery, 
centralisation/decentralisation 
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Flexibility - flexibility of roles to support and enable growth 
and to allow additional resourcing to the areas that need it 
most at different points in the Commission’s work cycle.  

Futureproofing – the design is sustainable, continuity and 
considerations around an internal pipeline to support a 
tuakana/teina development approach. 

Cognisant of futureproofing, continuity 
and considerations around an internal 
pipeline to support a tuakana/teina 
development dynamic 

Simplicity – the design should be as simple as possible to 
avoid complexity and increase efficiency so the Commission 
can deliver effectively against future strategic outcomes. 
Connected – we don’t design in isolation. We look across the 
commission and identify where consistency is needed, and 
avoid duplication of roles/function. 

Leverages off efficient use of shared 
services across the Commission 

Empowerment – job design empowers staff to take 
ownership of their work, right decisions are made in the right 
places, at the right level. 

Healthy work – We ensure jobs are designed and resourced 
in a way that maintains a safe and healthy working 
environment.  

Staffing levels/expenses which is 
sustainable and meets the 
requirements of the organisation, 
including operating within resource 
constraints  

Interdependencies and limitations 

The work programme and review, as part of this GM Māori team structure, will need to identify the 
impact this advice has on the workload of the GM Māori team and of the Commission. 

section 9(2)(h)
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Centralisation and decentralisation 
This section analyses the Poua workprogramme against the centralisation and decentralisation structural considerations. Generally, this refers to the structure of decision-
making capability within an organisation. In this case, we are considering this concept within the context of the centralisat ion or decentralisation of Māori capability within 
the Commission. 

There are three key limitations that point to a hybrid model, this includes: 

• Capacity

• Continuity

• Cultural safety

The table below outlines the analysis against the various structural considerations: 

Considerations Hybrid Qualifiers 

Decision making Centralisation Having a single point of decision making and QA/QC regarding kaupapa Māori ensures continuity 

Operational deliverables Hybrid Where it is simple to compartmentalise kaupapa Māori deliverables, this will be centralised to the 
GM Māori team. However, due to 5m(f), the Enduring letter of expectation and the size of the 
organisation – it is difficult to ensure these statutory deliverables are addressed by the GM Māori 
team alone. Instead, key systems, knowledge products and QA/QC is held within the GM Māori team 
– while the ownership of deliverables and drafting is decentralised across all groups

Size Centralisation A general rule of thumb, is until you have the workload demand for a function to justify 2FTE you 
outsource. This is to ensure there is backfill and continuity factors are addressed. The Commission is 
relatively small and there is not the rationale to support this capacity in each team 

Development, support and 
cultural supervision 

Centralisation The wider public sector has grappled with this consideration. Like any specialist tagged role within a 
generalist team there is a loss in the ability to passively develop in the role and a siloed way of 
working leads to a feeling of isolation – this is why the public sector are increasingly engaging cultural 
supervisors 

Stability Centralisation The wider public sector has grappled with this consideration. Generally an embedded decentralised 
approach is the ideal, however, in practice this has regularly failed. High turnover and single 
dedicated roles within a team means that there isn’t any continuity solutions. Having a centralised 
team means that there is the ability to redeploy 
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