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Disclaimer
This evaluation report for the Frankston Mornington Peninsula Primary Care Partnership was prepared by
WLK Consulting and was shaped by the research of Wei Leng Kwok.
This report has been prepared in good faith using sources believed to be reliable. Every care has been
taken to ensure the information contained in this report is presented accurately.
Whilst this report might be of assistance to those involved in program improvement, WLK Consulting does
not guarantee that it is without flaw of any kind or is wholly appropriate for planning purposes. WLK
Consulting therefore disclaims all liability for any error, loss or other consequence that might arise from
reliance on information contained in this report.
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Executive summary
About the project
The Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project was a catchment-wide, multi-layered,
integrated, coordinated and embedded approach to preventing family violence that focused on place
as a site for action. The project was first conceptualised in 2009, at a time when commitment in
Victoria to preventing violence against women had gained considerable momentum through the policy
framework of A Right to Respect. This 10-year statewide plan sought to address the problem of
violence against women by looking ‘upstream’ to its underlying causes (also known as primary
prevention). Around then, a group of partners in Melbourne’s outer south – led by Frankston
Mornington Peninsula Primary Care Partnership (PCP) – was also becoming familiar with an evidencebased programming framework to guide action to prevent violence against women. The partners drew
on these twin policy and programming contexts to shape their thinking on an initiative that could
reach across the catchment and work in specific places (Frankston North Community Renewal,
Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal and Rosebud West Community Renewal) by utilising community
strengthening as a type of prevention action.
The partners were successful in an application for funding to the Victorian Community Support Grants
(Department of Planning and Community Development) in April 2010. The total amount funded to the
initiative was $320,000 for three years. In kind and other contributions from partners took the total
budget to $700,000. The Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project was launched in
May 2010 by Joan Kirner AC at Safety Beach.
The partners were Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP (lead), Peninsula Health, Department of
Education and Early Childhood Development, Department of Human Services, Frankston City Council,
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, Frankston North Community Renewal, Hastings Neighbourhood
Renewal and Rosebud West Community Renewal. The project was overseen by a reference group of
representatives from these partners. The project team included a Project Coordinator and a Health
Promotion Worker from Peninsula Health (whose work plan included being involved in some activities
of the project). The Health Promotion Coordinator from Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP also
contributed to the project through support to the Project Coordinator.
The project was conceptualised as having three inter-related and concurrent implementation
components. First, the project sought to support, resource and build the capacity of the catchment’s
three renewal sites in planning and undertaking their own prevention actions. Second, the project
looked to building the capacity of the catchment’s community and health service sector for family
violence prevention as a way of ‘nesting’ the community strengthening activities of the renewal sites.
Third, the project wished to saturate the renewal sites and catchment with messages about family
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violence (and thereby raise awareness of the problem) through the involvement of stakeholders in the
annual White Ribbon Day (WRD) campaign.

•Collaborate with renewal staff to engage residents and communities

Component 1: Place-based
•Support, resource and build capacity to plan and implement actions
community strengthening activities
•Faciliate reach into schools, sports clubs, etc., in renewal sites

Component 2: Workforce
development opportunities across
the catchment

•Build capacity of the health/community sector for primary prevention
•Partnership activity for preventing family violence
•Faciliate reach into the community

Component 3: Awareness raising
of family violence in places and
across the catchment

•Stakeholder participation in annual WRD events (place and catchment)
•Reach into schools, sports clubs, etc., in places and the catchment

Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project – implementation model

The project’s implementation model was ambitious given the size of the catchment and the focus on
three renewal sites at the same time. The project was also linked to the Victorian Government’s policy
agenda; and a change in government in November 2010 saw a number of machinery of government and
departmental realignments that impacted on the delivery of the project’s capacity building strategies.
Despite these (and other) challenges, and a slow start in its first year, the Stronger Communities
(Respectful Relationships) project saw many activities get underway for the three renewal sites and the
catchment, as shown on the table overleaf. This evaluation of the project captures the challenges,
learnings and insights of the project so they can be shared with others in the preventing family violence
field; it also assesses whether the project was successful on its own terms.

Challenges and learnings
Findings from the evaluation show that not all the renewal sites came to the project with the same
level of preparation, and that the project neglected the need for ongoing conversation and dialogue
with these partners to ensure its upstream intent and implementation model were held and
maintained by everyone throughout the three year time-frame. These factors meant that the
prevention work in the three renewal sites and the strength of the relationships between project
personnel and renewal staff were uneven. A key learning from the project is the importance of
achieving and holding a shared understanding between partners about the work of preventing family
violence and the implementation model that is being utilised to get everyone there. When it comes to
preventing family violence, the value of such groundwork (and ongoing work) cannot be overstated.
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Place-based community strengthening around preventing family violence
(renewal sites)
Workforce development
opportunities and primary
prevention actions
(catchment wide)
Awareness-raising through the
annual WRD campaign
(renewal sites and catchment wide)

Project activities (broad types)

Project activities as occurred

Project promotion and
engagement

5 presentations to the steering committees and subcommittees of all three renewal sites

Community training and skills
development

‘Respect in our Community’ workshop (2012):
 Frankston North Safety, Health and Wellbeing Working
Group
 Hastings Respectful Relationships Working Group
 Frankston Interfaith Network 1

Activity to support, resource and
facilitate reach of communitystrengthening activity

Frankston North (Safety, Health and Wellbeing Working Group)
 ‘Women Living Positively’ group (from 2010)
 ‘Date with Dads’ activities at 2 primary schools (2012)
 ‘Family violence is out of bounds’ – permanent signs at 2
sporting grounds (2011 and 2012)
 ‘Be the Hero’ program at 1 secondary college (2011)
 ‘Be the Hero’ facilitator training for youth workers (2012)
 Community safety forum (2011)
 ‘All Men can be Heroes’ children’s book (2012)
Hastings (Respectful Relationships Working Group)
 Help Card (2010)
 ‘Date with Dads’ activities at 3 primary schools (2011)
Rosebud West
 Women’s Art Group (from 2010)
 Respect mural at 1 primary school (2011–2012)
 Cyberbullying theatre project for young people (2012)
 ‘Men behaving Dadly’ at 1 primary school (2012)

Project promotion and
engagement

 11 presentations to community groups and health and
community agencies/networks

Training and professional
development

 ‘Be the Hero’ facilitator training for practitioners in the
catchment (2012)
 VicHealth short course (2011)
 Monthly e-bulletin (from 2012)

Partnership activity to promote
equal and respectful relationships
and non-violent social norms

 Frankston ‘What Men Really Think About’ forums (2013)

Localised WRD events in various
community settings

Frankston North (Safety, Health and Wellbeing Working Group)
 WRD cricket matches (2011, 2012)
 WRD church service (2011, 2012)
 WRD morning tea (2010)
 WRD lunch (2011, 2012)
Hastings (Respectful Relationships Working Group)
 WRD morning tea (2010)
 WRD BBQ (2011)
 WRD market stall (2012)
 WRD youth art project (2012)
Across the catchment (WRD Working Group)
 WRD billboards (2011, 2012)
 WRD signs Frankston bus services (2011 and 2012)
 WRD team in fun run (2011 and 2012)
 WRD presentation Mornington Park Primary School (2011)

Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project, ‘Activities at a glance’

1

Convened by Frankston City Council and not a renewal site group (but a community-based group nonetheless).
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Findings from the evaluation show that the project’s capacity building strategies either happened far
too late or offered far too little to be effective. The implementation model recognised that capacity
building is important to any preventing family violence initiative because such work is new to most
people. As originally conceptualised, capacity building strategies for the three renewal sites and the
catchment’s health and community workforce were to be supported by implementation of A Right to
Respect. Unfortunately, machinery of government and departmental changes post November 2010
meant that the project’s essential work of capacity building could not occur – at least not easily. The
project found a way through by developing its own training package for the community and bringing
professional development opportunities to the catchment. But both fell short of what had been
initially planned with respect to the skills development needs of the three renewal sites and the
catchment.
A key learning from the project is the importance of providing training and professional development
opportunities early in the implementation stage of any preventing family violence initiative.
Findings from the evaluation show that localised awareness-raising activities through participation in
the annual WRD campaign can play an important role in family violence prevention. Such activities can
support communities in understanding the impacts of family violence and (if done well) can assist
them in taking steps towards creating a different future for men and women, one based on equality
and respect.
A key learning from the project is that campaigns like WRD can be used as an effective stepping stone
to primary prevention, noting that involvement in such campaigns does not necessarily constitute
primary prevention in and of itself.
Findings from the evaluation show that not enough time was spent by the project to bring together
preventing family violence stakeholders from the renewal sites and the catchment so they could hear
about what was going on, receive consistent messages about the project, exchange practice stories,
share resources and engage in peer-to-peer learning. A preventing family violence stakeholder forum,
learning circle or network was a missing ingredient in the project. Indeed, the project would have
benefited enormously from having such one (or more) of these structures in place.
A key learning from the project is that communities of practice are essential for any preventing family
violence initiative insofar as the field is new and everyone can learn from each other.
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Successes
The Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project can be said to have been successful on
its own terms; that is, based upon hallmarks of success that take into account its implementation
context and the complexities of doing community strengthening around family violence prevention.
When considered in this light, the project achieved success according to a number of its priority
indicators, as shown in the tables that follow.
Renewal sites (Frankston North, Hastings and Rosebud West)
Priority indicator

Evidence of achievement

What could have improved the result

Project presentations were
delivered to all 3 renewal
sites

A total of 5 project presentations
were delivered to the renewal sites.
The project presented to the steering
committees of all 3 renewal sites as a
way of introducing itself to their
respective communities.
Presentations were also delivered to
the Safety, Health and Wellbeing
Working Group at Frankston North
and the Respectful Relationships
Working Group at Hastings; and it
was these structures that gained
interest in the work.

Whilst presentations were made to
resident-led structures, they did not
always guarantee engagement with
the project. Better alignment of the
partners with the implementation
model and upstream intent of the
project could have improved the
impact of presentations in the
engagement of residents and
communities at all three locations.

The project supported and
resourced at least 9
community-strengthening
activities around family
violence prevention and/or
WRD events in the renewal
sites (i.e. 3 activities/events
per renewal site)

The project was involved in many
community-strengthening
activities/WRD events for the 3
renewal sites and met these targets.
The extent to which the project
supported or resourced communitystrengthening activities varied across
the 3 renewal sites. It was strongest
in Hastings, weaker in Frankston
North, weaker still in Rosebud West.
The extent to which the communitystrengthening activities were primary
prevention is debatable for all 3
sites; it is noted that getting any
stakeholder to this point takes time.

There could have been much better
alignment with the project’s
implementation model and upstream
intent at Rosebud West and (to a
lesser extent) Frankston North. This
would have seen the project support
and resource these 2 renewal sites in
the way it was conceptualised and
intended.
Better alignment with the project’s
upstream intent also might have
ensured all 3 renewal sites were
supported or resourced for primary
prevention as opposed to secondary
or tertiary prevention and
awareness-raising through WRD
events.
Continued…
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Renewal sites (Frankston North, Hastings and Rosebud West)
Priority indicator

Evidence of achievement

What could have improved the result

Project staff provided
timely and helpful support
and resources to stakeholders engaged with the
project in the planning and
coordination of their
activities and/or events

The Project Coordinator was very
effective in providing support and
resources to the Hastings Respectful
Relationships Working Group. Trust
and collaboration existed.

The project could have better
supported and resourced Rosebud
West and (to a lesser extent) Frankston North had the relationship
between the project team and
renewal staff been stronger.

The project delivered at
least 1 community training
workshop to community
groups or organisations in
each of the renewal sites of
Frankston North, Hastings
and Rosebud West.

Community training was delivered to
2 groups in Frankston North and 1
group in Hastings, and to no groups
in Rosebud West.
An average of 14 participants
attended the workshops. 50% of
participants in each session were
from the health and community
service sector suggesting that the
workshops had reached beyond its
target group of community
members.

The project might have had better
success in Rosebud West had the
relationship between the project
team and renewal staff been
stronger.
Whilst the project met targets with
the other 2 renewal sites, the impacts
are questionable. The training
package was developed over several
months and delivered too late in the
project’s 3-year timeframe to
resource community groups or
organisations in an effective way. But
it was well tested with promising
results. Ideally, the training would
have been ready a lot earlier; factors
beyond the control of the project
made this impossible.

Those supported/resourced
by the project (and involved
in the evaluation) were able
to identify the underlying
causes of family violence

There is inconclusive evidence of
success; only 2 community members
participated in their focus group for
the evaluation (8 invited) and both
were from the Hastings Respectful
Relationships Working Group. They
recalled respectful relationships as a
theme for action. But the underlying
causes of family violence were not
mentioned.

Even though there is inconclusive
evidence on this, it is noted that
primary prevention is challenging
work because it takes time to move
people ‘upstream’ from awareness of
the issue to thinking and acting on
the determinants. It can be inferred
from this that a lot more time could
have been spent with residents and
communities on moving them
upstream; for example, through a
community training workshop or a
community of practice, and by having
constant/consistent communications
messages throughout
implementation.

A majority of those in the
community training
workshops reported an
increase in knowledge of
tools to prevent family
violence; they also reported
enhanced confidence to
discuss concepts of family
violence prevention with
others

Completed feedback sheets gathered
post-training suggest the
achievement of success here. 98%
strongly agreed or agreed that the
session increased their knowledge of
programs and campaigns to prevent
family violence; 88% strongly agreed
or agreed that they felt more
confident to discuss concepts of
family violence with others. Mediumterm impacts are unknown.

Whilst the 3 workshops achieved the
results that they intended, testing 3
sessions is not really enough to know
the full effects of this activity. More
sessions would have given certainty
to these findings.
The training package was developed
over several months and delivered
too late in the project’s 3-year
timeframe to gather more evidence
of success on this indicator.
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Catchment wide (Frankston and Mornington Peninsula)
Priority indicator

Evidence of achievement

What could have improved the result

Project presentations were
delivered to at least 3 (nonrenewal site) community
groups and at least 3
agencies or networks from
the health and community
service sector

The project presented to Rosebud
Rotary, Frankston Interfaith
Network, Chisholm TAFE, and other
community groups.
Presentations were delivered to
Mornington Shire Council Youth
Services Network, Frankston Child
and Family Services Partnership,
Centrelink, and other agencies/
networks.

Whilst presentations were made to
these groups, they did not always
guarantee engagement with the
project. Success in this regard was
made with Rosebud Rotary and
Mornington Shire Council Youth
Services Network, for example (see
the following indicator).

The project supported and
resourced at least 9
community-strengthening
activities around family
violence prevention and/or
WRD events across the
Frankston and Mornington
Peninsula catchment

The project was involved in many
community-strengthening activities
and WRD events across the
catchment.
The project achieved good results
with the WRD Working Group (for a
range of activities), Frankston City
Council (the ‘What Men Really Think
About’ forums) and Mornington
Shire Council Youth Services Network
(‘Be the Hero’ facilitator training).
One other example is Rosebud
Rotary: their engagement led to
support of WRD Working Group
activities.

The project could have focused its
engagement effort on partners such
as Peninsula Health or Frankston City
Council to support them in whole-oforganisation activity for prevention.
There was a missed opportunity to
position these partners as leaders in
the catchment.

Project staff provided
timely and helpful support
and resources to stakeholders engaged with the
project in the planning and
coordination of their
activities and/or events

Findings from the evaluation show
one outstanding example: the WRD
Working Group and its various
activities. Involvement in the ‘What
Men Really Think About’ series of
forums is also noted.
It is difficult to make a realistic
assessment of the project’s success
on this indicator given that only 4
staff from health and community
services participated in the focus
group for the evaluation (8 invited).

It appears that the project was very
effective in its role as a support and
resource for those it worked closely
with (for example, the WRD Working
Group and Frankston City Council);
but, too little is known of service
stakeholders’ views more widely to
make a complete assessment.

Those supported/resourced
by the project (and involved
in the evaluation) were able
to identify the underlying
causes of family violence

There is inconclusive evidence of
success; only 4 service providers
were represented in the focus group
for health and community agencies
during the evaluation (8 invited).
Participants recognised that family
violence has a gendered dimension
and is a form of violence against
women. They saw that the project
was about respectful relationships.
And they talked about primary
prevention as action on the causes
(i.e. gender inequality and norms).

Even though there is inconclusive
evidence on this, it is noted that
primary prevention is challenging
work because it takes time to move
people ‘upstream’ from awareness of
the issue to thinking and acting on the
determinants. It can be inferred from
this that a lot more time could have
been spent with the catchment’s
health and community services on
moving them upstream; for example,
through a more comprehensive
workforce development program or a
community of practice, and by having
constant/consistent communications
messages.
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Greatest gains
Findings from the evaluation show that one of the greatest gains made by the project was that it
managed to start many meaningful conversations about family violence in the three renewal sites and
across the catchment. And in those conversations were glimpses of primary prevention: a ‘seeding’ of
the project’s vision of communities and the health and community service sector working towards a
different future for men and women. Like any preventing family violence initiative, the project knew
that the end point of stopping family violence from occurring in the first place is a long way off; and
that at best it can play a part in putting in place the partnerships to realise it.
A key learning from the project is that three year funding cycles are only enough to begin the work of
preventing family violence; and that momentum for the work in Frankston and Mornington Peninsula
needs to continue to be built upon for at least another three years.

Practice insights
The challenges and learnings from the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project can be
distilled into a series of insights that can be shared with others in the field of preventing family
violence to build practice. These are:
1. The first phase of any preventing family violence initiative ought to include
opportunities for ‘shared language, knowledge transfer and capacity building’
activities that prepare all partners for the work that lies ahead. These activities can
occur in formal ways (such as through workshops) and less formally (for instance, in
regular discussions at reference group meetings, through peer-to-peer learning
models and by one-to-one conversations). Moreover, these opportunities should be
available to partners throughout the life of any initiative in order to maintain
understandings of (and focus on) the upstream intent of the work and how partners
seek to get there (in short, their implementation model).
2. Establishing a resident-led Respectful Relationships Working Group to drive primary
prevention is the first step for any preventing family violence initiative with a placebased focus. Through such a group, project personnel can work closely with the
community and workers connected to it in a genuine collaboration. Together, they
can imagine a different future for women and men based on equality and respect
AND decide on how they’d like to get there.
3. It is advisable for project personnel to be located in the place in which any
prevention initiative is occurring – at least one day a week. This way, they can foster
relationships with the community and the workers connected to it and build trust
with them, thus enabling genuine collaboration.
Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project – Evaluation report FINAL DRAFT
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4. If there is more than one place involved in a preventing family violence initiative,
then implementation ought to occur in a staged manner. Staging can be agreed to by
using a readiness assessment tool or expression of interest process. As relationships
are established and work gets underway in one place, the project can move to the
next.
5. A community training package must be offered early in the implementation stage of
any preventing family violence initiative that has a place-based focus. Such training is
an integral part of the resources and support for communities and workers
connected to them in planning and coordinating prevention actions for local settings.
6. A comprehensive workforce development strategy must be put in place early,
especially if a preventing family violence initiative is catchment wide. There are
benefits in delivering well-tested capacity building programs in a way that initially
achieves depth (for example, by focusing on key partners) and then reach (through
roll out of the workforce development strategy).
7. Preventing family violence initiatives can make effective use of campaigns such as
WRD and 16 Days of Activism to Stop Violence against Women to raise awareness of
family violence and its impacts. Such campaigns encourage conversations in the
community. They are a good stepping stone for engaging the community and
supporting them in understanding the causes of family violence as well as taking
action to prevent it from happening in the first place. Such campaigns are not the
whole point of preventing family violence initiatives – they are the beginning.
8. Preventing family violence initiatives can benefit from having a communications
strategy in place from the beginning of implementation. The strategy ought to
include key messages for stakeholders to use around family violence and its
prevention – during WRD and other campaigns and indeed at any stage of planning,
coordinating and implementing their community-strengthening activity.
9. Communities of practice (such as forums, networks or learning circles) are essential
for any preventing family violence initiative with a place based and/or catchment
wide focus. They are a way of bringing all those involved in the work together to
exchange resources, share experiences, learn about practice, and hear consistent
messages about preventing family violence (and indeed the initiative). They can also
provide opportunities for stakeholders who are more experienced in primary
prevention, or whose activities might be more progressed, to inspire and mentor
others who are not. This is particularly useful for any initiative that has planned the
work in places and across the catchment to occur in a staged manner.
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10. A communications strategy that includes (but is not limited to) regular e-bulletins can
further ensure that stakeholders hear about practice-related developments and
opportunities. It can also help to ensure that consistent messages about preventing
family violence (and the initiative) reach stakeholders outside of their involvement in
communities of practice.
11. Given the newness of the preventing family violence field, strategies to support and
resource project teams in their work are a must. These can include processes to
connect them to primary prevention practitioners working on projects in other areas
or regions.
12. To make solid ground in preventing family violence before it occurs, any initiative
needs to run for at least six years and not be limited by three-year funding cycles.
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1.0 Background to the project
1.1

Setting the scene

Imagine a community that is free from violence, one in which everyone feels safe – including in their
own homes. Picture the local health and community service sector committed to stopping violence at
home from occurring in the first place through the promotion of equal and respectful relationships
between men and women and non-violent social norms. See cross-departmental state government
support for these organisations through workforce development opportunities that build capacity for
action. Now focus on specific areas in this community: the places where people live, work, study and
play. Observe organisation and community partnerships to stop family violence, championed by
individuals from all walks of life. Witness these activities being owned by all stakeholders and
prioritised by them until violence at home never happens again.
This is a grand vision indeed. It speaks to a catchment-wide, multi-layered, integrated, coordinated
and embedded approach to preventing family violence by concentrating on place as a site for action. It
was created by a group of service sector partners in the outer south of Melbourne, in the local
government areas (LGAs) of Frankston and Mornington Peninsula. It was held by these partners as
they implemented the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project from April 2010 to
October 2013 – the first project of its kind in Victoria. Their story in reaching for this vision – and the
gap between the project as originally conceptualised and the complexities of community
strengthening around preventing family violence – is the subject matter of this report.

1 .2

Family violence and its prevention

1.2.1

The extent of the problem and its dynamics

Family violence is the most prevalent form of violence against women and the most hidden. Research
from around the world shows that most violence against women occurs in their homes and at the
hands of men who are known to them, including current or previous male partners. According to
reputable population studies conducted in Australia, between 40 and 57 per cent of women are
estimated to have experienced at least one incident physical and/or sexual violence in their lifetime
(ABS 2006, Mouzos and Makkai 2004, VicHealth 2011). Of those experiencing physical assault over the
12-month period in 2005:


38% of perpetrators were current or previous male partners;



34% of perpetrators were male family members or friends.

Of those experiencing sexual assault during this time:


21% of perpetrators were previous male partners;



8% of perpetrators were current male partners; and
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39% of perpetrators were family members of friends.

Strangers represented just 18 per cent and 22 per cent of perpetrators of physical and sexual violence
against women respectively (ABS 2006: 30, 33).
Men can be victims of violence in the home too; however, it is important to point out that the extent
of violence experienced by women and men is not symmetrical. Women are by far the majority of
victims of violence in the home and men are the overwhelming majority of perpetrators. Figures from
the Victorian Family Violence Database Volume 5: Eleven-year trend report, for instance, show that for
more than a decade now:


close to 80% of adult victims of family violence incidents and affected family
members included in finalised applications for an intervention order have been
female;



over 80% of other adult parties in family violence incidents and respondents to
finalised intervention order applications have been male (Department of Justice
2012: 76, 81).

The nature of violence experienced by women and men in the home is vastly different too. Women are
more likely to use violence as self-defence in the context of severe, continuing and increasing degrees
of violence already occurring in the home and directed against them (and their children) by men. Men,
by contrast, are more likely to use violence in an initiating, controlling and systematic way, subjecting
women to episodes of violence that are severe, continuing and escalating (VicHealth 2011: 3).
1.2.2

A public health perspective and primary prevention

The consequences of family violence are profound. They include non-fatal impacts such as serious
physical injuries, chronic pain syndromes and other medical symptoms, and ongoing mental health
problems. In Victoria, family violence contributes nine per cent to the total disease burden of women
aged 15–44 years. This makes family violence the leading contributor to illness, disability and death for
Victorian women of this age group (VicHealth 2011: 6–7).
Family violence can lead, tragically, to death. This can happen indirectly through the accumulating and
compounding impacts of non-fatal consequences such as those described above. It can result directly
from homicide. With regards to the latter, most recent figures available from the Australian Institute
of Criminology’s National Homicide Monitoring program show that women are more likely to be killed
through family violence homicide (up to 55 per cent of all homicides) than any other form of homicide,
including acquaintance and stranger homicide (Virueda and Payne 2010, Chan and Payne 2013).
Given these consequences, violence against women can be regarded as a serious public health and
social issue. As such, it can be tackled from a contemporary public health perspective in exactly the
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same way that other health and social problems have been (and are being) addressed – such as
cigarette smoking or drink driving. A public health perspective requires a grasp of the underlying
causes of the problem. In knowing the causes, action can then be taken to prevent the problem from
happening in the first place. Such action is referred to as primary prevention. From the public health
perspective, understanding the determinants of violence against women is therefore the key to doing
something about it.
The literature on violence against women is both multidisciplinary and vast. Whilst many factors have
been identified to explain its occurrence, there is general agreement from experts around the world
on the two most fundamental causes. These are:


the unequal distribution of power and resources men and women; and



an adherence to rigidly defined gender roles (VicHealth 2007: 27).

The two causes exert a powerful force on lived experience – from our interpersonal relationships, to
the organisational and community contexts of everyday life, to the broader societal institutions and
cultural values that surround us. It is nonetheless at these levels that we can direct our prevention
efforts. Primary prevention is about coordinated and integrated action on the two causes across the
different levels of their influence. It is about working with individuals as well as organisations, the
community, our culture and society to stop the problem from occurring once and for all.
1.2.3

A primary prevention framework for Victoria

Since 2007, Victorian decision-makers, programmers and partners have had access to an evidencebased framework to guide their action on preventing violence against women and (by implication)
family violence. That framework is Preventing violence before it occurs: A framework and background
paper to guide the primary prevention of violence against women in Victoria, published by the
Victorian Health Promotion Foundation (VicHealth 2007).
In the framework, VicHealth distinguishes between factors known to contribute to violence against
women – such as alcohol use, illicit drug use or childhood exposure to violence – and the two causes
named above. VicHealth states that any prevention action is most likely to be successful in addressing
violence against women only when its two causes are taken into account. Any prevention action that
focuses only on the contributing factors cannot rightly be deemed primary prevention.
To this end, VicHealth’s framework includes themes for action to help stakeholders focus their work.
The most important themes are ‘promoting equal and respectful relationships between men and
women’ and (perhaps to a less direct extent) ‘promoting non-violent norms’, since both confront the
two causes of violence against women. Other themes in the framework are ‘reducing the effects of
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prior exposure to violence’ and ‘improving access to resources and systems of support’. These are
more important in dealing with factors known to contribute to violence against women.
In the framework, VicHealth makes a distinction between primary prevention and actions that are
directed at the early signs of violence or after violence has happened. These other actions are called
secondary and tertiary prevention respectively. In common language, these are sometimes spoken of
as ‘downstream’ actions. Primary prevention, on the other hand, with its themes for action described
above, is directed ‘upstream’ to try and get ahead of the problem.
VicHealth’s framework specifies types of strategies and settings for action that can considered by
stakeholders when planning for primary prevention. Strategies include community strengthening
initiatives (in the form of community mobilisation and community development), direct participation
programs (such as community education and training) and workforce development opportunities
(including professional development). Settings for action include health and community services
because these organisations can play an important role in both community mobilisation and
community development. As discussed below, these types of strategies and the health and community
service sector were central to conceptualising the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships)
project.
Finally, VicHealth’s framework points out that primary prevention is a long-term endeavour involving
major cultural and societal change. Reductions in violence against women and its eventual
disappearance are long way off, unlikely to be achieved by – or in the course of – any single project.
Since 2007, VicHealth’s framework has been used by stakeholders to guide primary prevention policy
and program development. Most significant here are the Victorian Government’s A Right to Respect
(2009), the world’s first whole-of-government statewide plan for preventing violence against women;
and, the initiatives funded by VicHealth through its Respect, Responsibility and Equality program.
These policy and program examples are discussed in the next section, along with other initiatives that
provide a context for the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project.

1.3

The Victorian policy and program context

1.3.1

A Right to Respect (2009)

A Right to Respect: Victoria’s Plan to Prevent Violence against Women 2010–2020 – launched in 2009
– was the Victorian Government’s 10-year plan to address the causes of violence against women at all
levels of their influence (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uV4W0_RXuk8). Its development was led
by the Office of Women’s Policy (OWP). The plan’s vision was for communities, cultures and
organisations that are non-violent and gender equitable, and interpersonal relationships that are
respectful and non-discriminatory. Not surprisingly, the plan’s goals were focused on government and
stakeholders working together towards:
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non-violent and non-discriminatory social norms;



gender-equitable, safe and inclusive communities and organisations; and



equal and respectful relationships between women and men.

These goals were supported by strategies unified by the theme of respect and non-violence. Strategies
included strengthening community leadership to take action, developing the workforce for primary
prevention, and delivering programs to individuals that promote equal and respectful relationships.
Following VicHealth, there were a number of settings identified for the work, including health and
community services. The work was also to engage government across several departments, including
education, health and community planning. Thus, where VicHealth provided stakeholders with an
evidence-based framework for conceptualising primary prevention efforts, A Right to Respect gave
such work a coherent policy environment within which to occur.
In 2010, as part of its 2010–2011 state budget initiatives, the Department of Planning and Community
Development (DPCD) announced $14.1 million over four years to implement priority actions under the
first phase of A Right to Respect. Priorities included extending the Respectful Relationships Education
in Schools project that was being trialled at the time by the Department of Education and Early
Childhood Development (DEECD) in partnership with CASA House. There was also an allocation of
funds to local governments to coordinate whole-of-community projects. One other immediate priority
earmarked for this first phase of A Right to Respect was to work with VicHealth to support the delivery
of the Preventing Violence against Women short course across the state, as part of a coherent
workforce development strategy.
November 2010 saw a change in government with the launch of a new plan for preventing violence
against women, Victoria’s Action Plan to Address Violence against Women and Children, following in
2012 (http://www.dhs.vic.gov.au/for-business-and-community/community-involvement/women-inthe-community/preventing-violence-against-women/action-plan-to-address-violence-against-womenand_children). The only action prioritised under A Right to Respect to have made it through to the
current time is the Preventing Violence against Women in our Community project (2011–2014). This
initiative was funded just prior to the Victorian election. It is seeing several Victorian local
governments and their communities working together on primary prevention.
As we shall see in this report, machinery of government and departmental changes post November
2010 had consequences for the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project. For the
project was conceptualised during the policy and funding climate of A Right to Respect and relied on
certain components of that plan’s priority actions for its implementation model.
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1.3.2

Family violence reform package and statewide integration process (since 2006)

An important policy context for Victorian primary prevention initiatives – the Stronger Communities
(Respectful Relationships) project included – is the Victorian Government’s family violence reform
package and statewide integration process. This is because a non-negotiable condition under which
stakeholders can attempt primary prevention action is the existence of an effective service system to
respond to those affected by violence. Primary prevention is not about competing with, or taking
priority over, appropriate and supportive service responses to women living with violence. Rather, it
sits alongside such a system.
The family violence reform package was announced in 2005 as a discrete strategy of A Fairer Victoria
(2005), the Victorian Government’s $1.6 billion plan to address disadvantage and create opportunity.
Amounting to $35.1 million over four years, the package reflected a desire shared by government and
stakeholders for a new approach to family violence in Victoria: one with an emphasis on integrating
specialist services, the police and the justice response. The reform package came off the back of
important work by the Family Violence Statewide Advisory Committee (formerly the Statewide
Steering Committee to Reduce Family Violence) – a government and non-government partnership
established in 2002 to advise on building an integrated, multi-agency approach to family violence –
particularly its report, Reforming the family violence service system in Victoria, released in 2005.
Alongside this reform package were two other significant initiatives and investments by the Victorian
Government to strengthen the police and justice responses to family violence.
The statewide integration process that followed occurred through innovative regional models that
sought to replace the often fragmented and inconsistent service delivery experience of women and
children affected by family violence (and echoed by those working in the sector). Importantly, the
regional integration models that were introduced also sought to align two aims within a single family
violence approach: to improve the safety and welfare of women and children exposed to family
violence and to hold the men who use family violence to account. These regional integration models
continue to operate to the current time.
1.3.3

VicHealth’s primary prevention investment (since 2007)

Since 2007, VicHealth has operated a funding stream to support the development of Victorian practice
in preventing violence against women. The Respect, Responsibility and Equality program initially
provided grants of up to $30,000 to government and non-government organisations to undertake
primary prevention activities over a period of 12 months. A total of 29 projects received support from
VicHealth through this first phase. The projects took place in a number of different settings including
workplaces, schools and the community.
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In 2008, VicHealth embarked on the second phase of its Respect, Responsibility and Equality program
by funding five of the original 29 projects for an additional three years to ‘scale up’ their primary
prevention activities. The resource allocation of $1.5 million enabled VicHealth’s partners to
consolidate their primary prevention efforts across five different settings: a corporate workplace, a
youth practitioner sector, maternal and child health services, a local government and its community,
and faith organisations and their communities. The implementation tools and learnings have since
been shared with the primary prevention sector.
Most recently (since 2012) VicHealth began its current phase of the Respect, Responsibility and
Equality program by selecting two partners experienced in primary prevention to establish and embed
a demonstration site for primary prevention. Like the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships)
project, the demonstration site is another first for Victoria (and perhaps the world). VicHealth has
around $1 million to support this initiative over three years; as an active third partner, VicHealth is
also contributing significant additional resourcing (in the form of staffing and expertise) for all of the
project’s planning, implementation and evaluation activities. The initiative, known as Generating
Equality and Respect, is taking place in the suburb of Clayton in Melbourne’s outer east, and it will
serve as a testing ground for a single site-based saturation approach to primary prevention. The
partners are Monash City Council and MonashLink Community Health Service.
The strategic intent of the saturation approach is to engage as many partners, settings and population
groups as can be realistically afforded by the one site so that tried and tested primary prevention
activities – most notably the programs arising from the five scale-up projects of the Respect and
Responsibility program – are both established and can be continued well beyond the funding period.
Thus the point of VicHealth’s investment is to foster a longer-term vision where primary prevention
action is embedded and sustained as part of day-to-day life in Clayton.
The concept of VicHealth’s demonstration site is based upon an extensive research and development
phase that occurred during 2011, not long after the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships)
project secured funding for its catchment-wide and multiple place-based approach to family violence
prevention. The evaluation findings from both initiatives should serve as a counterpoint to each other
insofar as their approaches are almost the mirror opposite (‘single site-based saturation’ versus
‘catchment-wide multiple place-based’).
1.3.4

The Primary Care Partnerships initiative (since 2000)

Primary Care Partnerships (PCPs) began in 2000 as an initiative of the Victorian Government
(http://www.health.vic.gov.au/pcps/about/index.htm). PCPs comprise a range of member agencies.
Hospitals, community and women’s health, local government and divisions of general practice are
core members. Other members include area mental health services, disability services, community
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groups, aboriginal health services, ethno-specific services, homelessness services, alcohol and other
drug services, palliative care, sexual assault services and dental health.
PCPs exist to improve service coordination, integrated chronic disease management, integrated health
promotion (IHP) and partnerships between health service providers in their catchments. There are
currently 30 PCPs in Victoria, a small number of which have prioritised preventing family violence or
preventing violence against women in recent planning cycles. One of these is Frankston Mornington
Peninsula PCP. It was this PCP which, as we shall see, played an important role in the development of
the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project.
1.3.5

Community Renewal (from 2006) and Neighbourhood Renewal (from 2001)

The Community Renewal program was a six-year initiative introduced by the Victorian Government as
part of A Fairer Victoria (http://www.dhs.vic.gov.au/for-business-and-community/communityinvolvement/in-your-neighbourhood/community-renewal). The program aimed at addressing
disadvantage in urban communities. During their existence, community renewal sites received support
to address local issues such as falling rates of employment or poor access to transport and other
services (such as early years’ education). Local issues were addressed by:


stimulating local economic activity;



expanding job and training opportunities; and



coordinating government effort and investment to be used more effectively.

Community renewal sites brought different parts of government, community organisations and
residents together to set priorities and take action to revitalise the places where they live, work, learn
and play. Each community renewal had a resident-led steering committee to identify local issues and
ways of tackling them, and a strategic partnership group to bring together senior managers of relevant
agencies to make sure resources were available. Renewal staff were located on the renewal sites so
meaningful relationships with communities and residents could be established and nurtured.
The Neighbourhood Renewal program was also part of the Victorian Government’s A Fairer Victoria
(http://www.dhs.vic.gov.au/about-the-department/plans,-programs-and-projects/projects-andinitiatives/housing-and-accommodation/neighbourhood-renewal). This program was a long-term
commitment to narrow the gap between some of the most disadvantaged communities in the state.
The program used an evidence-based approach to bring together resources and ideas of residents,
governments, businesses and community groups to tackle socio-economic issues in areas with
concentrations of public housing. The program sought a number of objectives, including:


lifting employment and learning opportunities and expanding local economies;



enhancing housing and the physical environment;
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improving personal safety and reducing crime;



promoting health and wellbeing;



increasing access to services and improving government responsiveness;



increasing people’s pride and participation in their community; and



creating vibrant places where people want to live.

As with community renewal sites, each neighbourhood renewal site had resident-led structures to
drive and own the work; and renewal staff were located on site to establish and nurture meaningful
relationships with communities and residents.
Frankston North and Rosebud West in Melbourne’s outer south were community renewal sites. The
Community Renewal program came to an end in Frankston North in June 2012 and Rosebud West in
June 2013. Hastings, also in Melbourne’s outer south, was a neighbourhood renewal site. The
Neighbourhood Renewal program came to an end in Hastings in June 2013.
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2.0 About the project
2.1

Project beginnings

The Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP first prioritised preventing family violence in its community
health plan (for IHP activity) from 2006 to 2009. A preventing family violence working group existed
under this plan. At the time, the group was using VicHealth’s new framework for preventing violence
against women to design an initiative for the catchment, one that integrated and coordinated efforts
across the LGAs of Frankston and Mornington Peninsula. Core IHP funding was not available for the
scale of such a project; so the group decided to continue with preventing family violence as a priority
for the 2009–2012 planning cycle with a view to more fully developing a project and identifying (and
securing) appropriate sources of funding.
In these early days of thinking, two stakeholders in the mix were Frankston North Community Renewal
and Rosebud West Community Renewal. The renewal managers at both sites were providing input to
Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP on the beginnings of a family violence project. Joan Kirner AC,
Premier of Victoria from 1990 to 1992 and Victorian Community Ambassador since 2007, also got
involved at that time; she was pushing attention onto the three renewal sites in the catchment as the
focus for a project because of their high numbers of reported family violence incidents. There were
also conversations occurring between Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP and DPCD (Southern
Metropolitan Region) about the Victorian Community Support Grants as a potential funding source.
This scheme had an emphasis on building stronger communities; potential applicants, for example,
were required to identify specific places that would benefit from their endeavours if funded through
the scheme. Meanwhile, the Department of Human Services (DHS) – as the main source of funding to
PCPs, community and women’s health for integrated health promotion – was putting emphasis on
community strengthening strategies, highlighting Victorian renewal sites as a potential focal point for
partnerships, planning and action.
The upshot of these developments was that thinking on an initiative for the catchment became
increasingly focused on the three renewal sites as places for community strengthening around family
violence prevention. This is explained by different partners involved in the process as follows:
We understood that there were significant issues around family violence across Mornington
Peninsula and Frankston and in particular in the three sites; we were looking to do something
innovative with the community health service and the PCP around prevention rather than
intervention (funding partner).
The Victorian Community Support Grants and the DPCD could see theoretically that there
were benefits to prevention and population health; they felt it would be better if we
substituted some of the language for things like ‘place-based’ and that’s where it really
became quite zoned into those three renewal sites. To be successful for the grant, they
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needed the language to be very direct around community development theory and
background because that’s where the funding was coming from. It wasn’t coming from
VicHealth (Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP staff member).

Of course, community strengthening is not inconsistent with a public health approach to preventing
family violence. VicHealth’s framework for preventing violence against women identifies community
strengthening as type of prevention action. Such action has the potential to be especially effective
when expressed in the form of community mobilisation or community development. According to
VicHealth, the promise of such activities lies in their capacity to:


increase the collective efficacy of communities to take action in response the issue;



harness local leadership and resources to build protective social norms;



build and harness local resources to respond effectively to violence once it occurs;



be tailored to the needs of specific communities; and



increase the effectiveness of universal communications campaigns by reinforcing
messages at the local level (VicHealth 2007: 20).

By identifying the catchment’s three renewal sites as places that could benefit from the Victorian
Community Support Grants, the partners in Melbourne’s outer south were in fact innovating around
community strengthening as primary prevention. This was captured beautifully by the name that was
eventually given to the initiative: the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project.

2.2

Application for funding

The application for funding to the Victorian Community Support Grants subsequently reflected the
decision to put place-based community strengthening squarely in primary prevention; it also
developed more fully the rationale for selecting the three renewal sites for the work.
First, as settled programs in the catchment, the three renewal sites had existing relationships with the
community through resident-led steering committees and other structures, thus giving the project an
incredible opportunity to reach into local communities and support and resource community
strengthening around family violence prevention. The project thus sought to ‘incorporate and work
with well-established community-based committees who will provide further links to local business,
sporting clubs, playgroups, religious groups, youth groups and the numerous well-established
networks existing within their communities’ (funding application, p. 6). Second, all three renewal sites
had declared ‘freedom from violence’ as an action area in their local action plans, meaning that any
preventing family violence project could be aligned with the priorities that had already been identified
by their communities. This was an indication to the partners that the renewal sites were ready to take
on the work of primary prevention.
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These two arguments for the choice of the renewal sites as focal points for the project – along with
statistics on their levels of reported family violence incidents – can be summed up as follows:
There were a few things leaning towards the renewal sites. They were already well connected
with a lot of the community organisations that we felt we’d need to work with and with
individuals in that community, the key champions in each of the areas. They had established
relationships and rapport with the community. And that they had also identified these issues
coming up in their areas. And we had some quite disturbing statistics to indicate that these
areas were experiencing increased levels of reported family violence. I guess for all of those
reasons, they were chosen (Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP staff member).

Aside from zoning in on the three renewal sites, one further point must be made on the development
of the application and the subsequent direction of the initiative. DPCD’s regional office maintained an
ongoing interest in the project beyond the initial conversations, by supporting the partners in putting
together their application to the Victorian Community Support Grants. This involvement helped to
ensure the application met all the requirements of assessment. It also enabled other departments to
be brought into the conversation to lend cross-government support of the initiative. Most notable
here were OWP, DEECD and DHS.
OWP had, of course, led the development of A Right to Respect (see section 1.3 ‘The Victorian policy
and program context’) and had carriage of its implementation. The project in Melbourne’s outer south
was regarded by all as a perfect opportunity to get some of the plan’s priority actions underway, such
as the roll out of VicHealth’s Preventing Violence against Women short course (as part of a workforce
development strategy for the state) and the extension of DEECD’s Respectful Relationships Education
in Schools initiative to areas beyond the pilot locations. The involvement by DHS made sense too given
the project’s focus on the neighbourhood renewal site in the catchment. (Neighbourhood Renewal
was administered through DHS whilst Community Renewal was administered through DPCD.)
This is, in short, why the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project maintained a wide
zoom on Frankston and Mornington Peninsula as well as a place-based focus on the renewal sites – so
it could build the capacity of the catchment’s health and community service sector and its schools for
primary prevention. In short, this is how the project came to be catchment wide and renewal specific
at the same time; and how it came to have a state-level driven component in it.
We were working across government and the community to really broker all of the people to
come into the project. The desire was to have a layered approach in place around consistent
messages and programming.… So, yeah, it was an exciting time (funding partner).
We had pretty high hopes for what we might be able to achieve. We felt that at the time the
policy environment was quite supportive of a project like this; we’d seen VicHealth’s
framework and then we had the state plan to prevent violence against women. We had what
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we thought was quite a secure state government in place, and a very strong and wellconnected DPCD. All of that combined led us to believe that we were in the right place at the
right time and that the project goal of trying to reduce the impact and prevent violence
against women in those three areas was achievable as a long-term vision and that a shortterm vision would be that we could have a significant impact in improving the understanding,
knowledge and awareness of the entire community about what violence against women
involved (Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP staff member).

The partners were successful in their application and received funding from the Victorian Community
Support Grants for their initiative in April 2010 for a period of three years.2 The total amount funded
was $320,000. In kind and other contributions from partners (the Victorian Community Support Grants
is a matched funding scheme) took the total budget to $700,000. These contributions included:


substantial project support from Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP;



$25,000 from each renewal site for place-based community strengthening primary
prevention action; and



involvement of a Health Promotion Worker from Peninsula Health to implement
parts of the project.

The Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project was launched in May 2010 by Joan Kirner
at Safety Beach.

2.3

The implementation model

As the foregoing discussion has shown, the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project
was conceptualised as both catchment wide and place based, and it innovated around community
strengthening as primary prevention action. Its unique approach to preventing family violence was
tied together by a number of principles which can be distilled from the discussion thus far.
1. Preventing family violence is a long-term endeavour involving major cultural and
societal change. No single initiative is likely to see outcomes such as a reduction in
the problem or its elimination altogether. But any initiative is likely to see individuals,
communities and organisations better equipped to understand family violence and
its causes, and thereby more ready to do something about it.
2. Preventing family violence before it happens means addressing the two underlying
causes of violence against women; these being the unequal distribution of power and
resources between men and women, and adherence to rigidly defined gender roles.
A first step is to build the capacity of individuals, communities, organisations to take
2

There were two extensions for the project, which took the project end to October 2013. These were due to

staffing turnovers both early and later in the project and activities stalling both times.
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action on the causes. Two themes for action are ‘promoting equal and respectful
relationships between men and women’ and ‘promoting non-violent norms’.
3. Place-based community strengthening around preventing family violence holds
promise as practice because it can be owned, driven and sustained by the community
and its residents. But this effort must be supported by a workforce (the health and
community service sector) that also has capacity for primary prevention. This means
having a catchment-wide zoom and a place-based focus at the same time. State-level
policy and programming can also help to foster an environment that is supportive of
what is going on in places and across a catchment.
4. Place-based and catchment-wide efforts must be integrated and coordinated, and
not ad hoc.
How did these principles translate into the project’s implementation model?
The Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project had three components. It is noted that
the three components occurred concurrently since the project was both place based and catchment
wide in its approach to preventing family violence. Activities comprising the components, however,
did have a sequence to them.
The first component comprised the place-based community strengthening activities of the three
renewal sites. The project sought to support, resource and build the capacity of the renewal sites in
planning and implementing their own prevention actions in local schools, sports clubs and other
settings; but it relied heavily on renewal staff to collaborate since they were the ones who had
relationships with the communities and connections to resident-led steering committees and other
structures. The project, in short, needed renewal staff to facilitate its introduction and engagement
phase, which as a rule occurred by way of presentations about family violence and what could be done
about it to resident-led steering committees and other structures. Only then could residents and
communities move into actions. The idea was that by working together, project personnel, renewal
staff, residents and communities alike could be taken on a journey upstream – enabling all those
involved to imagine a different future for their communities and broadening their horizons about what
can be done about family violence. Examples of place-based community strengthening around family
violence prevention included (but were not limited to) arts and theatre projects that promoted equal
and respectful relationships and non-violent social norms.
The second component encompassed the efforts that occurred across the Frankston and Mornington
Peninsula catchment: in particular, through providing workforce development opportunities to health
and community services and preparing schools for the roll out of DEECD’s Respectful Relationships
Education in Schools initiative as part of the implementation of A Right to Respect. The project sought
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to build the capacity of these stakeholders for primary prevention; and as a result support and
resource their planning and implementation of activities as appropriate. The idea was to have the
catchment ready and skilled for primary prevention (and in some cases doing it) in order to ‘nest’ the
renewal sites and their place-based community strengthening activities.
The third component involved awareness-raising of family violence in both the renewal sites and
across the catchment – predominantly (although not exclusively) through stakeholder participation in
the annual White Ribbon Day (WRD) campaign during the month of November.3 Although awarenessraising of the problem can be done at any time, the annual WRD campaign was seen as one way for
stakeholders to saturate the renewal sites and catchment with messages about family violence.
Localising this campaign was seen as helpful to the work going in the renewal sites and across the
catchment insofar as raising awareness of family violence is an important step in shifting social norms
away from violence against women and towards equal and respectful relationships between men and
women. For this component, the project worked together with stakeholders to plan various activities
in the lead up to the annual WRD campaign. For some partners, the project was involved in a ‘hands
on’ way in their activities on the day.

•Collaborate with renewal staff to engage residents and communities

Component 1: Place-based
•Support, resource and build capacity to plan and implement actions
community strengthening activities
•Faciliate reach into schools, sports clubs, etc., in renewal sites

Component 2: Workforce
development opportunities across
the catchment

•Build capacity of the health/community sector for primary prevention
•Partnership activity for preventing family violence
•Faciliate reach into the community

Component 3: Awareness raising
of family violence in places and
across the catchment

•Stakeholder participation in annual WRD events (place and catchment)
•Reach into schools, sports clubs, etc., in places and the catchment

Figure 1: Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project – implementation model

3

In 1999, the United Nations General Assembly declared November 25 the International Day for the Elimination

of Violence against Women. The white ribbon has become the symbol for the day. In Australia, the White Ribbon
Campaign is a national violence prevention campaign. It aims to raise awareness amongst men and boys about
the roles they can play to prevent violence against women. The campaign culminates on WRD each year, when
men and women across Australia are called to wear a white ribbon or wristband as a visual symbol of their
commitment to preventing violence against women. WRD also signals the start of the 16 Days of Activism to
Stop Violence against Women, which ends on Human Rights Day (10 December).
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The partners were realistic in acknowledging that the cultural and societal changes desired by the
project would take many years to achieve (see the first principle above); however, they were also
optimistic in believing that the implementation model could produce a number of positive results by
the end of the project’s funding. Chief amongst these was a mainstreaming of primary prevention in
communities, organisations and partnerships, so it becomes part of the work of health and community
organisations the catchment and set in the renewal sites. As stated in the application for funding:
Ultimately we want to see a prevention of violence before it occurs. This will come about by
education and skill development, by a shift in the attitudes and social norms away from
violence in intimate and family relationships, and by supportive environments that facilitate
and encourage these changes. […] After two years we would anticipate that the increased
awareness, the capacity building and the direct participation programs will be yielding results
and that many partner agencies, community groups and schools … will have embedded this
work into their core practice’ (funding application p. 4 and p. 9).

2.4

Project partners and governance

The project partners were Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP (lead), Peninsula Health, DEECD, DHS,
Frankston City Council, Mornington Peninsula Shire Council, Frankston North Community Renewal,
Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal and Rosebud West Community Renewal.
The project was overseen by a reference group, the result of merger between the original preventing
family violence working group of the Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP and a management group
that was established for the project when it commenced. The formation of the reference group
occurred in the project’s second year following recommendations from a project review conducted in
May 2011 to streamline governance arrangements (see 2.6 ‘Project objectives and project activities at
a glance’). The purpose of the reference group was to strengthen and support (through advice and
expertise) the work of the partners of the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project –
with a particular focus on the three renewal sites.

2.5

Project staffing

One of the principles underpinning the project’s implementation model is that place-based and
catchment-wide efforts must be coordinated and not ad hoc. The Stronger Communities (Respectful
Relationships) project thus required a staff team. Members of this team were as follows.


Project Coordinator, on a three-day week position located in the offices of Frankston
Mornington Peninsula PCP;4

4

Staff changes saw this role filled three times over the course of three-year project.
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Health Promotion Worker from Peninsula Health, whose work plan for IHP across her
agency’s service catchment included being involved in some activities of the project,
notably those occurring in Frankston North Community Renewal.5



Health Promotion Coordinator from Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP, who
contributed to the project through support to Project Coordinator.

2.6

Project objectives and project activities at a glance

The Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project got off to a slow start in its first year,
with a small number of activities, an unwieldy implementation plan, a governance arrangement that
felt burdensome to partners, a change in the political environment (and the loss of state government
primary prevention activity that the project had originally counted on) and the departure of the first
Project Coordinator about six months into her role. These factors led to a project review by the end of
the project’s first year. The main finding of the review was that:
Despite the lengthy process of consultation and involvement that was undertaken in all of the
three renewal sites in the development of the direction and actions of the project, there
seems to be minimal adherence or even agreement to follow those original strategies and
goals (Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project – Review March 2011, p. 7).

There were a few other issues identified too. These were a lack of clarity around the role of the Project
Coordinator in the community strengthening activities of the renewal sites, a mismatch between how
the project was understood in the reference group and the communities’ perceptions of it, and a
tendency of renewal staff to focus activities on supporting those already affected by family violence
(that is, secondary or tertiary prevention) rather than primary prevention. The review concluded that
if the project wished to succeed in its original objectives then action would be needed to resolve these
issues and scale down the scope of the effort.
In many ways, the appointment of the second Project Coordinator in May 2011 was a fresh beginning
for the project. There was a streamlined governance arrangement that took effect at this time, with
the project being overseen by a single structure – the reference group. There was a re-engagement of
the three renewal sites to a more modest implementation plan that built on the activities underway.
And there was a new set of objectives drafted for the project. These objectives were then fine-tuned
(with minimal adjustments to them) in October 2012 as part of the project’s evaluation planning
(specifically, developing the project logic model).

5

This role continued until November 2012.
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The final objectives for the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project were:
1. Build awareness and strengthen understandings of the causes of family violence and
how to prevent it in a community setting.
2. Increase community capacity to promote equal and respectful relationships between
men and women, boys and girls;
3. Build local commitment to the primary prevention of violence against women; and
4. Contribute to the knowledge and evidence base for family violence prevention
approaches.
What comes through clearly in these objectives is the role of the project in supporting, resourcing and
building the capacity of others to take action on the determinants of family violence.
After its slow start, the second half of the project saw many activities get underway under these
objectives (the first three in particular). The following table includes these activities, as well as a small
number of activities that occurred in the project’s first year. The table shows the activities ‘at a glance’
and as they rolled out in the three renewal sites and across the catchment; that is, in accordance with
the components of the implementation model described above.
It is noted that not all the activities found in the table will be discussed in this evaluation report; only
those that are relevant to (or exemplify) key findings from the study. A fuller descriptive account of
the project’s activities can therefore be found in Appendix 1.
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Place-based community strengthening around preventing family violence
(renewal sites)
Workforce development
opportunities and primary
prevention actions
(catchment wide)
Awareness-raising through the
annual WRD campaign
(renewal sites and catchment wide)

Project activities (broad types)

Project activities as occurred

Project promotion and
engagement

5 presentations to the steering committees and subcommittees of all three renewal sites

Community training and skills
development

‘Respect in our Community’ workshop (2012):
 Frankston North Safety, Health and Wellbeing Working
Group
 Hastings Respectful Relationships Working Group
 Frankston Interfaith Network 6

Activity to support, resource and
facilitate reach of communitystrengthening activity

Frankston North (Safety, Health and Wellbeing Working Group)
 ‘Women Living Positively’ group (from 2010)
 ‘Date with Dads’ activities at 2 primary schools (2012)
 ‘Family violence is out of bounds’ – permanent signs at 2
sporting grounds (2011 and 2012)
 ‘Be the Hero’ program at 1 secondary college (2011)
 ‘Be the Hero’ facilitator training for youth workers (2012)
 Community safety forum (2011)
 ‘All Men can be Heroes’ children’s book (2012)
Hastings (Respectful Relationships Working Group)
 Help Card (2010)
 ‘Date with Dads’ activities at 3 primary schools (2011)
Rosebud West
 Women’s Art Group (from 2010)
 Respect mural at 1 primary school (2011–2012)
 Cyberbullying theatre project for young people (2012)
 ‘Men behaving Dadly’ at 1 primary school (2012)

Project promotion and
engagement

 11 presentations to community groups and health and
community agencies/networks

Training and professional
development

 ‘Be the Hero’ facilitator training for practitioners in the
catchment (2012)
 VicHealth short course (2011)
 Monthly e-bulletin (from 2012)

Partnership activity to promote
equal and respectful relationships
and non-violent social norms

 Frankston ‘What Men Really Think About’ forums (2013)

Localised WRD events in various
community settings

Frankston North (Safety, Health and Wellbeing Working Group)
 WRD cricket matches (2011, 2012)
 WRD church service (2011, 2012)
 WRD morning tea (2010)
 WRD lunch (2011, 2012)
Hastings (Respectful Relationships Working Group)
 WRD morning tea (2010)
 WRD BBQ (2011)
 WRD market stall (2012)
 WRD youth art project (2012)
Across the catchment (WRD Working Group)
 WRD billboards (2011, 2012)
 WRD signs Frankston bus services (2011 and 2012)
 WRD team in fun run (2011 and 2012)
 WRD presentation Mornington Park Primary School (2011)

Table 1: Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project, ‘Activities at a glance’

6

Convened by Frankston City Council and not a renewal site group (but a community-based group nonetheless).
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3.0 About the evaluation
3.1

Evaluation purpose and audience

Preventing violence against women before it occurs is an emerging field of practice in Victoria and
internationally. In this context, evaluation is important because it can help gather knowledge arising
from practice that is so important for primary prevention’s continued growth. It can be argued that
the most important reason for evaluating any primary prevention initiative is to contribute to practice
– by capturing the gains and challenges of the work as well as the learnings and insights of those
involved. When it comes to primary prevention, it is the stories about practice that matter the most.
With these points in mind, we can state the purpose of the evaluation of the Stronger Communities
(Respectful Relationships) project as follows. The purpose of the evaluation is to meet the knowledge
needs of those who practice primary prevention by sharing the challenges of the project and also its
learnings and insights. (This is done in 4.0 ‘Thematic presentation of findings.) Practitioners, in short,
are the primary intended users of this evaluation. It is noted that this evaluation is also addressed to
decision-makers, programmers, funders, communities and other stakeholders with a commitment to
improving primary prevention as a practice.
An adjunct purpose of this evaluation – also driven by the knowledge needs of practitioners – is to
feed the learnings and insights gathered through the study into a parallel process that is seeing the
development of a ‘how to’ guide for undertaking initiatives like the Stronger Communities (Respectful
Relationships) project. The ‘how to’ guide is intended as a practical resource for others who wish to
embark upon a catchment-wide and place-based community strengthening approach to preventing
family violence ‘in their own patch’. The ‘how to’ guide will be available to practitioners (and other
stakeholders) online at the conclusion of the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project
in December 2013.

3.2

Participatory evaluation: A good fit for projects that are innovating

Given the purposes of the project’s evaluation, the approach taken to the study was participatory,
drawing on a tradition of evaluation theory and practice that is not afraid of opening up the ‘black box’
of the evaluand – or what is being evaluated (in this case an initiative) – to find out what is going on.7
In participatory evaluation, the evaluator is immersed in the event under study in order to discover
meanings and shape understandings about how initiatives work and how they are experienced,
especially by those closest to it. For the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project,

7

The term, ‘black box’, is from Saville Kushner (Kushner 2002). On the tradition of participatory evaluation, see

for example the chapters by House, Greene, Mertens, Alkin, Patton, Fetterman, Cousins, Preskill and King in the
collection, Evaluation Roots: A Wider Perspective of Theorists’ Views and Influences (Alkin 2013).
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these were the partners and communities involved in the three renewal sites and across the Frankston
and Mornington catchment. The premise of participatory evaluation is three-fold. First, an evaluand is
no more and no less how it is understood and experienced by those who are part of it. Second, those
closest to the evaluand are the best placed to define what success looks like, and whether or not
success has been achieved. Third, the validity of findings is borne through multiple experiences and
perspectives insofar as they enrich the meanings and understandings of the event.
Participatory evaluation also sits well with social innovation programs that rely strongly upon
partnerships, such as the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project. In participatory
evaluation, the evaluator forms a close relationship with those who have the strongest interest in the
evaluation; together they shape the direction of the study every step along the way. Participatory
evaluation is a collaborative enterprise, just like the events they study. For the Stronger Communities
(Respectful Relationships) project, those with the strongest interest in the evaluation were the key
partners: Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP, Peninsula Health and the three renewal sites.
Because of the emphasis on being close to the evaluand and studying it great detail, participatory
evaluation tends to favour methods of data collection suited to naturalistic forms of inquiry. Examples
of such methods include participant observation, in-depth interviews, focus groups and other forms of
participant consultation. In addition, these methods are entirely appropriate for initiatives like the
Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project which rarely operate in stable laboratory-like
conditions but are rather influenced by a range of variables – such as a changing policy and funding
climate – that are important to understand if we want to know how and why innovation works. These
methods are particularly good at capturing the complexities of such variables.

3.3

Evaluation planning

3.3.1

Convening an evaluation group

In keeping with the core elements of participatory evaluation described above, the evaluation of the
Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project was designed by the evaluator in close
collaboration with partners identified as having the strongest interest in the study. As stated above,
these were Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP, Peninsula Health and Hastings Neighbourhood
Renewal (representing the three renewal sites). Representatives came together as an evaluation
group and worked closely with the evaluator over a series of four workshops from October 2012 to
January 2013 to design the study. Outputs of this work included:


a project logic model that was used to focus the evaluation and determine indicators
of success by which to assess the project; and



an evaluation framework containing methods of data collection and when the
information is to be collected (and from whom or where).
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Both documents are attached to this report (see Appendix 2 and Appendix 3).
The evaluation group also maintained close involvement with the evaluation process after the initial
planning, especially in assisting with certain aspects of the evaluation’s execution. These included
convening focus groups and arranging in-depth interviews with stakeholders.
3.3.2

Confirming the indicators of success

At some point, any evaluation needs to determine the success of the event it is studying. Indicators
are the hallmarks of a project’s success. According to the United Nations Evaluation Group, indicators
are one of the most critical tools for good quality evaluation, for they describe how a project can be
assessed (UNEG, 2011: 33). It is critical, then, to get indicators right for a project and to make sure
they are a good fit. This means understanding the context within which a project operates; then
determining what can reasonably be expected of it during the course of implementation (its process
indicators) and as a result of its activities at the end (its impact indicators). Indeed, according to the
United Nations Evaluation Group, evaluations can fall into the trap of devising over-ambitious
indicators, or having far too many of them, if these steps are not taken (UNEG, 2011: 16).
A participatory evaluation approach ensures such steps are taken because it involves stakeholders
who are close to the project – those who are fully aware of its implementation context – to define
what success looks like through a set of best-fit or SMART indicators. SMART stands for ‘specific’,
‘measurable’, ‘accurate’, ‘relevant’ and ‘time-bound’. SMART indicators point to what stakeholders
believe are the most critical pieces of evidence for an evaluation to look out for in order to determine
success. For multi-faceted social innovation programs like the Stronger Communities (Respectful
Relationships) project, the biggest challenge for evaluation is to keep its indicators few, simple and
SMART. Six or seven really sharp indicators are best to avoid over-indicating a project or being overambitious about it.
In keeping with the participatory approach to evaluating social innovation, the indicators of success
for the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project were developed by the evaluator in
collaboration with stakeholders close to the work – namely, the evaluation group – during one of their
evaluation planning workshops. The project logic model was used as the basis for the work (see
Appendix 2). Several indicators of effective processes and desired (short-term) impacts were
developed this way.8 The full set of indicators can be found in the project’s evaluation framework at
Appendix 3.
8

The evaluation group agreed that medium-term and longer-term impacts – such as ongoing family violence

prevention activities and local partnership commitment to equal and respectful relationships between men and
women – would take more than a single project to achieve. For this reason, only short-term impacts were
considered to be within the scope of the evaluation.
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As we have seen, the project’s core activities involved the engagement of stakeholders, collaboration
with them, and supporting, resourcing and building their capacity to do community strengthening
around family violence prevention (refer to 2.3 ‘The implementation model’). Core activities were:


project promotion (renewal sites and catchment wide);



community training and skills development (renewal sites);



activity to support, resource and facilitate reach of community strengthening around
family violence prevention (renewal sites);



training and professional development (catchment wide);



partnership activity to promote equal and respectful relationships and non-violent
social norms (catchment wide); and



WRD events (renewal sites and catchment wide).

Based on these activities, the following SMART indicators were prioritised by the evaluation group as
the basis for determining the project’s success.
Process indicators


Project presentations were made to all three renewal sites, at least three other
community groups in the catchment, and at least three agencies or networks from
the health and community service sector.



The project supported and resourced at least nine community-strengthening
activities around family violence prevention and/or WRD awareness-raising events in
the three renewal sites (i.e. three activities/events per site) and at least a further
nine community-strengthening activities and/or WRD events across the Frankston
and Mornington Peninsula catchment.



Project staff provided timely and helpful support and resources to stakeholders
engaged with the project in the planning and coordination of their communitystrengthening activities around family violence and/or awareness-raising events
(as reported by those participating in the evaluation).



The project delivered at least one community training workshop to community
groups or organisations in each of the renewal sites of Frankston North, Hastings and
Rosebud West.

Impact indicators


By project end, those supported and resourced by the project (and involved in the
evaluation) were able to identify the underlying causes of family violence.
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A majority of those in the community training workshops reported an increase their
knowledge of tools to prevent family violence; they also reported enhanced
confidence to discuss concepts of family violence prevention with others.

The project could be considered successful if the evaluation found evidence against these priority
SMART indicators. This assessment of the project’s success – that is, on its own terms as defined by its
stakeholders – is given 5.0 ‘Was the project successful?’ The project’s greatest gains as discovered
through the evaluation are also presented in this section.

3.4

Evaluation design and methods

3.4.1

Document analysis

The evaluation commenced with a review of relevant policy and program documents, such as A Right
to Respect and VicHealth’s Respect, Responsibility and Equality program. This work assisted the
evaluator to understand the climate within which the project was conceptualised and implemented; it
also helped to locate the evaluation of the project in its proper context. Findings from this step of the
evaluation process are documented above (1.3 ‘The Victorian policy and program context’).
The evaluation included analysis of relevant project documentation too. These included the project’s
background paper, the funding application, documents arising from the project review, the Terms of
Reference for the reference group, various project reports, updates and records, minutes of reference
group meetings, and various planning documents. This information has fed into 2.0 ‘About the
project’, 4.0 ‘Thematic presentation of findings’ and Appendix 1, ‘Activities in detail’.
3.4.2

Semi-structured interviews and focus groups

Six semi-structured interviews were conducted with a funding partner representative, renewal site
staff and members of the project team in February and from June to September 2013. Five interviews
took place in community-based settings in the Frankston and Mornington Peninsula catchment; one
interview occurred by telephone. Each interview was between 60 and 90 minutes in length. All were
audio-recorded to assist the evaluator in note taking with verbal consent to do so from participants.
The evaluator used a research instrument developed specifically to guide the interviews. Discussions
focused upon participants’ experiences of the project and what they saw as the biggest challenges and
gains.
One focus group was conducted with members of the community who were involved in the project; a
second focus group was conducted with staff from health and community services who were involved
in the project. Both focus groups were held in July 2013 and took place in community-based settings in
the Frankston and Mornington Peninsula catchment. The focus groups were between 60 and 90
minutes in length. Both focus groups were audio-recorded to assist the evaluator in note-taking with
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written consent to do so from the community members and verbal consent to do so from the service
staff. The evaluator used a research instrument developed specifically to guide the focus groups.
Discussions focused upon participants’ experiences of the project and what they saw as the biggest
challenges and greatest gains.
3.4.3

Online e-bulletin survey

A brief on-line survey of the project’s monthly e-bulletin was issued to the e-bulletin’s 32 subscribers
in February and June 2013. The survey contained five questions about the usefulness of the e-bulletin
to subscribers.
3.4.4

Evaluation report

The write up of the findings arising from all steps in the data collection, along with the analysis and
interpretation given to them, commenced in September 2013. Two drafts of the evaluation report
were prepared and presented to the evaluation group for comment and feedback each time, during
October and November 2013. The report was finalised in November 2013.

3.5

Limitations of the evaluation

With the exception of the semi-structured interviews, the evaluation of the Stronger Communities
(Respectful Relationships) project faced major challenges with respect to recruiting participants to the
study. The focus group for community members attracted only two participants, both from Hastings
Neighbourhood Renewal. Eight community members from across the three renewal sites had been
invited. The focus group for service staff attracted four participants from across the catchment. Once
again, eight people had been invited. These low numbers were possibly tied to a loss of momentum in
the project over the months of February to June 2013, when the project saw yet another change to
the Project Coordinator role (the third). The evaluator was reliant upon the Project Coordinator’s
relationships with these stakeholders for the recruitment of participants to the study.
The on-line survey of the project’s e-bulletin drew a response from only four subscribers in February
2013, with one further response when the survey was re-issued in June 2013.
Meanwhile, eight telephone interviews with community training workshop participants to assess the
medium-term impacts of this activity did not go ahead as planned since no-one expressed their
interest to be involved. There is, however, data on the immediate impacts of the activity as feedback
sheets were returned on completion of each workshop.
Finally, the evaluation activity with the project’s reference group also did not go ahead as planned.
Only one member of the reference group expressed an interest in attending the meeting for this
activity, so the meeting was cancelled. One other member agreed to be a part of the activity by
telephone, but as she was a Renewal Manager the evaluator felt that her perspective on the project
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had been adequately captured through other parts of the evaluation process. It is noted that the
project’s reference group included representatives from funding partners as well as managers from
the renewal sites and members of the project team – all of whom took part in other aspects of the
evaluation process (namely, the semi-structured interviews). What was lost in the reference group
activity not going ahead, of course, was the perspective of a wider stakeholder group.
The limitations of the evaluation are therefore that its findings cannot speak for everyone who was
part of the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project. The findings do, nonetheless,
speak powerfully of the experiences of those who were involved in the evaluation. In terms of shaping
shared meanings and understandings of what happened during the course of project implementation
and as a result of the project’s activities, the findings do have validity in this regard.
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4.0 Thematic presentation of findings
4.1

Partners were not necessarily prepared for primary prevention
The health promotion people were very in the prevention space and they were trying to link it
into the three sites, but whether they prepared the sites enough for prevention, I don’t think
so…. They [the sites] were committed to something about family violence, but they weren’t –
I don’t think they understood what they were buying into with prevention, which is why the
project took a different turn (funding partner).

Findings from the evaluation of the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project show
how important it is to have all partners ready for primary prevention. For not everyone came to the
project with the same level of preparation; and the project struggled with this discordance from the
outset. The fact is that primary prevention is new to most people, project partners included; and the
project’s model was entirely innovative. The project underestimated the extent of the task in getting
the three renewal sites prepared for the work and keeping everyone aligned. Indeed, the project failed
to identify the need for ongoing conversations and dialogue between all partners – activities to ensure
that the project’s upstream intent and its way of getting there were both held and maintained by all
throughout implementation.
Two of the three renewal sites – Frankston North Community Renewal and Rosebud West Community
Renewal – were, of course, involved in discussions with Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP in the
early thinking and conceptualisation of the project (see 2.1 ‘Project beginnings’). During this time,
every indication had been given to Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP that the renewal sites were
ready for primary prevention and the project’s way of doing it. The funding application was premised
on the fact that such a conversation with the community had occurred.
They felt that this was a project that they could work with; they felt that the project was
something that was through an identified community need otherwise we wouldn’t have
pursued it otherwise there’s no point (Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP staff member).

Issues arose when Frankston North Community Renewal and Rosebud West Community Renewal had
changes in staff during the first year of the project’s implementation. What followed was an altogether
different assessment given by them about the readiness of these renewal sites for the project, at least
as reported back to the reference group. For these two renewal sites, it appeared that a conversation
with the community about preventing family violence hadn’t occurred, or was at a very early stage.
I came into the position 12 months into the project starting, so I took over from somebody
else who was already involved in the process…. And it was very much directed by that
Renewal Manager rather than coming from the community, I must say, when I first came into
it. That issue had been identified in the local action plan, but there weren’t any particular
actions against it. It had been raised in terms of safety and community wellbeing. So it was
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fairly generic, but they [the community] didn’t say, you know, ‘Go forth and do a prevention
program’ (Renewal Manager).
I suppose the struggle we then had was that we were on the ground, and it’s a very different
perspective when [the PCP is] sitting removed from the community. […] In our frustration, I
suppose at the place level, we then came back to the reference group and said, ‘You guys are
coming on too strong. We need to start gentle conversations with the community and
introduce this’ (Renewal Manager).

It is noted that Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal also experienced changes in staff during the course
of the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project, but this occurred beyond the two-year
mark of implementation. By then, the community had already established a structure that was focused
on promoting respectful relationships – the Respectful Relationships Working Group; and this group
had started early discussions on how to prevent family violence in Hastings.
My understanding was that there was a separate committee that was drawn up in Hastings …
they decided they would call themselves the Respectful Relationship Working Group. They
were very fired up from Joan Kirner talking about this project and the potential of what they
could do in their local area (Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP staff member).

Returning to Frankston North Community Renewal and Rosebud West Community Renewal, the views
that came to be held about readiness had an enormous bearing on the project insofar as so much of
the implementation model depended on the renewal sites being set to embark on the work. Whilst a
number of community-strengthening activities subsequently did occur in Frankston North and
Rosebud West, they progressed in a way that was relatively detached from the project. In fact, what
emerged was an ‘us versus them’ divide – exactly the opposite to the level of collaboration sought by
project. It would be fair to say that the project never recovered from this rift set early in the piece.
It was really hard to get information out of some renewal sites as to what they were doing
around preventing family violence and how it was being done (Project Coordinator).
There were all these other things that the Project Coordinator was doing that we kind of
didn’t know about…. There wasn’t a good linkage for us with what that work involved. The
[reference group] meetings were set up for the three sites (Renewal Manager).
I’ll never forget being at the reference group meetings and, you know, everyone would turn
to the place managers and say, ‘Well, tell us about what you’ve been doing with this project.’
And it’s like, ‘Well, okay. I’d like to know what you guys have been doing.’ So there was very
little accountability from them but a whole lot of accountability from us on a very small
amount of money. Within the whole project itself I just felt I had to justify what we were
doing (Renewal Manager).
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The implications of this for the project’s outcomes are discussed further below (see 4.2 ‘Relationships
were central to the implementation model’). For now, the point that must be made is that preparing
partners for primary prevention and building a shared understanding of the project’s implementation
model could have been conceived as an activity in and of itself from early on – even before any
funding was awarded. To be fair, the project did make some attempt to do something along these
lines by inviting experts from the field of primary prevention to speak at reference group meetings;
but there could have been more time spent with partners on clarifying expectations at project
commencement and during implementation. Having everyone on the same ‘wavelength’ was far too
important as a factor for success to be overlooked in the way that it was by the project.
I think the vision that the PCP had … got stakeholders signed on. But it wasn’t really translated
– I think it could have been a lot better translated for the community. I don’t think the
community really understood in practical terms what we were trying to do, how we might get
there. There was a lack of translation between the PCP and the community. […] In hindsight,
the project should have addressed this from the very beginning. We should have had more
opportunities for formalised learning. The importance of it was understated I think. It was
really important. We should have done it in the beginning. We should have had some sort of
saturation campaign where everyone had an opportunity to learn and hear, because we were
trying to work with people and they were not on the same wavelength as us (Peninsula
Health staff member).

In this regard, the Generating Equality and Respect project (2012–2015) funded by VicHealth is
instructive (see 1.3.3 ‘VicHealth’s primary prevention investment’). So far, the first year of this project
has included a comprehensive partnership establishment phase that has seen a number of activities
directed towards sharing language, transferring knowledge and building capacity amongst partners –
with a view to ensuring fidelity to the project’s conceptualisation, design and strategic intent. A key
deliverable in this first year was a ‘prevention plan of action’ that all partners contributed to. In other
words, planning arose from the partners getting (and being) ready. Such a process for the Stronger
Communities (Respectful Relationships) project would have delivered enormous benefits to the work.
Coming back to the point about what might improve this for others, probably more detailed
planning around what activities specifically we’re talking about and more conversations. It
was implied that they [the renewal sites] were having conversations with the community,
with their steering committees, with them around all of these issues. But as it turned out they
weren’t…. [The Project Coordinator] went along to all three steering committees but it was
kind of a constant fight to be involved…. We needed more groundwork before the funding
even came (Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP staff member).

When it comes to primary prevention, then, the value of such groundwork cannot be overstated.
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Practice insights: The first phase of any preventing family violence initiative ought to include
opportunities for ‘shared language, knowledge transfer and capacity building’ activities that prepare
all partners for the work that lies ahead. These activities can occur in formal ways (such as through
workshops) and less formally (for instance, in regular discussions at reference group meetings, through
peer-to-peer learning models and by one-to-one conversations). Moreover, these opportunities should
be available to partners throughout the life of any initiative in order to maintain understandings of
(and focus on) the upstream intent of the work and how partners seek to get there (in short, their
implementation model).

4.2

Relationships were central to the implementation model
So this has been – this is probably one of the most challenging projects I’ve ever worked on
because it was based on relationships. It relied so heavily on the renewal sites and how they
function; and on having strong relationships with them. […] I learned that relationships are
important and without them community development can’t work (Project Coordinator).
When I came onto the project, I’m not sure some of the renewal sites really knew what they
were letting themselves in for. They seemed a bit isolated in that they wanted to decide what
their community would be doing. It took a while for me to break into those relationships…. I
don’t think they were prepared for capacity building and awareness-raising and a desire to
work collaboratively (Peninsula Health staff member).

As discussed previously, the first component of the project’s implementation model comprised the
place-based community strengthening activities of the renewal sites (see 2.3 ‘The implementation
model’). The project sought to support and resource the renewal sites in planning and implementing
actions in local schools, sports clubs and other settings to build stronger communities around family
violence. Hence, the project relied heavily on the collaboration of renewal staff, for they were the
ones who had relationships with the community through their connections to resident-led steering
committees or other structures. The idea was that by working together, everyone – project personnel,
renewal staff and members of the community – could explore options for preventing family violence.
One benefit of having three renewal sites for the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships)
project is that they produced different adaptations of the implementation model. Findings from the
evaluation show that the collaboration desired by the project did not always happen. As we shall see,
practice was closest to the implementation model when relationships between project personnel and
renewal staff were strong.
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4.2.1

Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal
Look, I’d almost argue that from our initial vision of what the project might look like, Hastings
was the closest (Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP staff member).
I don’t think you necessarily need to hold their hand all the way through to the actual event. I
think it was being involved in the planning and having a relationship with that group. I didn’t
need to take over the Community Development Worker’s role…. But I think that a relationship
with that worker is very important; so too is a relationship with the group (Project
Coordinator).

The project began its work in Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal by delivering a presentation to the
steering committee. As noted above (4.1 ‘Partners were not necessarily prepared for primary
prevention’) this engagement resulted in the formation of a new structure dedicated to the work, the
Respectful Relationships Working Group; it was this group that then collaborated with the Project
Coordinator to coordinate community-strengthening activities around family violence. The critical
factor that made all of this possible was the involvement of renewal staff – particularly after the staff
change that occurred in 2012. It was the strong relationship between the Project Coordinator and the
Community Development Worker – encouraged by a Renewal Manager who understood the upstream
intent of the project and its implementation model – that made all the difference.
Together, the working group, the Community Development Worker and the Project Coordinator met
on a regular basis to explore ideas and possibilities about what they could do for the community. Once
decisions were made, the partners worked together to undertake the activities. So, even though the
Project Coordinator was external to the community, she was welcomed by its members and became
an integral part of their events. Such trust in an outsider was once again possible because of the way
renewal staff viewed the project. They clearly saw the project as an asset to the renewal site rather
than an imposition.
I think it was good to have [the Project Coordinator] being able to come in and be part of that
because she was someone else not of the community but adding value…. And I think that she
had formed a relationship with the people in that group as well too, she was a resource; there
was something bigger that we were working on that wasn’t just us, so yeah I think that was
great. It was, well it was fantastic to have that extra bit of a resource to keep it moving…. It
was certainly helpful for us in terms of having limited resources ourselves. The extra resource
– the extra focused resource (Renewal Manager).

The high level of collaboration at Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal yielded very good outcomes for
the community. These were exemplified by a WRD market stall in the centre of Hastings, a ‘Respect’
project involving young people, and ‘Date with Dads’ at three primary schools. The WRD market stall

Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project – Evaluation report FINAL DRAFT

41

in 2012 drew a steady crowd of people all morning, with partners overwhelmed by the level of
community engagement in the issue and the willingness to share experiences.
We didn’t realise how many people in the community had been affected [by family violence]. It
was good that people came and confided in us. They opened up to us. It was draining but good.
We had balloons, bracelets and ribbons. We are asking people if they’d like the ribbon. We told
them we are trying to prevent abuse against women. That’s when they opened up to us
(Respectful Relationships Working Group member).

The ‘Respect’ project arose through a partnership with young people in the alternative education
stream; they were invited to participate in the creation of a piece of art in 2012 that explored the
themes of ‘respectful relationships’ and ‘saying no to violence against women’.
There’s something else we did on that particular day too [WRD market stall]. Prior to that day
we had a big board and we all painted on it. We put our hand print there and we wrote what
we thought respectful relationships meant to people. It was absolutely brilliant. It’s down at the
pub. It was with Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal. And the art group down there, the students
down there, they got involved in it (Respectful Relationships Working Group member).

‘Date with Dads’, developed by Better Men Australia, is an evening of activities in schools for students
and fathers to get together ‘to laugh, learn and connect’. The Hastings events in 2011 were a huge
success, attended by over 250 people.
Date with dads was very successful. Hanging out with the kids, doing things that, you know,
once upon a time you weren’t a man if you did things with your son; to be able to share
experiences with your children (Respectful Relationships Working Group member).

Details on these activities (and others) at Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal can be found in Appendix
1. For now, it is noted that the authenticity of the joint effort between the Project Coordinator,
renewal staff and the working group was evidenced by many, as expressed in the words that follow.
They had a lot of ideas that sat across the continuum of prevention! It was all over the place
but it was good because it was very community driven. [The Project Coordinator] provided
quite a bit of resource and training and support…. They had a few events where they were
gaining more interest, a lot of community members came along. They were at schools, family
events. They ended up taking a life on their own … a fantastic point of community connection
for the people in that area (Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP staff member).
The group was set up at the start. And when I finally did get to speak to them I did a short
presentation and we spoke about prevention and then we met again to speak about what are
some of the options. So we talked about what other groups had done and what could be –
and that was the one where I broadened their horizons and said, ‘Well, we can actually bring
in some people who do this work.’ Then we talked about different ideas and they kind of liked
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the family strengthening idea so I suggested a guest presenter from someone who delivers
the ‘Date with Dads’ night at primary schools which kind of embeds positive parenting
messages and lots of stuff…. So they decided they would [do] three primary schools in the
area. They organised ‘Date with Dads’ with the help of the Community Development Worker
who then engaged the schools. They managed to organise that. They had I think over 250 –
probably more across the three schools – families attend (Project Coordinator).

Members of the Respectful Relationships Working Group
Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal
There was a lot of planning. Their ideas hit the mark about what we wanted to do. They
talked to us about ‘Date with Dads’, for example. We put out what we wanted, what we
thought…. That was the one we had a presentation on. The presentation was fantastic
(Respectful Relationships Working Group member).
The support was absolutely brilliant. You couldn’t have wished for better people on the day.
They were really good. The day exceeded my expectations (Respectful Relationships Working
Group member).
Yeah, we were all involved in the planning of WRD and [the Project Coordinator] was involved
too … she purchased all the stuff for us. And then we also did the art work that we took down
with us and put up. During that week, we had the art work displayed here in the foyer so that
people could see what had been done by the people in the art group and the message that
ordinary community members could put around this saying, ‘no to violence against women’
(Community Development Worker, renewal site).

4.2.2

Frankston North Community Renewal
Look, it took a long time and not until – I remember the light bulb moment when [the Project
Coordinator] came and did a presentation and did upstream and downstream, that the
community went, ‘Oh’ (Renewal Manager).

Like Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal, the project’s engagement with Frankston North Community
Renewal occurred through the steering committee and another (pre-existing) structure, the Safety,
Health and Wellbeing Working Group. The project delivered presentations to both these groups, but it
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was the latter that became involved in community-strengthening activities around family violence.
Compared with Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal’s working group, the Safety, Health and Wellbeing
Working Group was not focused specifically on family violence but on safety more broadly; and the
relationship between project personnel and renewal staff at Frankston North was not as close.
As discussed previously (see 4.1 ‘Partners were not necessarily prepared for primary prevention’)
renewal staff at Frankston North adopted a ‘go softly’ approach with the community based on their
assessment of the community’s readiness for both primary prevention and the project. In practice, this
translated into staff directly facilitating activities with the community and building on what was there,
such as previous WRD events. It saw staff and the community utilising the project for support only as
needed, for example, in getting the latest statistics or developing messages for social marketing;
rather than embarking upon a collaborative endeavour with it.
We didn’t have action plans at each of our three sites and it was kind of left to the managers
of the sites to come up with what they thought would happen in their communities. So I had a
Safety, Health and Wellbeing Working Group made up of community members and some of
the agencies. And that was the vehicle for those sorts of discussions. […] At the local level, the
project was involved in the planning with the Safety, Health and Wellbeing Working Group. It
might be that I’d spoken to someone, a stakeholder who had the opportunity for Date with
Dads; I’d discuss it at that meeting, and they’d say ‘Let’s do it’. Then I’d organise it with the
schools, coordinate it…. The community made the decisions, not me. I just facilitated the
process (Renewal Manager).

As practice unfolded, renewal staff came to feel that the project was placing unrealistic expectations
on them and that it was all up to them – particularly given the comparatively small amount of funding
given to family violence prevention activities compared to other projects that were underway on the
site. Unlike Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal, then, there was less of a sense amongst renewal staff
at Frankston North that the project could be drawn upon to support and resource the activities in a
deeper way – that is, in addition to the $25,000 funding amount through collaboration and joint effort.
If you put it into context, this was $25,000 funding. We were managing something like
$150,000 and $184,000. You know, it was hard to – whilst it was important and we were
determined, it was difficult…. These were very busy roles, highly political. We were doing
funding applications, managing projects from building a playground to building a men’s shed
to setting up a prevention/early intervention activity for young people at risk of disengaging
from schools (Renewal Manager).

Despite this tension, there were very good outcomes for Frankston North Community Renewal as a
result of the project having been there. The WRD cricket match improved its focus each year, with
potential for these events continuing beyond project end through Frankston City Council (which is
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addressing family violence through its Community Safety Strategy 2012–2016). Permanent signs have
been placed at the cricket/football and soccer clubs that read, ‘Family violence is out of bounds’; their
prominence means that everyone who drives through Frankston North sees these messages. The
‘Date with Dads’ events at the two local primary schools were very successful, with around 240
participants attending in total. The ‘Be the Hero’ program – a preventing violence against women
initiative for young men by the Victorian Women’s Trust – was embedded into the curriculum at the
local secondary college, and continues to be delivered to a cohort of Year 10 and Year 11 students
each year. And a children’s book on family violence was written, with a publication date set for
sometime in 2013. (Further details on all these activities can be found in Appendix 1.) The words that
follow speak strongly of some of these successes at Frankston North.
It was interesting watching over the process, people coming on board with the project. All I
could think of is how unfortunate that it’s only for three years. For example, at one of the first
WRD cricket matches that I attended the women gave the speech, the men’s adult team
disappeared somewhere else and the community team was all made up of women. And there
was not speech about why we were there or what WRD was about. I was able to feed that
back in a way that wasn’t too confronting. And the next year, all of those things changed. And
I thought, ‘Yeah, if only we could keep going’ (Peninsula Health staff member).
I think the Frankston North WRD cricket activity is a good example. When the men really
embraced their t-shirts that said, something like, ‘Family violence is out of bounds’. There was
something about respectful relationships on the back. These young men put these t-shirts on
and really embraced them; actually wore them around the neighbourhood the next few days.
With one of them, someone wanted to pick a fight with him and he just showed them the tshirt. The fact it was embraced by the young men, I just thought, yeah, just wonderful
(Peninsula Health staff member).
Everyone who drives into Frankston North goes past those signs (Renewal Manager).

‘Family violence is out of bounds’ sign at The Pines Football-Cricket Club
Frankston North
So I then wrote a family violence book which was about a young girl who is too scared to go
home. She can’t verbalise it in the beginning. She doesn’t realise why, but then she realises
it’s because daddy hits mummy. It’s one family violence story. It talks about her friends. She
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tells the teacher and the librarian…. So the story gets told about dad and dad goes and has
behavioural counselling. And so sometimes when he comes home he does the gardening or
goes for a bike ride…. There’s a couple of other messages about violence is not okay (Renewal
Manager).

Notwithstanding these achievements, a closer relationship between project personnel and renewal
staff would have enhanced the activities at Frankston North Community Renewal by tying the work of
the Safety, Health and Wellbeing Working Group more strongly to the project’s upstream intent. As it
was, there was a risk at Frankston North of activities going on a tangent to the themes for action
sought by the project – especially ‘promoting equal and respectful relationships between men and
women’. This slippage occurred during planning for the community safety forum in 2012, for example.
Perhaps if they were really cognisant of it being ‘respectful relationships’ it might have
prevented some of the activities that came about. So things like placing this in the safety
committees – I can understand why but it also highlights the crime element and doesn’t
necessarily get to how you can get to the determinants. We had activities like presenting at
the safety forum that ended up being about vandalism (Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP
staff member).

But the outcomes for Frankston North were overall very good.
4.2.3

Rosebud West Community Renewal
So I think it was the personnel change and with new personnel a different priority perhaps or
a different reading of the project, depending on which site it was. One site chose to focus
around supporting women and didn’t really engage in prevention at all. That was where the
community wanted to be but they didn’t really move much beyond that. That’s my personal
opinion (Project Coordinator).

The project commenced its work with Rosebud West Community Renewal by delivering a presentation
to the steering committee. Following this process, however, and as touched upon above (4.1 ‘Partners
were not necessarily prepared for primary prevention’), renewal staff at Rosebud West found that
family violence was a ‘hard discussion point’ to have with residents. Staff felt that the family violence
prevention agenda had been driven by the group of service partners represented on the project,
agencies that were already fairly conversant on the topic. They saw the situation on the ground in
Rosebud West as very different because family violence was not yet a conversation being had there.
The first thing we had to do was actually raise the whole issue with the steering group and that
was really a difficult conversation to get started because, you know, the feeling amongst the
residents particularly in the steering group was that it wasn't their problem…. I think there was
a little bit of resistance to talking about it. So it was probably an indication that – you know, it's
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a hard discussion point for a lot of community members. It's not something they launch into
unlike the service sector or the partners who see it quite differently (Renewal Manager).
Peninsula Health and a number of organisations had obviously been meeting for a while to
discuss [family violence prevention] and wanting to do, you know, a bigger project and the idea
of targeting the renewal sites to do some community engagement activities was part of that
and that’s why the place manager was invited to participate in the process. […] In one sense the
service system was saying do some prevention, but on the other hand this community was
saying, ‘We can’t do anything. We don’t have the resources to apply that’ (Renewal Manager).

Despite these misgivings about the project, staff at Rosebud West persisted with the work by engaging
directly residents to identify a set of community-driven activities that could be funded through the
project’s $25,000 allocation to the site. These included a women’s art group, a ‘Respect’ mural, and a
cyber-bullying theatre initiative with young people.
All three activities were sound examples of community development and further details can be found
in Appendix 1. But by way of example, the women’s art group came about through a combination of
several factors. There was a mapping exercise that found that no women’s-specific group existed on
the Mornington Peninsula. At the same time, members of the steering committee identified the need
to do something to reduce the social isolation and improve the self-esteem of local women, with a
local service provider partner putting up their hand to be involved. A community-based arts activity
that had recently ended generated a committed group of women keen to learn more. These factors
were the rationale for the women’s art group.
We talked about the idea of, you know, [the women] coming together as a group and reducing
their isolation and I said, ‘Look, through this process questions will be asked about this amongst
yourselves, around how this relates to family violence prevention.’ So they accepted it and said,
‘Yeah, let's do that.’ And I said, ‘What we also need to do is open it up to other women who are
perhaps more isolated and need that sort of support.’ So there was clear agreement from the
group to do that (Renewal Manager).

Participants of the women’s art group in Rosebud West
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The women’s art group went on to become very important to those involved. The women have, by all
accounts, empowered themselves through their enhanced connections with one another and their
increased self esteem; at the time of compiling this evaluation report, members were seeking funding
for the group’s continuation with some personally contributing to its running costs in the interim.
In the context of the project’s implementation model, however, this activity (along with the mural and
theatre initiatives) occurred in a way that saw minimal collaboration between project personnel and
renewal staff. Indeed, it is fair to say that such a relationship was non-existent.
The Project Coordinator was involved in the initial discussion and came along a couple of times
to sort of talk about what was happening out there and the bigger picture, so things about the
WRD strategies that were in place. So there was that connection with the steering group. The
connection with the women or any of the projects or activities that we did was a lot more
limited. It was almost like, ‘Well, we're doing this, so you put your energy into another area’
(Renewal Manager).

During the evaluation of the project, renewal staff even went as far as saying that the outcomes for
Rosebud West could have been enhanced if funding had been given directly to the renewal site to
manage – thus bypassing any need for collaboration whatsoever. Clearly more work could have been
done with this renewal site to achieve a shared understanding of project’s implementation model.
To its credit, the project sought to offset its lack of presence in Rosebud West Community Renewal by
participating in a family engagement initiative in 2012 at the local primary school. ‘Men Behaving
Dadly’ was an overnight camping activity for students and significant men in their families. Around 50
men and 90 children participated in the event. The project partnered with a small working group at
the school to bring a respectful relationships theme to the event. Renewal staff, however, did not
collaborate other than contributing some funds towards the activity.
This was the Principal’s idea, to do a camp out on the oval. We had one get together and looked
at the timelines, and I thought what a great opportunity. We were going to do it at the end of
the year so let’s tie it in with WRD, register it as a WRD event. Then we thought the perfect
person to involve in the planning was [the Project Coordinator]. So we brought her in. I really
didn’t expect her to be part of the working group; I thought perhaps she’d promote the event.
So I was absolutely delighted when – because it’s one thing to get someone behind your idea
when you’re a community development worker, but to pull people with you is really hard. So
we had about six people working pretty hard, meeting quite regularly, and [the Project
Coordinator], in her gentle calm way of bringing forward ideas or suggesting things that were
tried somewhere else – she wasn’t a passive participant, but very active and hands on. She
brought the respectful relationships flavour to it (primary school staff member).
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Whilst the direction that Rosebud West Community Renewal took was acceptable to some members
of the project team, it was seen as a missed opportunity by others. For with it came a risk of activities
going in a different direction to the themes for action sought by the project, as occurred in Frankston
North Community Renewal (albeit to a lesser extent). The women’s art group initiative, for instance,
tackled a handful of factors that contribute to violence against women: these being social isolation,
limited access to systems of support, weak social connections and social cohesion, and limited
collective activity amongst women. But it did not direct itself to the determinants of family violence –
gender inequality and rigid gender norms; at least not explicitly. As discussed previously in this report,
actions that focus on the contributing factors without attention to the underlying causes of violence
against women cannot rightly be deemed primary prevention (see 1.2.3, ‘A primary prevention
framework for Victoria’).
Initially the project was very involved with Rosebud West, lots of discussions and opportunities,
lots of invitations. What happened was that that particular community was not interested in
taking up the project. But they did give us every opportunity for discussion and exploration first.
So I thought, ‘Well okay it’s as if you’re closing us off here.’ This isn’t something they were
interested in. So that’s why they took another path (Peninsula Health staff member).
Rosebud West decided to do a mural at the school based on the idea of respect and I think that
started with a really good idea. But there was no engagement, I had no engagement at all with
the process … they were already doing it and I never even got an email (Project Coordinator).
I just don’t know that the core values that we were talking about in this project actually were
transferred and communicated properly to those activities. It felt like they got lost (Frankston
Mornington Peninsula PCP staff member).

By choosing to follow its own path, then, Rosebud West Community Renewal was the renewal site
that was least aligned with the project’s implementation model and its upstream intent. It is not
surprising that the gains made at Rosebud West were not the same as those desired by the project.
Practice insights: Establishing a resident-led Respectful Relationships Working Group to drive primary
prevention is the first step for any preventing family violence initiative with a place-based focus.
Through such a group, project personnel can work closely with the community and workers connected
to it in a genuine collaboration. Together, they can imagine a different future for women and men
based on equality and respect AND decide on how they’d like to get there.
It is advisable for project personnel to be located in the place in which any prevention initiative is
occurring – at least one day a week. This way, they can foster relationships with the community and
the workers connected to it and build trust with them, thus enabling genuine collaboration.
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If there is more than one place involved in a preventing family violence initiative, then implementation
ought to occur in a staged manner. Staging can be agreed to by using a readiness assessment tool or
expression of interest process. As relationships are established and work gets underway in one place,
the project can move to the next.

4.3

Capacity building didn’t happen as planned
What did I learn most? That prevention is really challenging because it’s new information for
people, to link those determinants with family violence. And it’s such a big jump (Project
Coordinator).
I don’t think people understood primary prevention. Constant conversations I had were trying
to give examples of – most people were in secondary or tertiary prevention – how primary
prevention was different. I guess there were times where I could have been directive, but I
was being diplomatic (Peninsula Health staff member).
It’s important to change attitudes of workers too so they are informed about the connection
between respectful relationships and primary prevention. They then pass the message onto
the community (Frankston City Council staff member).

As discussed, the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project had three components that
reflected its layered place-based and catchment-wide emphasis (see 2.3 ‘The implementation model’).
The first of these comprised the community strengthening activities of the three renewal sites. The
second component encompassed the efforts to build a health and community service sector for
primary prevention across the Frankston and Mornington Peninsula catchment. The third component
involved raising awareness of family violence in the renewal sites and across the catchment.
Under the project’s initial conceptualisation – that is, during the time when the funding application
was being prepared for the Victorian Community Support Grants – the partners identified capacity
building as a critical part of the first and second components of the implementation model. Capacity
building was seen as important because primary prevention is new to most people – community
members and health and community agencies alike. Understanding the causes of family violence is
fundamental to knowing what to do about preventing it from occurring in the first place. In short, if
stakeholders don’t have a grasp of the determinants, then primary prevention cannot happen.
As originally designed, capacity building was to come by way of a community training package for the
three renewal sites complemented by workforce development opportunities for the catchment’s
health and community service sector (including project partners). The expectation of the partners at
the table was that these activities would be resourced by OWP. At the time, OWP was gearing up for a
statewide roll out of A Right to Respect; and one of the actions prioritised for the first year of this
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plan’s implementation was to work with VicHealth to expand the reach of its ‘Preventing Violence
against Women’ short course across the Victorian prevention workforce.
Victoria saw a change in government in November 2010, with a new plan to prevent violence against
women, Victoria’s Action Plan to Address Violence against Women and Children, launched in 2012. The
Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project continued to be funded during this period and
carried on with its work, although hamstrung by machinery of government and departmental changes.
Put simple, these developments meant that an essential piece of the project’s implementation model –
its capacity building strategies – could not occur, at least not easily. The project nonetheless found a
way through by developing its own community training package for the renewal sites – known as the
‘Respect in our Community’ workshop – and bringing the VicHealth short course to the catchment’s
health and community workforce.
4.3.1

The Respect in our Community workshop

Ideally, the renewal sites were to receive training once they were engaged with the project as part of
supporting and resourcing them in community-strengthening actions in local schools, sports clubs and
other settings. In the end, however, the process for developing the community training package took
some time. It was important to get the flavour right: to introduce the causes of family violence and the
concepts of primary prevention in ways that really spoke to the community.
Finding a title for [the community training] that wasn’t going to scare people off but wasn’t
going to lie to them about what we were talking about was really tricky. […] With service
providers it’s easier to talk about preventing family violence. But with communities it was
more about, you know, promoting respectful relationships (Project Coordinator).

The development process occurred over the course of several months, with extensive feedback given
on early drafts by project partners and other stakeholders. The lengthy development process meant
that the workshop was delivered only a handful of times; and renewal sites did not receive it until the
final year of the project – from late 2012 through to the early part of 2013.
By project end, workshops were run for the Frankston North Safety, Health and Wellbeing Working
Group and the Respectful Relationships Working Group at Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal. A
workshop was also delivered to the Frankston Interfaith Network convened by Frankston City Council.
Whilst not from a renewal site, this group was nonetheless community based and therefore exactly
the intended audience.
Findings from the evaluation of the project show that the community training package was well tested
with promising results. Completed feedback sheets (n = 40) gathered from participants immediately
after their sessions reveal:
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98 per cent strongly agreed or agreed that the workshop increased their knowledge
of programs and campaigns to prevent family violence;



92 per cent answered that the most important theme for action to prevent family
violence is promoting equal and respectful relationships between men and women;



88 per cent strongly agreed or agreed that they felt more confident to discuss with
others the concepts of family violence prevention discussed in the workshop; and



98 per cent strongly agreed or agreed that the information in the workshop was easy
to understand and useful.

It is noted that the workshop for the Frankston Interfaith Network generated mixed results. Network
members had been eager to do work on preventing family violence for some time; and discussions
with the Project Coordinator occurred for around 12 months, and the training was offered to them to
support their planning. Findings gathered through the evaluation process (rather than the feedback
sheets) show that the language and concepts of respectful relationships did not always hit the mark
with this group. Some participants did not see necessarily see the link between this theme for action
and preventing family violence, even though this was the content of the workshop.
Perhaps because family violence was mentioned, the Frankston Interfaith Network thought
the workshop would be more at the tertiary end; so perhaps that’s where the mis-match
happened. Primary prevention is so much about the underpinnings in everyday life. So yeah
that could explain some of what came out after the session, their frustration a bit. The group
was looking for something else from the training (Frankston City Council staff member).

Longer-term impacts of the training are harder to discern since none of the participants involved in
the workshops agreed to be involved in the evaluation of their session three to six months beyond
delivery (see 3.5 ‘Limitations of the evaluation’).
In the context of the project’s implementation model, and as a capacity building strategy, it is fair to
say that the community training package came far too late to be effective. For that to have been the
case, workshops needed to be earlier; that is, soon after the engagement of renewal sites and
communities. Because of the development process noted above, this was simply not possible.
In an ideal world, project promotion and awareness-raising would be something that happens
at the start to get people knowing what the project is about and the concept of prevention,
but at a really surface level. I suppose the next part of that was resourcing and supporting
those people who were interested. I would have then seen something like the community
training workshop to come next. As a way of resourcing and also as a way of increasing the
interest and I suppose opportunities for action. However, because of a number of factors
beyond our control to do with government changes and OWP, the community training that
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we were expecting to happen did not. We ended up developing our own and so it happened
quite late in the project (Project Coordinator).
Initially we weren't writing it of course, we were just going to implement someone else’s. So
writing it, was when I went, ‘That's actually going to increase the work; there's a bit of work in
it.’ I worked in partnership with [the Health Promotion Worker] from Peninsula Health. We
worked on it together, and although it's harder I think to work in partnership in some ways, I
think it made for a better product. I think there are things that she picked me up on that I
wouldn't have realised and maybe vice versa, so different skill sets coming together. Took
longer, but I think a better outcome. We bounced off each other first, I guess, as far as
content goes. We decided that we wanted to do it in two parts around awareness of the
problem and then what we can do (Project Coordinator).
I think that the biggest challenge no doubt for me is actually getting people to think in
prevention terms. […] I would have had the community training for more of the project than
less of the project which is I think what happened, and we understand all the things that
happened around the timing of this project and lots of things that changed with, you know,
with a changing government…. The state plan, the OWP’s commitment to the certain parts of
the project, all of that changed and, you know, we have to deal with that (Renewal Manager).
My frustration was that from day one I was asking for this community training that just seemed
to take forever to arrive (Renewal Manager).

4.3.2

VicHealth’s ‘Preventing Violence against Women’ short course

VicHealth’s two-day short course on preventing violence against women is a well-tested program that
provides practical knowledge and builds skills in how to stop violence against women before it starts.
It is designed for professionals from diverse occupations and sectors including the health and
community workforce.
For the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project and its implementation model, any
workforce development opportunity like VicHealth’s short course ideally would have been brought to
the health and community service sector from the beginning and gradually rolled out to different parts
of the catchment to establish a breadth of capacity for primary prevention. But without A Right to
Respect, VicHealth did not have any plans to service Frankston and Mornington Peninsula in this way
(or indeed any other catchment in Victoria). The organisation was also already committed to providing
the short course in other areas and was not able to easily accommodate the project’s request for it to
be brought to Melbourne’s outer south.
In the end, the short course was brought to the catchment one time only – in mid 2011 at
Mornington. It was purchased by the project with additional funding from OWP. Around 20
participants completed both days of the short course; between them they represented half a dozen
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agencies in the Frankston and Mornington Peninsula catchment, including Peninsula Health, Anglicare
Victoria, Family Life, PenDAP (Peninsula Drug and Alcohol Program), Frankston City Council and WAYSS
Family Violence Outreach Service. According to the evaluation conducted by VicHealth, feedback was
positive with participants finding the information useful in understanding prevention strategies.
It was intended the VicHealth short course would be attended by staff of the three renewal sites as a
way of reinforcing the project’s upstream intent; however the scheduled two days clashed with a
conference of relevance to renewal staff thereby making their participation difficult. One other issue
with this workforce development aspect of the project was the limited scope for participant follow-up
due to VicHealth being the provider of the short course. Both of these challenges are captured in the
words that follow:
We had to-ing and fro-ing with VicHealth and their dates, and to-ing and fro-ing with the
renewal managers and their availability. In the end, we had Anglicare there. We had a few
services. But then VicHealth hold onto their participant data and evaluation data. We coregistered participants but follow up was not easy from our end from, at a minimum, what
could they do in their services and let’s support them in that. The training component is just so
fundamental to everything else and it was just a real bomb in the end (Frankston Mornington
Peninsula PCP staff member).

In place of what would have been a more comprehensive workforce development program, the project
was increasingly called upon to deliver presentations to service providers; these conversations were, in
reality, a form of capacity building.
What has happened I suppose is that the community training has turned into workforce
development because every time I run it 50 per cent of the participants who have registered
are service providers. And I’m getting a lot of enquiries for smaller versions or presentations
to staff around workforce development, from Centrelink or Child and Family Services. So it’s
definitely something that has the interest in workforce (Project Coordinator).

And the ‘Respect in our Community’ workshops ended up including workers from the health and
community service sector who clearly wanted to learn more about primary prevention.
In fact, it was the workshop in Frankston North Community Renewal – rather than the VicHealth short
course – that yielded one of the most promising results for the project. That workshop was attended
by workers from Frankston City Council responsible for the municipality’s safety plan. Their
participation opened up a partnership opportunity with the project that saw joint planning to bring a
series of three forums, ‘What Men Really Think About’ to the Frankston community in 2013
(http://www.youtube.com/user/WMRTAvideo/videos). There were three themes covered by the
forums (one for each forum) – on fatherhood, then masculinity and finally respectful relationships.
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Together, these themes worked to unpack norms around masculinity. Such planning led to a very
successful series of forums.
I think it [the community training] was a conduit to being involved with that Council. At the
moment, I'm on the steering committee that is bringing The Wheeler Centre’s discussions on
‘What Men Really Think About’ to Frankston, and that's all based around prevention of family
violence by starting conversations around fatherhood, masculinity and relationships with the
community – which I think is fantastic. I don't think they would have looked at The Wheeler
Centre as an option, had those workers not attended the workshop. Had they not sat in that
community training, I wonder if they would have followed this through (Project Coordinator).
The forums were about raising awareness of family violence and respectful relationships….
They raised awareness about the issues that men go through and how they overcame
challenges and barriers. You could call it prevention. The feedback from the audience was
really positive in that the forums gave them a different perspective on masculinity. The
masculinity forum was really important. It was on how men saw themselves and their peers.
By the third forum we’d got them to the pointy end of relationships, and family violence
(Frankston City Council staff member).
For the speakers to talk very openly to the audience about their experiences, and what had
worked for them or what hadn’t worked – and then question time. It was quite empowering
for the audience. A number of men in the audience said that the forums had made them think
differently about their behaviours at home, and they would endeavour to do things
differently at home. It stirred the pot for them (Frankston City Council staff member).

As a capacity building strategy, it is fair to say that bringing the short course to Frankston and
Mornington Peninsula on the one occasion offered far too little and tried to do too much as the
project’s main workforce development offering. Given the limited resources, the project might have
opted for a different approach. Once again, the Generating Equality and Respect project (2012–2015)
funded by VicHealth is instructive (see 1.3.3 ‘VicHealth’s primary prevention investment’). In its first
year of implementation, the project has offered the short course to its two partners, Monash City
Council and MonashLink Community Health Service, as part of its partnership establishment activities
(and not as workforce development across the entire site). The short course has been made available
on an organisation-wide basis in order to gain commitment to primary prevention from all levels of
staff – senior managers and executives included. By doing this, it is hoped that the partners will step
up to demonstrate leadership in primary prevention to other stakeholders across the site that, at a
later stage, could be offered workforce development through the short course.
A similar process for the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project might have been
considered. The short course could have been delivered to one of the key partners, say Peninsula
Health or Frankston City Council, with a view to gaining deeper and higher-level organisation-wide
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commitment to primary prevention and providing that partner with a platform to position itself as a
leader to the catchment’s health and community service sector.
I guess the other issue was there wasn’t a lot of high level dedication to it [the project]. On
our reference group there was, but out there in the community, if we had have been able to
provide professional development to more senior management level or planners the reach
might have been bigger (Peninsula Health staff member).

As it was, it was difficult for some stakeholders to see what the project’s key partners were doing for
primary prevention in the catchment.
I can't see any change in the service system at the end of this project. Maybe there is and I'm
not aware of it, but you know, is Peninsula Health doing anything differently? I don't know.
You know, their health promotion team, what have they, what are they doing that's different?
You know, initially there was an International Women’s Day lunch or afternoon tea organised
with the health promotion worker and that was great, but after that nothing (Renewal
Manager).

To be fair, Peninsula Health (in particular) and Frankston City Council were both represented at the
VicHealth short course in Mornington, with seven of the 20 participants completing the two days from
these organisations. This gave the project a great opportunity to work more intensely with Peninsula
Health and Frankston City Council by following up these short course participants and, for example,
supporting them in developing a primary prevention agenda for their respective organisations – an
opportunity that was not availed by the project.
Practice insights: A community training package must be offered early in the implementation stage of
any preventing family violence initiative that has a place-based focus. Such training is an integral part
of the resources and support for communities and workers connected to them in planning and
coordinating prevention actions for local settings.
A comprehensive workforce development strategy must be put in place early, especially if a preventing
family violence initiative is catchment wide. There are benefits in delivering well-tested capacity
building programs in a way that initially achieves depth (for example, by focusing on key partners) and
then reach (through roll out of the workforce development strategy).
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4.4

Awareness-raising is a stepping stone to primary prevention
Well part of primary prevention is raising awareness of the issue, family violence itself. It’s so
behind closed doors, the elephant in the room (Renewal Manager).

For the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project, the third component of its
implementation model involved raising awareness of the issue of family violence – in the renewal sites
and across the catchment (see 2.3 ‘The implementation model’). This was conceptualised as occurring
predominantly (although not exclusively) through the annual WRD campaign during the month of
November.9 Although awareness-raising of the problem can be done at any time, the annual WRD
campaign was seen as one way for stakeholders to saturate the renewal sites and catchment with
messages about family violence. Localising the campaign in this way was seen as helpful to the work
insofar as awareness-raising is the first step in shifting norms away from violence against women and
towards equal and respectful relationships between men and women. This section focuses on the
project’s efforts during the saturation phases of the annual WRD campaign.
During the course of the project, several local events were planned and coordinated for the annual
WRD campaign. As we have seen, WRD events that occurred in renewal sites included cricket matches
at Frankston North and a market stall at Hastings. Findings from the evaluation show that awarenessraising had an important role to play in the project insofar as it facilitated community conversations
about the issue. Those involved in the Hasting’s WRD market stall, for example, were overwhelmed by
the number of disclosures from people on the morning of the event. In the words of the Project
Coordinator, ‘It was like being given permission to talk about something that they’d never been able
to talk about before.’
Awareness-raising can also support communities to understand the impacts of family violence and
grasp the underlying causes. If done well, it can assist communities in starting a journey upstream and
towards imagining a different future for men and women based on equality and respect. How far they
go on that journey is, of course, dependent upon the level of collaboration achieved between project
personnel, renewal staff and the communities concerned. As this report has shown, there were
varying degrees of this in the three renewal sites (see 4.2 ‘Relationships were central to the
implementation model’). The role of awareness-raising in primary prevention is, in short, as a stepping
stone. Again, as noted by the Project Coordinator, as good as the annual WRD campaign is in engaging
the community to talk about family violence, ‘it is not something that you’d want to hang your whole
project on.’

9

On WRD, see footnote 2 above.
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One limitation of the annual WRD campaign as noted by project partners is the male ambassadors
program that is attached to it in the Australian context. Early meetings of the reference group were
spent airing concerns about the lack of checks and balances in the nomination and appointment
process of male ambassadors. This subsequently led to the project dropping its original emphasis on
recruiting high profile men and community members to the program.
Through various activities at the renewal sites – such as the Hastings market stall, the Frankston North
cricket matches, and the Rosebud West ‘Men behaving Dadly’ event, the project showed there are
many other ways of utilising November 25 as the International Day for the Elimination of Violence
against Women (see 4.2 ‘Relationships were central to the implementation model’). Meanwhile, a
notable catchment-wide example of effective use of the campaign was the WRD Working Group – a
group of local men from the health and community service sector and the community whose WRD
activities were supported and resourced by the project through the Health Promotion Worker at
Peninsula Health. Their events included billboards across Frankston and Mornington Peninsula (in
place for one month) and sponsorship of a team of runners from a local secondary college in a local
fun run sporting WRD t-shirts. The genesis of the group is explained as follows:
I was able to gather a working group around WRD… It was actually me and another person, a
male. He went to a WRD event in the city, came back and said, ‘I want to make this happen’. He
heard about our project, contacted me and [the Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP]. We set
up the meeting, and said ‘Let’s go for it.’ So he and I formed a committee. I chaired and
convened it because I wanted to build the capacity of it. The members had all these ideas. In a
way, I was thinking, ‘I’m convening it, I’m female; they should be doing it. But they actually
went away and did work between. I held the group together and facilitated the process. I
worked very hard to increase awareness (Peninsula Health staff member).

And the words that follow speak strongly of the successes of this group.
They went out and did all sorts of things. We set up social marketing billboards around the
place, we piggy-backed on other initiatives. We got Rotary involved; they had badges and
merchandise at the events. We got the ‘I swear’ t-shirts together for one of the fun runs. They
stole the limelight, all the young men in ‘I swear’ t-shirts. We even did something at the pet
expo, they were really onto it! They had a merchandise stall. […] I guess it was about harnessing
these male champions. I had this agenda in my head about, ‘We’ve got to mobilise these men
on this campaign. It can only change when they get onboard.’ It was the ownership by the
males that really thrilled me. When men talk to men, you get the mushroom effect (Peninsula
Health staff member).

Further details on these (and other) activities of the WRD Working Group can be found in Appendix 1.
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Practice insights: Preventing family violence initiatives can make effective use of campaigns such as
WRD and 16 Days of Activism to Stop Violence against Women to raise awareness of family violence
and its impacts. Such campaigns encourage conversations in the community. They are a good stepping
stone for engaging the community and supporting them in understanding the causes of family violence
as well as taking action to prevent it from happening in the first place. Such campaigns are not the
whole point of preventing family violence initiatives – they are the beginning.
Preventing family violence initiatives can benefit from having a communications strategy in place from
the beginning of implementation. The strategy ought to include key messages for stakeholders to use
around family violence and its prevention – during WRD and other campaigns and indeed at any stage
of planning, coordinating and implementing their community-strengthening activity.

4.5

Communities of practice would have tied everything together

The Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project had a grand vision, one that was place
based and catchment wide, multi-layered and integrated, embedded and coordinated. Yet, apart from
meetings of the reference group, there was nothing created for those engaged with the project to get
together to hear about the efforts occurring in Frankston and Mornington Peninsula and receive
consistent messages about preventing family violence (or indeed the project). The opportunity was
missed by the project to have stakeholders exchanging practice stories, sharing resources, engaging in
peer-to-peer learning about preventing family violence, and seeing how they were each contributing
to something bigger. These structures could have been put in place via forums, learning circles,
networks and other kinds of communities of practice, and would have been beneficial to everyone
insofar as preventing family violence is such a new area. They would have been positive for the three
renewal site in particular, where the activities selected to strengthen communities around family
violence were often the same, such as ‘Date with Dads’.
I don’t know what Hastings did, I still don’t know…. A community of practice would have
helped. We did this over there and this was a great little project, you know. Let’s not reinvent
the wheel. A pooling of success; a bit of evaluation in there too. ‘Date with Dads’ was clearly
successful from a turn out point of view, but what did it do to change the relationships of a
significant male in the family? (Renewal Manager)
One thing that didn’t happen well enough is the whole communication thing between the
three renewal sites, joint communication. I know before WRD last year, the project team
brought together some people to say, ‘Let’s do similar things for WRD, get the message out
there amongst Frankston and Mornington Peninsula, have the same message. But apart from
that, across the three sites there was never that common message or themes that we could
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work together on…. Or never any sense of how our schools that did ‘Date with Dads’ could
link in with other schools in other sites, share resources, work together and so on (Community
Development Worker, renewal site).
Connecting all the events and all the people, yeah; because the Frankston Interfaith Network,
for all they know, all the project was to them might be one lot of training, no sense of a
broader picture, that they were linked into other activities in Frankston or Mornington
Peninsula (Frankston City Council staff member).

By bringing stakeholders together to talk about practice, communities of practice might have also
gone some way to breaking down the ‘us versus them’ divide expressed by some of the renewal sites
in relation to the service partners of the project (see 4.1 ‘Partners were not necessarily prepared for
primary prevention’).
Early in 2012, a monthly e-bulletin was developed for the project’s stakeholders in the catchment. The
e-bulletin included the latest information and resources for preventing family violence, including any
workforce development opportunities in the catchment and beyond. Whilst findings from the project
evaluation show that the e-bulletin was considered informative and useful by recipients, it alone could
not do the work of building communities of practice for preventing family violence in Frankston and
Mornington Peninsula.
In addition to the creation of a community of practice for the catchment, the project team would have
benefited enormously from processes that connected them externally to other primary prevention
practitioners in Victoria, such as the three coordinators of the Preventing Violence in our Community
project which commenced in 2011 (see 1.3.1 ‘A Right to Respect’). This would have given project
personnel a forum to talk about their practice with others as well as share resources. As noted by the
Project Coordinator, preventing family violence is an emerging area of practice and there aren’t too
many ‘off the shelf’ programs or tools on offer; many of these were being developed at the time of the
Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project through other initiatives, such as those
funded by VicHealth, and thus not widely available.
That was the thing. We didn’t have a great fistful of tools to offer the community. That was
one of the difficulties with the project because we were sort of evolving as those tools were
evolving at the same time. So it was challenging I think to expect communities to come up
with their own ideas from scratch and, you know, just sort of say, ‘Okay, well that’s
prevention.’ You’re trying to think creatively (Project Coordinator).

Talking with other primary prevention practitioners would have made the search for resources a lot
easier. It is noted that the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project might well have
been on track to have these connections in place for them as part of OWP’s implementation of A Right
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to Respect – but as with so much promised by this plan, this never eventuated after the November
2010 Victorian election.
Practice insights: Communities of practice (such as forums, networks or learning circles) are essential
for any preventing family violence initiative with a place based and/or catchment wide focus. They are
a way of bringing all those involved in the work together to exchange resources, share experiences,
learn about practice, and hear consistent messages about preventing family violence (and indeed the
initiative). They can also provide opportunities for stakeholders who are more experienced in primary
prevention, or whose activities might be more progressed, to inspire and mentor others who are not.
This is particularly useful for any initiative that has planned the work in places and across the
catchment to occur in a staged manner.
A communications strategy that includes (but is not limited to) regular e-bulletins can further ensure
that stakeholders hear about practice-related developments and opportunities. It can also help to
ensure that consistent messages about preventing family violence (and the initiative) reach
stakeholders outside of their involvement in communities of practice.
Given the newness of the preventing family violence field, strategies to support and resource project
teams in their work are a must. These can include processes to connect them to primary prevention
practitioners working on projects in other areas or regions.
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5.0 Was the project successful?
The question of whether the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project was successful
can be answered in two ways. The first is to see if the project achieved success according to its agreed
indicators. The second is to determine its greatest gains.

5.1

Evidence against the indicators of success

The Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project can be said to have been successful on
its own terms; that is, based upon SMART indicators of success that take into account its
implementation context and the complexities of doing community strengthening around family
violence prevention. (On the selection of the priority SMART indicators, see 3.3.2 ‘Confirming the
indicators of success.) The priority SMART indicators, evidence of their achievement, and (as
applicable) what could have improved the results are summarised in the tables that follow.
Renewal sites (Frankston North, Hastings and Rosebud West)
Priority SMART indicator

Evidence of achievement

What could have improved the result

Project presentations were
delivered to all 3 renewal
sites

A total of 5 project presentations
were delivered to the renewal sites.
The project presented to the steering
committees of all 3 renewal sites as a
way of introducing itself to their
respective communities.
Presentations were also delivered to
the Safety, Health and Wellbeing
Working Group at Frankston North
and the Respectful Relationships
Working Group at Hastings; and it
was these structures that gained
interest in the work.

Whilst presentations were made to
resident-led structures, they did not
always guarantee engagement with
the project. Better alignment of the
partners with the implementation
model and upstream intent of the
project could have improved the
impact of presentations in the
engagement of residents and
communities at all three locations.

The project supported and
resourced at least 9
community-strengthening
activities around family
violence prevention and/or
WRD events in the renewal
sites (i.e. 3 activities/events
per renewal site)

The project was involved in many
community-strengthening
activities/WRD events for the 3
renewal sites and met these targets.
The extent to which the project
supported or resourced communitystrengthening activities varied across
the 3 renewal sites. It was strongest
in Hastings, weaker in Frankston
North, weaker still in Rosebud West.
The extent to which the communitystrengthening activities were primary
prevention is debatable for all 3
sites; it is noted that getting any
stakeholder to this point takes time.

There could have been much better
alignment with the project’s
implementation model and upstream
intent at Rosebud West and (to a
lesser extent) Frankston North. This
would have seen the project support
and resource these 2 renewal sites in
the way it was conceptualised and
intended.
Better alignment with the project’s
upstream intent also might have
ensured all 3 renewal sites were
supported or resourced for primary
prevention as opposed to secondary
or tertiary prevention and
awareness-raising through WRD
events.
Continued…
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Renewal sites (Frankston North, Hastings and Rosebud West)
Priority SMART indicator

Evidence of achievement

What could have improved the result

Project staff provided
timely and helpful support
and resources to stakeholders engaged with the
project in the planning and
coordination of their
activities and/or events

The Project Coordinator was very
effective in providing support and
resources to the Hastings Respectful
Relationships Working Group. Trust
and collaboration existed.

The project could have better
supported and resourced Rosebud
West and (to a lesser extent) Frankston North had the relationship
between the project team and
renewal staff been stronger.

The project delivered at
least 1 community training
workshop to community
groups or organisations in
each of the renewal sites of
Frankston North, Hastings
and Rosebud West.

Community training was delivered to
2 groups in Frankston North and 1
group in Hastings, and to no groups
in Rosebud West.
An average of 14 participants
attended the workshops. 50% of
participants in each session were
from the health and community
service sector suggesting that the
workshops had reached beyond its
target group of community
members.

The project might have had better
success in Rosebud West had the
relationship between the project
team and renewal staff been
stronger.
Whilst the project met targets with
the other 2 renewal sites, the impacts
are questionable. The training
package was developed over several
months and delivered too late in the
project’s 3-year timeframe to
resource community groups or
organisations in an effective way. But
it was well tested with promising
results. Ideally, the training would
have been ready a lot earlier; factors
beyond the control of the project
made this impossible.

Those supported/resourced
by the project (and involved
in the evaluation) were able
to identify the underlying
causes of family violence

There is inconclusive evidence of
success; only 2 community members
participated in their focus group for
the evaluation (8 invited) and both
were from the Hastings Respectful
Relationships Working Group. They
recalled respectful relationships as a
theme for action. But the underlying
causes of family violence were not
mentioned.

Even though there is inconclusive
evidence on this, it is noted that
primary prevention is challenging
work because it takes time to move
people ‘upstream’ from awareness of
the issue to thinking and acting on
the determinants. It can be inferred
from this that a lot more time could
have been spent with residents and
communities on moving them
upstream; for example, through a
community training workshop or a
community of practice, and by having
constant/consistent communications
messages throughout
implementation.

A majority of those in the
community training
workshops reported an
increase in knowledge of
tools to prevent family
violence; they also reported
enhanced confidence to
discuss concepts of family
violence prevention with
others

Completed feedback sheets gathered
post-training suggest the
achievement of success here. 98%
strongly agreed or agreed that the
session increased their knowledge of
programs and campaigns to prevent
family violence; 88% strongly agreed
or agreed that they felt more
confident to discuss concepts of
family violence with others. Mediumterm impacts are unknown.

Whilst the 3 workshops achieved the
results that they intended, testing 3
sessions is not really enough to know
the full effects of this activity. More
sessions would have given certainty
to these findings.
The training package was developed
over several months and delivered
too late in the project’s 3-year
timeframe to gather more evidence
of success on this indicator.
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Catchment wide (Frankston and Mornington Peninsula)
Priority SMART indicator

Evidence of achievement

What could have improved the result

Project presentations were
delivered to at least 3 (nonrenewal site) community
groups and at least 3
agencies or networks from
the health and community
service sector

The project presented to Rosebud
Rotary, Frankston Interfaith
Network, Chisholm TAFE, and other
community groups.
Presentations were delivered to
Mornington Shire Council Youth
Services Network, Frankston Child
and Family Services Partnership,
Centrelink, and other agencies/
networks.

Whilst presentations were made to
these groups, they did not always
guarantee engagement with the
project. Success in this regard was
made with Rosebud Rotary and
Mornington Shire Council Youth
Services Network, for example (see
the following indicator).

The project supported and
resourced at least 9
community-strengthening
activities around family
violence prevention and/or
WRD events across the
Frankston and Mornington
Peninsula catchment

The project was involved in many
community-strengthening activities
and WRD events across the
catchment.
The project achieved good results
with the WRD Working Group (for a
range of activities), Frankston City
Council (the ‘What Men Really Think
About’ forums) and Mornington
Shire Council Youth Services Network
(‘Be the Hero’ facilitator training).
One other example is Rosebud
Rotary: their engagement led to
support of WRD Working Group
activities.

The project could have focused its
engagement effort on partners such
as Peninsula Health or Frankston City
Council to support them in whole-oforganisation activity for prevention.
There was a missed opportunity to
position these partners as leaders in
the catchment.

Project staff provided
timely and helpful support
and resources to stakeholders engaged with the
project in the planning and
coordination of their
activities and/or events

Findings from the evaluation show
one outstanding example: the WRD
Working Group and its various
activities. Involvement in the ‘What
Men Really Think About’ series of
forums is also noted.
It is difficult to make a realistic
assessment of the project’s success
on this indicator given that only 4
staff from health and community
services participated in the focus
group for the evaluation (8 invited).

It appears that the project was very
effective in its role as a support and
resource for those it worked closely
with (for example, the WRD Working
Group and Frankston City Council);
but, too little is known of service
stakeholders’ views more widely to
make a complete assessment.

Those supported/resourced
by the project (and involved
in the evaluation) were able
to identify the underlying
causes of family violence

There is inconclusive evidence of
success; only 4 service providers
were represented in the focus group
for health and community agencies
during the evaluation (8 invited).
Participants recognised that family
violence has a gendered dimension
and is a form of violence against
women. They saw that the project
was about respectful relationships.
And they talked about primary
prevention as action on the causes
(i.e. gender inequality and norms).

Even though there is inconclusive
evidence on this, it is noted that
primary prevention is challenging
work because it takes time to move
people ‘upstream’ from awareness of
the issue to thinking and acting on the
determinants. It can be inferred from
this that a lot more time could have
been spent with the catchment’s
health and community services on
moving them upstream; for example,
through a more comprehensive
workforce development program or a
community of practice, and by having
constant/consistent communications
messages.
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5.1

The project’s greatest gains

As the preceding sections have shown, the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project
faced a number of challenges during implementation. In summary, these involved:


varying levels of readiness amongst the three renewal sites for the work of primary
prevention and the project’s implementation model;



different understandings about the relationships needed between project personnel,
renewal staff and communities for the work to occur;



difficulties in delivering on capacity building strategies due to changes in the political
and policy climate in which the project was conceptualised, designed and funded;



the inherent demands of coordinating work that had a place-based focus and a
catchment wide zoom on a small amount of project staffing; and



the ‘newness’ of primary prevention itself, which made the search for suitable
programs and tools for community-strengthening activities tricky.

These challenges notwithstanding, findings from the evaluation show there were some important
gains made by the project having been in the Frankston and Mornington Peninsula and its three
renewal sites. When assessing these gains, we need to remember that primary prevention is a longterm endeavour involving major cultural and societal change. Primary prevention takes time. Any
reductions in violence against women and its eventual disappearance are long way off, and unlikely to
be achieved by – and in the course of – any single project.
I mean the world has been working on these structures for thousands of years to have a more
equitable society; this is just not going to happen overnight. I think one of the things to me
about working in such disadvantaged communities is that it’s made us think, ‘What
approaches can we use?’ Because you have to bring people to a point of comprehension and
understanding and being able to break some of those norms that people have been living
under…. How do you get people to be aspirational for something else? How do we do that?
(Renewal Manager)

In this context, the greatest gains of the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project are
that – in spite of all the challenges above – it managed to start many meaningful conversations about
family violence. In those conversations were glimpses of primary prevention, an aspirational way of
putting thinking-into-action that could realise a different future for communities. This was the
opportunity that was taken by the renewal sites and local networks and agencies as they made the
first steps – with support and resourcing by the project – towards promoting equal and respectful
relationships between men and women and seeding the project’s vision. Such gains were expressed
by many who participated in the project’s evaluation; some of their words follow below.
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I think there was a lot of dialogue about respect. Did we have it? How can we improve it?
People were exploring their relationships as parents, as neighbours. It generated quite a bit of
discussion, actually. We put it on the agenda. When we went to groups and spoke, you could
hear them chatting about it. It did generate a conversation (Peninsula Health staff member).
I think [the project] allowed us to try and get people to start thinking in the prevention stage.
We haven’t got there, but I think it’s about the shift. We can talk about family violence and
we can do all that but I think even if it’s only just been for us to be getting our heads around
it, it’s preparing us for saying, ‘There is something much greater that needs to be done in the
community if we want to have respectful communities working in harmony and people being
able to be who they are.’ And I think to me, I think that’s been the greatest gain of the
project, that it has given us the head space to be thinking around that (Renewal Manager).
I wouldn’t say that we have struck the absolute prevention area, but I think we are working
towards it. We instigated some programs and activities with families and children, you know,
with barbeques and where there were some respectful relationships discussions – the ‘Date
with Dads’ events. We also had some discussions with young people. We actually talked to
them about violence and respectful relationships and it was interesting. They participated in the
development of some art work on saying no to violence against women. They were all actively
able to come in and do that. I think it actually stopped them for a day to think about what the
impact was. And we engaged them in some conversations about what’s fair and not fair around
people’s attitudes to women, and why that should change. So I think there was – there’s been
something there that was good (Renewal Manager).
I think [the project] has provided us with an opportunity to have a focus on [prevention]. I
think sometimes these projects, maybe they don’t actually have the end – the outcome isn’t
actually what we wanted in the beginning. But do you know what? We just need more of
these opportunities to have the time to think and talk through this space if we are ever going
to make an impact and I think it’s given us that opportunity and I think that alone has
probably been well worthwhile. […] I sometimes felt we weren’t achieving much but looking
back and talking with you now I can see those little things that did happen were great. The
seeds that were sown, they can only be beneficial (Peninsula Health staff member).
I think that the project has raised the profile of preventing violence against women (and more
broadly violence prevention). It has improved understandings about the premise behind why
violence against women, why it’s important. That was an ongoing conversation; and I hope it is
still an ongoing conversation amongst PCP member agencies and communities (Frankston
Mornington Peninsula PCP staff member).

By the end of the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project, the work of preventing
family violence before it occurs had only just begun. There were pockets of great things that happened
coupled with the recognition that change is going to be slow. What this tells us is that we need more
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time for projects like these. The three-year funding for the project was long enough to make a start on
a journey that now needs to continue before the momentum – all those layers of engagement ignited
through the project – dissipates.
I think all of [the project] has been about getting ready, but it tells us how long it takes to get
ready and that the real work is really yet to be done ( Renewal Manager).
Another three years. We've done all the hard work. I think it was Moreland City Council that
was presenting on their project recently, and they were showing some messages that they were
putting up around the municipality, and they were pretty confronting. I asked, ‘How in the hell
do you get that up and not have people in your face about it?’ I forget what it was exactly but it
was very focused on gender equity. And they said in the first few years of the project they
wouldn’t have put them up; but now it is okay, they’ve been going six years. And I thought
that's the problem with project work. It takes this long. Especially with a concept that’s new and
difficult to really get people ready for action. Three years just to get the work off the ground.
There needs to be something else coming now to mobilise it (Project Coordinator).
We got family violence on the agenda but this is what happens with three-year governmentfunded programs. You get there, you do all this work, and then the funding changes, and you
start from square one. Then you get someone new, and it takes two years to build
relationships…. The project should have been in the renewal site earlier on. Then we could have
had six years instead of three (Renewal Manager).

Practice insights: To make solid ground in preventing family violence before it occurs, any initiative
needs to run for at least six years and not be limited by three-year funding cycles.
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5.0 Practice insights
The challenges and learnings from the Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project can be
distilled into practice insights that appear throughout this report. These are collated below so they can
be shared with others in the field of preventing family violence to build practice.
1. The first phase of any preventing family violence initiative ought to include
opportunities for ‘shared language, knowledge transfer and capacity building’
activities that prepare all partners for the work that lies ahead. These activities can
occur in formal ways (such as through workshops) and less formally (for instance, in
regular discussions at reference group meetings, through peer-to-peer learning
models and by one-to-one conversations). Moreover, these opportunities should be
available to partners throughout the life of any initiative in order to maintain
understandings of (and focus on) the upstream intent of the work and how partners
seek to get there (in short, their implementation model).
2. Establishing a resident-led Respectful Relationships Working Group to drive primary
prevention is the first step for any preventing family violence initiative with a placebased focus. Through such a group, project personnel can work closely with the
community and workers connected to it in a genuine collaboration. Together, they
can imagine a different future for women and men based on equality and respect
AND decide on how they’d like to get there.
3. It is advisable for project personnel to be located in the place in which any
prevention initiative is occurring – at least one day a week. This way, they can foster
relationships with the community and the workers connected to it and build trust
with them, thus enabling genuine collaboration.
4. If there is more than one place involved in a preventing family violence initiative,
then implementation ought to occur in a staged manner. Staging can be agreed to by
using a readiness assessment tool or expression of interest process. As relationships
are established and work gets underway in one place, the project can move to the
next.
5. A community training package must be offered early in the implementation stage of
any preventing family violence initiative that has a place-based focus. Such training is
an integral part of the resources and support for communities and workers
connected to them in planning and coordinating prevention actions for local settings.
6. A comprehensive workforce development strategy must be put in place early,
especially if a preventing family violence initiative is catchment wide. There are
benefits in delivering well-tested capacity building programs in a way that initially
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achieves depth (for example, by focusing on key partners) and then reach (through
roll out of the workforce development strategy).
7. Preventing family violence initiatives can make effective use of campaigns such as
WRD and 16 Days of Activism to Stop Violence against Women to raise awareness of
family violence and its impacts. Such campaigns encourage conversations in the
community. They are a good stepping stone for engaging the community and
supporting them in understanding the causes of family violence as well as taking
action to prevent it from happening in the first place. Such campaigns are not the
whole point of preventing family violence initiatives – they are the beginning.
8. Preventing family violence initiatives can benefit from having a communications
strategy in place from the beginning of implementation. The strategy ought to
include key messages for stakeholders to use around family violence and its
prevention – during WRD and other campaigns and indeed at any stage of planning,
coordinating and implementing their community-strengthening activity.
9. Communities of practice (such as forums, networks or learning circles) are essential
for any preventing family violence initiative with a place based and/or catchment
wide focus. They are a way of bringing all those involved in the work together to
exchange resources, share experiences, learn about practice, and hear consistent
messages about preventing family violence (and indeed the initiative). They can also
provide opportunities for stakeholders who are more experienced in primary
prevention, or whose activities might be more progressed, to inspire and mentor
others who are not. This is particularly useful for any initiative that has planned the
work in places and across the catchment to occur in a staged manner.
10. A communications strategy that includes (but is not limited to) regular e-bulletins can
further ensure that stakeholders hear about practice-related developments and
opportunities. It can also help to ensure that consistent messages about preventing
family violence (and the initiative) reach stakeholders outside of their involvement in
communities of practice.
11. Given the newness of the preventing family violence field, strategies to support and
resource project teams in their work are a must. These can include processes to
connect them to primary prevention practitioners working on projects in other areas
or regions.
12. To make solid ground in preventing family violence before it occurs, any initiative
needs to run for at least six years and not be limited by three-year funding cycles.
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Project activities in detail
The Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project saw a number of activities take place in
the three renewal sites and across the catchment. Details of these activities are presented in the
sections that follow. Several sources of information have been used to compile the account. These
include various forms of project documentation (for example, project record updates, reports to the
funding body and partners, and minutes of the reference group), and the interviews and focus groups
that were part of the project’s evaluation process. The level of detail about the activities often varied
within these sources. For some activities, quite a lot of information existed; for others, this was less so.
This variation is reflected in the account that follows.

Place-based community strengthening activities (renewal sites)
This section describes the following activities of the project:
1. Presentations to renewal sites
2. Community training for renewal sites
3. Activity to support, resource and facilitate reach of community strengthening
initiatives of the renewal sites
The Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project sought to support and resource the
three renewal sites in planning and implementing community-strengthening activities to prevent
family violence. The first step in the process was for members of the project team to be invited to
resident-led steering committees (or other structures) to deliver presentations about what was on
offer. The project team made five of such presentations in total, to the following groups:


Frankston North Community Renewal Steering Committee (2010) – 12 members



Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal Steering Committee (2010) – 15 members



Hastings Respectful Relationships Working Group (2011) – 8 members



Frankston North Safety, Health and Wellbeing Committee (2011) – 10 members



Rosebud West Community Renewal Steering Committee (2010) – 14 members

Presentations were refined over time with increasing emphasis on themes for action and how
communities can get on board (and less on prevalence and health and socio-economic impacts).
What did I learn about practice? Don’t keep the same presentation and plot it out. The
message was the same but I tweaked it each time. Keep the message clear – about respectful
relationships (Project Coordinator).
The Renewal Manager gave me feedback from the group. She said the part they got the most
was the analogy with the river and going upstream. Once they heard that, it changed their
ideas about the project and what communities can do (Project Coordinator).
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Community training was also seen as an important part of the project’s support and resourcing role;
and it came by way of the ‘Respect in our Community’ workshop 2012. The workshop was developed
over several months from 2011, with extensive feedback given on early drafts by project partners and
other stakeholders. By project end, the workshop was delivered to three groups:


Frankston North Safety, Health and Wellbeing Working Group: 13 people
participated in this workshop, a mix of Frankston North community members and
workers from Frankston City Council who were responsible for the municipality’s
safety plan. (The latter went on to work with the project on the ‘What Men Really
Think About’ series of forums. See further below.)



Hastings Respectful Relationships Working Group: 14 people participated in this
workshop, including Hastings community members and police from the Family
Violence Team at Hastings (Victoria Police is represented on the working group).



Frankston Interfaith Network (supported by Frankston City Council): 15 people
participated in this workshop. Prior to the workshop, the network had been eager to
do work on preventing family violence. There had been ongoing discussions with the
Project Coordinator for around 12 months; and the training was offered to them to
support their thinking. Findings gathered through the evaluation process (rather than
the feedback sheets gathered immediately after the session) show that the language
and concepts of respectful relationships did not always hit the mark with this group.
Some participants did not necessarily see the link between this theme for action and
preventing family violence, even though this was the content of the workshop.

The project was involved in supporting, resourcing and facilitating the reach of several community
strengthening initiatives to prevent family violence in the three renewal sites. For Frankston North
Community Renewal, the initiatives were:


Women Living Positively (from 2010). This was a community group for women that
encouraged social connections and promoted respectful relationships through
different activities. Around 12 women participated in the group which met weekly.
Some of the events they organised included a WRD morning tea (2010) and WRD
lunch (2011 and 2012) (see further below).



‘Date with Dads’ (2012). The ‘Date with Dads’ program is by Better Men Australia
(http://www.bettermen.com.au/index.html). It is an evening of activities conducted
in schools for students and fathers to get together ‘to laugh, learn and connect’.
Activities are designed to promote positive male parenting roles within families and
educate fathers on the importance of spending quality time with their children. The
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event was run at Mahogany Rise Primary School and Aldercourt Primary School, with
101 and 114 participants respectively.


‘Family violence is out of bounds’ signs (2011 and 2012). These permanent signs
went up at two local sporting grounds in Frankston North: the Eric Bell Oval and The
Pines Soccer Club. Their prominence means that everyone who drives through
Frankston North sees these messages.



‘Be the Hero’ (2011). ‘Be the Hero’ is a preventing violence against women program
by the Victorian Women’s Trust (http://www.bethehero.com.au/). The program is
aimed at Year 10 boys. It encourages non-violent choices of behaviour and promotes
respectful relationships. The program was introduced to Monterey Secondary
College in 2011 and subsequently embedded into the Victorian Certificate of Applied
Learning (VCAL) curriculum at the school. This means that every year, Year 10 and
Year 11 VCAL students undertake the program as part of their studies.



‘Be the Hero’ (2012). Training on this program was provided to youth workers of the
Frankston Youth Resource Centre. At the time, participants stated an intention to
deliver ‘Be the Hero’ to local sports clubs. It is unknown if this occurred.



Community Safety Forum (2011). This forum brought together local services and
community members. Around 30 residents attended the forum and around 10
service providers were represented. Information about family violence was available
at the forum.



‘All Men can be Heroes’ children’s book (2012). This book, for children in primary
school, was written by the Renewal Manager. Students from Mahogany Rise Primary
School were involved in the development of the characters (a workshop was run by a
psychologist/art therapist to facilitate the process). The book sends the message that
violence at home is not okay. Frankston City Council has provided a graphic designer
to illustrate the book; and publication is set for sometime in 2013.

For Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal, the initiatives were:


‘Help Card’ (2010). This resource included information for those in need of family
violence support over the Christmas period. Its development was in response to local
community feedback indicating that accessing services can be difficult at this time of
year.



‘Date with Dads’ (2011). Rob Kosh from Better Men Australia presented to the
Hastings Respectful Relationships Working Group late in 2011, and ‘Date with Dads’
was held at three local primary schools the following year. The schools were Hastings
Primary School (145 participants), West Park Primary School (38 participants) and St
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Marys Primary School (86 participants). Feedback indicated extremely positive
outcomes and interest from the schools in further parenting events.
For Rosebud West Community Renewal, the initiatives were:


Women’s Art Group (in partnership with Family Life) (from 2010). This group gave
around 20 community women the opportunity to connect with each other through
art classes that promoted social inclusion and positive self-esteem. A local artist was
appointed to facilitate the classes. Participants were aged between 30 and 83 years.
Feedback was positive as the group has developed ownership of the creative space
and its place within it. By project end, members were seeking funding to continue
the group with some personally contributing to running costs in the interim. The
group clearly became very important to the women who were part of it.



The Respect Mural (2011–2012) (with additional support from Mornington Peninsula
Shire Council). This initiative engaged around 75 students in Years 1, 3 and 5 from
Eastbourne Primary School. It facilitated the expression of their perceptions of
respect. Respect was the focus for consultations led by the Principal and a local
artist; the artist then supported the children to create a mural on one of the school’s
buildings facing Seawinds Community Hub.



‘Monkey See Monkey Do’ (2012) (with Dream House Theatre Company; and with
additional funds from Arts Victoria, School Focussed Youth Services and Mornington
Peninsula Shire Council). This theatre project started with improvisation workshops
for 20 young people (aged between 11–17 years) to develop a storyline about cyberbullying. Respectful relationships was also raised and discussed with this group. The
Dream House Theatre Company then read/performed the storyline at Southern
Peninsula Arts Centre, Rosebud Secondary College.



‘Men Behaving Dadly’ (2012). This overnight camping event at Eastbourne Primary
School brought together students and significant men in their families to enjoy an
evening of activities together. Around 50 men (fathers, uncles, grandfathers and
brothers) and 90 children were involved. There was a presentation on the value of
men being involved with their children, and respectful relationships messages. It is
understood that Eastbourne Primary School has plans to make ‘Men Behaving Dadly’
an annual event.
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Workforce development opportunities and primary prevention actions (catchment wide)
This section describes the following activities of the project:
1. Presentations to community groups and health and community agencies or networks
in the catchment
2. Training and professional development opportunities for the catchment
3. Partnership activity to promote equal and respectful relationships and non-violent
social norms.
The Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project sought to bring the broader community
and the health and community service sector to the work of preventing family violence. As with the
renewal sites, the first step was to be invited to meetings and forums to inform stakeholders about
what was on offer. The project made a total of 11 presentations to groups, networks and committees
in the catchment. These were:


Rosebud Rotary Club (2010). Fifteen members heard this presentation, which led to
their participation in WRD Working Group activities in 2011 and 2012 (see further
below.)



Frankston Interfaith Network Executive Committee (2011) with three members in
attendance.



Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP Strategic Planning Forum (2011) with 35
member agency representatives in attendance.



Mornington Peninsula Shire Council Health and Wellbeing Committee (2011). Eight
senior managers/team leaders heard this presentation, which focused on family
violence prevention in the local government setting.



Mornington Peninsula Shire Council Youth Services Network (2011). Around 12 youth
services agencies were represented on this network during the presentation. The
presentation led to Mornington Peninsula Shire Council staff completing ‘Be the
Hero’ facilitator training in 2011 in their workplace. The project provided training for
other youth workers in the catchment in 2012 (see further below).



Frankston Interfaith Network (2012). This presentation was given to 10 members of
the network, who were also engaged in various conversations with the Project
Coordinator over a 12-month period.



Chisholm TAFE (2012). The Project Coordinator presented the project to 20 students
completing their Community Development Diploma. As part of their assessment
tasks, a group developed a ‘Respect’ water bottle, which was then distributed at
‘Men Behaving Dadly’ event at Eastbourne Primary School in 2012 (details above).
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Mornington Peninsula Shire Council Communities that Care (2012). This presentation
was made to around 10 members of the board.



Frankston Child and Family Services Partnership (2013)



Frankston Youth Service Network (2012). Around 10 members heard this
presentation.



Centrelink Managers Network (2013).

In addition to these presentations, the project was represented at a number of networks where
regular updates on the project were given. These included:


Frankston Regional Men’s Wellbeing Alliance, 12 agencies represented (bi-monthly)



Family Violence Service Providers Network, 14 agencies represented (bi-monthly)



Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP Health Promotion Collaborative Meeting



Frankston Mornington Peninsula PCP Strategic Directions Committee, comprising 38
member agencies

Training and professional development opportunities for the catchment’s health and community
service sector came by way of ‘Be the Hero’ facilitator training, VicHealth’s ‘Preventing Violence
against women’ short course, and the monthly e-bulletin.


‘Be the Hero’ facilitator training (2012). The project invited Paul Zapper to deliver this
training to youth workers and School Welfare staff from across the catchment.
Around 12 people attended the training including youth workers, drug and alcohol
support workers and school welfare workers.



VicHealth’s ‘Preventing Violence against Women’ shortcourse (2011). Around 20
participants completed both days of the short course; between them they
represented half a dozen agencies in the Frankston and Mornington Peninsula
catchment, including Peninsula Health, Anglicare Victoria, Family Life, PenDAP
(Peninsula Drug and Alcohol Program), Frankston City Council and WAYSS Family
Violence Outreach Service. According to the evaluation conducted by VicHealth,
feedback was positive with participants finding the information useful in
understanding prevention strategies.



Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project e-bulletin (February 2012 to
March 2013). This monthly e-bulletin had 32 subscribers by the end of 2012. Of those
participating in a brief on-line survey of the e-bulletin in February 2013 (n = 4), 100%
rated the relevance of the e-bulletin to their work as ‘very good’ to ‘fantastic’, and
75% reported using the e-bulletin for accessing the latest information about
preventing family violence ‘a lot’.
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Partnership activity to promote equal and respectful relationships and non-violent social norms
occurred through the ‘What Men Really Think About’ series of forums (Frankston City Council).


The Project Coordinator played an active role in a working group formed towards the
end of 2012 for the planning of these forums; in particular, by providing expertise on
family violence prevention during the planning phase. The forums had been running
at the Wheeler Centre in Melbourne for more than 18 months, and the working
group sought to bring them to Frankston for the first time. The forums were held in
March, April and June 2013, and the themes were ‘fatherhood’, ‘masculinity’ and
‘relationships’ respectively. Each forum had three speakers who shared stories about
challenges and how they overcame difficulties in relation to each theme. The forums
were not pitched as family violence prevention – the working group were very
mindful about communicating the right message to attract men and not alienate
them. But the forums did get onto the theme of respectful relationships by the third
one. Over 300 people attended the series; more than half returned feedback sheets
which showed very positive results. ‘We were very pleased at the high numbers of
males who attended the forums, this was hoped for and exceeded expectations’
(Frankston City Council staff member). The forums can be seen at
http://www.youtube.com/user/WMRTAvideo/videos

Awareness-raising through the annual WRD campaign (renewal sites and catchment wide)
This section describes the project’s involvement in events that took place in the renewal sites and
across the catchment as part of the annual WRD campaign. The campaign was seen by the project as
one way of saturating the renewal sites and the catchment with messages about family violence.
WRD activities in Frankston North Community Renewal included:


WRD cricket matches (2011 and 2012) (The Pines Cricket Club). In 2011, students
from Monterey Primary School and Aldercourt Primary School, with students from St.
Anthony’s Coptic Orthodox College, played a round robin game as the warm up to
the community cricket Match. Around 150 students and 50 adults were part of the
event. They wore t-shirts with the WRD message. In 2012 the local primary schools
were involved in a school and community cricket match before the community
cricket match. Around 200 students, 20 teachers, 18 parents, 11 players from the
community and 11 players from the cricket club were involved, along with over 80
spectators.



WRD church service (2011, 2012) (Monterey Park). In 2011, over 50 people were part
of the non-denominational church service.
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WRD morning tea (2010). This event was organised by the Women Living Positively
group (see above) and took place at the Mahogany Neighbourhood Centre.



WRD lunch (2011) (2012). This event was organised by the Women Living Positively
group (see above), Around 20 people attended in 2011.

WRD activities in Hastings Neighbourhood Renewal included:


WRD morning tea (2010).



WRD BBQ (2011). This event was for the Blue Light Boxers and their families. Around 15
people attended.



WRD market stall (2012). This event at the centre of Hastings provided information to the
community and was an opportunity for those stopping by to talk openly about family
violence. It was a huge success as well as a real eye opener because of the number of
disclosures from people affected by family violence. Key messages included the impacts
of family violence on the community, and that everyone can stand up to family violence.



WRD art project (2012). This activity took place within Hastings Community Hub and
involved its user groups. It involved around eight young people in a conversation
about what they thought respectful relationships looked like. The resulting art work
was displayed in Hub and taken to the Hastings market stall.

WRD activities across the catchment were planned and coordinated by the WRD Working Group, a
group comprising representatives from two local governments, four agencies and two community
networks. The group met monthly in the lead up to their events, which included:


WRD billboards during the month of November (2011 and 201). The locations for the
billboards were Hastings, Mt Martha, Rosebud West and Somerville. The ‘Not silent
on family violence’ billboard for 2011 was sponsored by donations from local
businesses and Salvation Army Mt Martha.



WRD signs on local buses (2011) (2012). Messages appeared on buses in Rosebud
and Frankton through the month of November.



WRD team for the Arthurs Seat fun run (2011 and 2012). A team of 26 staff and
students from Dromana Secondary College was sponsored by Rosebud Rotary,
Mornington Peninsula Shire Council and Frankston Mornington PCP to take part in
the 2011 challenge as a WRD team. All wore t-shirts promoting anti-violence
messages. A team of 36 runners from Dromana Secondary College was sponsored to
take part in the challenge in 2012 as a WRD team, again wearing WRD t-shirts.



WRD presentation at Mornington Park Primary School (2011) – to Grade 5 and 6
students.
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Goal: To utilise a place-based approach to prevent family violence by building local communities, cultures and organisations across the Frankston and Mornington Peninsula catchment
that support respectful and equal relationships, are gender equitable and support non-violent social norms
Objective 1: Build awareness and
strengthen understandings of the causes
of family violence and how to prevent it in
a community setting

Objective 2: Increase community capacity
to promote equal and respectful
relationships between men and women,
boys and girls

Objective 3: Build local commitment to
the primary prevention of family violence

Objective 4: Contribute to the knowledge
and evidence base for family violence
primary prevention approaches

INPUTS

KEY ACTIVITIES

OUTPUTS

SHORT-TERM IMPACTS

Known health impacts of
family violence (WHO,
VicHealth)

Project promotion to local partners, renewal
sites, community groups
Awareness raising (VAW/PVAW) for local
partners, renewal sites, community groups
Attend service provider network meetings

Presentations and updates
Information sharing and relationships building
Identification of opportunities for partnerships
and community action

Increased awareness of project objectives
among local partners, renewal sites, community
groups, service provider networks, PCP

Evidence-based tools for
primary prevention
(VicHealth framework)
Growing prevention
practice field in Victoria
Initial statewide policy
support for primary
prevention and DPCD
funding opportunity

Support and resource identified local
partners, renewal sites and community
groups in planning place-based best practice
prevention activities

Strong catchment
partnership structures
(i.e. PCP)
Identification of need to
respond to family
violence in local areas
Family violence a priority
for local partners based
on reported incidents
DPCD funding for a
prevention/community
strengthening initiative
Contribution of local
staff time and resources

Workforce development (VicHealth)
Community training workshop
Community working groups
Community awareness-raising activities e.g.
WRD, ‘Violence is out of bounds’, community
safety forum, theatre project ...
Community strengthening activities e.g.
‘Date with dads’, ‘Be the hero’, children’s
book, social marketing ...

Enhanced awareness of family violence
prevalence and improved understandings of its
causes among local partners, renewal sites,
community groups, service provider networks,
PCP member agencies
Improved local community and service provider
capacity to take evidence-based action on family
violence by addressing its causes
Enhanced access to current prevention
opportunities (information, resources, training)
among local partners, service provider networks,
PCP member agencies

MEDIUM AND LONGER-TERM IMPACTS
Report regularly to the FMP PCP
Convene/resource the reference group
Act as a clearing house for PVAW information

Information sharing (training, partnerships ...)
Regular e-bulletins across the catchment
Identification of opportunities for partnerships
and community action

Family violence prevention continues to be
included in community health and wellbeing plans
Toolkit and evaluation report accessed and used
within and beyond the catchment
Ongoing family violence prevention occurs

Identify a place-based prevention model
Conduct evaluation activities

Place-based prevention tool kit available
Evaluation report available

Local partnership commitment to gender equity
and non-violent social norms
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Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) Project: Evaluation Framework (Confirmed 11 February 2013)
Goal: To utilise a place-based approach to prevent family violence by building local communities, cultures and organisations that support respectful and equal
relationships, are gender equitable and support non-violent norms
Catchment: Frankston and Mornington Peninsula
Objective 1: Build awareness and strengthen understandings of the causes of family violence and how to prevent it in a community setting
Key activities

Project promotion to local
partners, renewal sites,
community groups
Awareness raising
(VAW/PVAW) for local
partners, renewal sites,
community groups
Attendance at service provider
network meetings

Indicators

Methods of data collection

Reach
Over the three years of the project:
 quarterly project updates are given to all 3 renewal sites
 bimonthly project updates are given to at least 2 identified service provider networks in the
FMP catchment
 at least 1 project presentation is given to each of the 3 renewal sites
 at least 1 project presentation is given to 3 other community groups or organisations in
Hastings, Rosebud West and Frankston North
 at least 1 project presentation is given to 3 service provider networks in the FMP catchment

Document analysis:
meeting minutes,
quarterly reference
group reports, planning
notes

Appropriateness and quality
All project presentations included information about VAW, its causes, what communities can do
The language and concepts used in project presentations were presented in a clear and relevant
way to various stakeholders

Document analysis: 12and 24-month review,
planning notes, material
from presentations
Interviews with project
team; interviews with
renewal managers re:
development/refinement of presentations

Impact
Following project presentations, the project team provided information to interested
stakeholders about evidenced-based action to prevent family violence
As a result of the project presentations and follow up:
 each renewal site committed to undertaking at least 3 activities (i.e. 9 activities in total)
 at least 1 community group or organisation in Hastings, Rosebud West and Frankston North
engaged with the project (i.e. 3 engagements in total)
 at least 3 opportunities for service provider networks to engage with the project occurred

Document analysis:
planning notes, email
correspondence
Interviews with project
team
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Actions (and when)

Collate and handover all
relevant documents
Jan/Feb 2013
Document analysis from
Feb 2013
5 x interviews from Mar
2013
2 x stakeholder focus
groups from Apr 2013

Objective 2: Increase community capacity to promote equal and respectful relationships between men and women, boys and girls
Key activities

Support and resource
identified local partners,
renewal sites and community
groups in planning community
awareness raising and/or
community strengthening
activities

Indicators

Methods of data collection

Reach
At least 3 community awareness raising activities were planned for Hastings, Rosebud West and
Frankston North i.e. 9 in total (including the 3 renewal sites)
At least 3 community strengthening activities were planned for in Hastings, Rosebud West and
Frankston North i.e. 9 in total (including the 3 renewal sites)

Document analysis:
planning notes, project
records

Appropriateness and quality
During the course of planning, the project team:
 was invited to at least 1 planning meeting of stakeholders in the development of their
activities
 attended 100% of meetings they were invited to
 provided timely information and follow up as requested by stakeholders in the development
of their activities
Towards project end, the majority of stakeholders participating in the evaluation of the project
report that the resourcing and support provided by the project team was timely and helpful

Interviews with project
team; interviews with
renewal managers
Focus groups for stakeholders in community
awareness raising and
community strengthening activities

Impact
Towards project end, the majority of stakeholders participating in the evaluation of the project:
 can recall the key objectives of the project i.e. to prevent family violence through promotion
equal and respectful relationships between women and men
 can acknowledge that family violence is prevalent in the community
 can name the underlying causes of family violence (i.e. gender inequality and norms)
 can identify ‘promoting equal and respectful relationships’ as a theme for action to prevent
family violence (and can explain how they translated this theme into their activities)
 feel confident they could plan further community awareness raising and/or community
strengthening activities
(NOTE: Analysis to establish if there is a pattern in the results relating to stakeholders’
involve-ment in community awareness versus community strengthening activities)
Towards project end all 3 renewal managers report an increase in their understandings of a)
the causes of family violence and b) the link between promoting equal and respectful
relationships and preventing family violence

Focus groups for stakeholders in community
awareness raising and
community strengthening activities
Interviews with project
team on gains, challenges
Interviews renewal
managers on gains,
challenges
Document analysis: 12and 24-month review
(on challenges)
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Actions (and when)

Collate and handover all
relevant documents
Jan/Feb 2013
Document analysis from
Feb 2013
7 x interviews from Mar
2013
2 x stakeholder focus
groups from Apr 2013

Objective 2: Increase community capacity to promote equal and respectful relationships between men and women, boys and girls
Key activities

Indicators

Reach
At least 1 workshop was delivered to community groups or organisations in Hastings, Rosebud
West and Frankston North (i.e. at least 3 workshops in total)
50% of participants in the workshops were from the community

Support and resource
identified local partners,
renewal sites and community
groups through community
training workshops

Support and resource local
partners though workforce
development activities

Appropriateness and quality
At least 6 service providers were consulted in the development of the workshop
At least 1 community representative from each renewal site was consulted in the development
of the workshop
The workshop was tested with service providers and the community before being rolled out
Each renewal site was involved in promoting the workshops to the community
At least 90% of participants reported that the workshop content was useful and easy to
understand

Methods of data collection

Document analysis:
planning notes, drafts of
workshop agendas/
outlines, project records
Interview with Project
Coordinator
Interviews with renewal
managers
Workshop participant
feedback (via feedback
sheets)

Impact
Immediately following the workshops:
 90% of participants reported an increased awareness of the impacts of family violence in the
community
 90% of participants identified ‘promoting equal and respectful relationships’ as the key
theme for action
 80% of participants said they felt confident to discuss the concepts of family violence
prevention with others
At 3 months post workshops, and of those interviewed from the participant list:
 75% can recall 1 key message of family violence prevention
 50% can recall 2 key messages of family violence prevention
 25% can describe their next steps to take action to prevent family violence

Workshop participant
feedback (via feedback
sheets)
8 x telephone interviews
with selected workshop
participants
Interview with Project
Coordinator on gains,
challenges

Reach
The project ensured a comprehensive catchment-wide promotion of the shortcourse to relevant
stakeholders
At least 60% of those registering for the shortcourse completed the two days
All 3 renewal managers completed the shortcourse

Participant records
Interview with PCP staff
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Actions (and when)

Collate and handover all
relevant documents
(including completed
feedback sheets) Jan/Feb
2013
Document analysis from
Feb 2013
1 x interview Project
Coordinator from Mar
2013
3 x interviews with
Renewal Mangers from
Mar 2013
Project Coordinator to
gain interest from
selected workshop
participants by Feb 2013
8 x telephone interviews
with selected workshop
participants from May
2013

Consultation with
VicHealth from Mar 2013
Interview from Mar 2013

Objective 3: Build local commitment to the primary prevention of family violence
Key activities

Convene and resource the
project reference group

Act as a clearing house for
PVAW information

Indicators

Methods of data collection

Reach
Reference group members reflect key family violence prevention stakeholders in the catchment
Over the three years of the project:
 quarterly meetings were convened
 each executive member attended at least 80% of the meetings
 at least 50% of non-executive partners were represented in each meeting

Document analysis:
meeting notes, 12- and
24-month review

Appropriateness and quality
Over the three years of the project, the project reference group fulfilled its terms of reference

Document analysis:
terms of reference,
meeting notes, 12- and
24-month review
Focus group with project
reference group

Reach
From February 2012:
 an e-bulletin is circulated monthly to relevant stakeholders
 the distribution list reflects an even geographic spread across the FMP catchment
 service providers are reflected in 90% of the distribution list

Document analysis: ebulletin distribution list

Appropriateness and quality
Towards project end, at least 70% of e-bulletin survey respondents report that the e-bulletin
content is clear and relevant to them
Impact
Towards project end, at least 50% of e-bulletin survey respondents report that they used the ebulletin to access information, resources or training about family violence prevention
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Interview with Project
Coordinator on development, benefits to
subscribers
Short survey of not more
than 3 questions in ebulletin edition

Actions (and when)

Collate and handover all
relevant documents
Jan/Feb 2013
Document analysis from
Feb 2013
1 x focus group for the
project reference group
from May 2013

Collate and handover all
relevant documents
Jan/Feb 2013
Document analysis from
Feb 2013
Short survey in e-bulletin,
May 2013

SUMMARY OF DATA COLLECTION METHODS and KEY DATES
 Document analysis (various materials) from Feb 2013
 4 x interviews with project team from Mar 2013
 3 x interviews with the renewal managers from Mar 2013
 Consultation with VicHealth (re: shortcourse participants) from Mar 2013
 2 x focus groups with stakeholders involved in planning community awareness raising and/or community strengthening initiatives (1 x service provider focus group and
1 x community member focus group) from Apr 2013
 1 x focus group for the project reference group from May 2013
 8 x telephone interviews with identified participants from the community training workshops from May 2013
 Short survey in e-bulletin May 2013
NOTES
Definitions and acronyms







VAW stands for violence against women. The Stronger Communities (Respectful Relationships) project used the definition of violence against women provided by
VicHealth, citing the UN’s Declaration on the elimination of violence against women (1993). According to VicHealth, violence against women is understood to occur on
a continuum of economic, psychological and emotional abuse through to physical and sexual violence. It refers to ‘any act of gender-based violence that results in, or is
likely to result in, physical, sexual or psychological harm or suffering to women, including threats of such acts, coercion or arbitrary deprivation of liberty, whether
occurring in public of private life.’
PVAW stands for preventing violence against women before it occurs: in other words, primary prevention. To prevent violence against women, the Stronger
Communities (Respectful Relationships) project used the primary prevention framework developed by VicHealth, which identifies ‘promoting equal and respectful
relationships between men and women’ as a key theme for action to address the underlying determinants of the problem. In doing so, the project also recognised that
its activities focused on preventing violence against women by men known to them because evidence shows that most violence against women occurs in this way. In
particular, the project directed itself towards the primary prevention of family violence as the most prevalent expression of violence against women.
Community awareness raising initiatives involve raising awareness of the seriousness and the prevalence of family violence and the current strategies to prevent it
occurring. Examples of this would be white ribbon day events, community safety forums etc.
Community strengthening initiatives begin to address the determinants of family violence by promoting gender equity and respectful relationships.
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