
 

 

DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMUNITIES 
 
Key Outcomes 
 
Thrive ‘Lessons Learned’ 
Workshop 
23 September 2019  



 

Department of Communities Thrive Lessons Learned Report Sept 2019 2 

Table of Contents 
Introduction ............................................................................................................... 3 
Key Learnings ........................................................................................................... 5 
Workshop and Sector Feedback ............................................................................. 9 
Next Steps ............................................................................................................... 17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

Department of Communities Thrive Lessons Learned Report Sept 2019 3 

Introduction 
 
The Department of Communities is currently in the process of replacing the Support and 
Tenant Education Program (STEP) with the THRIVE Program which is due to commence on 
the 10 October 2019.  
 
Feedback to the Department of Communities from key stakeholders involved in the 
procurement process for the THRIVE program indicated that there was an opportunity to 
conduct a “Lessons Learned’ workshop to identify key learnings using the Commissioning 
for Outcomes framework that includes each phase of the procurement process namely the 
development of the strategy, service design, sourcing the service and implementation. 
 
A workshop was held on the 23 September 2019. Preparation for this workshop included 
discussions with Michelle Mackenzie (Shelter WA), John Bouffler (CEWA) and Louise 
Giolitto (WACOSS) to ensure that the workshop design would support exploration of the 
common areas of concern and support the development of key learnings for further 
consideration by the Department of Communities in future service design and procurement 
processes. 
 
The Department of Communities conducted an internal “Lessons Learned’ process to begin 
the process of identifying both what had worked well and also possible areas for 
improvement. These outputs were used as thought starters for workshop participants and 
allowed attendees to both agree or disagree with the perspectives put forward by the 
Department of Communities and Department of Finance representatives. 
 
This report outlines the key learnings identified at the workshop and includes the participant 
feedback. 
 
The community and service level outcomes of Thrive are included below to provide further 
context around the reasons why the change was made to evolve STEP into a program that 
has a more holistic focus on the client’s overall social and economic capacity through the 
promotion of an early intervention approach towards supporting household resilience and 
improvements in the ability to manage the households in a sustainable manner in the long 
term. 
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Community and Service Level Outcomes of the Thrive Program 
 
Thrive will focus on the tailored delivery of services that reflect the diversity of clients and the 
community by mobilising local solutions. 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Primary Thrive community outcome: 
Increase clients’ social and economic capacity and build 
household resilience for long term success 
 

Service Level Outcomes: 
• Improve clients’ life skills and capacity to reach their social 

and economic goals. 
• Clients demonstrate an improvement in their ability to manage 

their household in a community environment during their time 
in Thrive. 

• Clients build their capacity and resilience for long term 
success. 

• Early intervention allows clients to reduce risk factors. 
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Key Learnings 
 
The following key learnings were identified through the “Lessons Learned’ process including 
the workshop. 
 
Table 1 Summary of Key Learnings 
 
Theme Comment 
 
Co-Design 

 
Terminology such as “Co-Design” is often interpreted differently 
across various contexts as it continues to evolve in its meaning and 
implementation.  
The Delivering Community Services in Partnership Policy states, “Co-
design means to collaboratively design services with service users, 
Organisations and service providers, and Public Authorities.” 1(DCSP 
Policy, Definitions, p. 27. 
 
The community sector generally uses the term to describe a process 
of deep engagement and partnership using “collaboration” and 
“empowerment” of all parties involved. This is reflected in the 
WACOSS Toolkit of Co-Design - “Co-Design is about designing and 
delivering community services in partnership – an equal and 
reciprocal relationship – between funders, service providers and the 
people using services (and often their carers, families and others in 
the community).”2 
 
A shared meaning of the concept and agreement around the process 
of co-design would have ensured a closer partnership with increased 
clarity about the parameters that were fixed versus ones that were 
available for co-design. Although there were many consultation and 
briefing activities, these are not considered to be co-design activities 
by the community sector. 
 
The voice of the consumers largely appeared to be missing from the 
development and design process. 

Clarity of 
Qualitative 
Criteria 

The qualitative criteria in tender documents needed to be clearer and 
more concise. 
 For example, if there is a priority to partner with ACCO’s and other 
organisations then the scoring needs to reflect this and so does the 
communication about the outcome of the process.  
There was a lack of clarity about partnership requirements and 
recognition for partnership pricing. 

 
1 Government of Western Australia, Delivering Community Services in Partnership Guide, 2018. 
2 WACOSS CO-Design Toolkit, accessed via http://wacoss.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/co-
design-toolkit-combined-2-1.pdf. 
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Theme Comment 
Communication The need for consistent accurate communication was emphasised, 

including an up to date website. 
A Formal Communication and Engagement Plan to support deeper 
engagement with the sector and key stakeholders could have 
supported the development of an appropriate co-design approach. 
 

Change 
Management 
Plan 

Creating a clear and shared understanding of the program objectives 
and outcomes would have ensured that stakeholders had a clear 
understanding of the reasons, (the WHY?) for the change. 

Place-based 
service design 
and evaluation 

This would have assisted with ensuring that regional and remote 
areas were considered within their context including their strengths 
and needs. 

Development of 
Frameworks, 
Tools and 
Processes 

Implementation would be easier if these are developed earlier on in 
the process, so they are ready when planning for implementation 
begins. 

Transition and 
Implementation 
Planning 

It is highly desirable to have a warm handover between providers and 
clients, and all other parties including communities. 
 
Improved communication of the Transition Plan and negotiation of an 
appropriate time frame. 
 
Proactive management of current STEP providers could have started 
the process of evolving STEP into THRIVE far sooner. 

Adequate 
Feedback on 
Tender Outcome 

 
There was a lack of meaningful feedback on the tender outcome and 
this resulted in respondents requesting written feedback. State Supply 
Commission Open and Effective Competition policy requires 
“Unsuccessful bidders must be provided with a debriefing on request.” 
Traditionally debriefs are conducted verbally. However, these should 
still be comprehensive in nature and useful to the unsuccessful 
respondent to enable them to improve future offers.  
 
Written feedback for unsuccessful respondents could add significant 
time, effort and risk to the procurement process. 
 
There was a missed opportunity for providers to improve the quality of 
their service through more detailed feedback on the outcome of their 
tender response. 
 
The standard debrief process is for the evaluation panel chairperson 
to be involved in debriefs. 
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Theme Comment 
 

Pricing/Financial 
Model 

There needs to be a clear and transparent pricing model that can be 
easily understood and modelled by providers. 
 
While the pricing model sought to understand true costs of service 
delivery incl. travel, regional and remote factors and client complexity, 
the lack of co-design meant that the true costs to providers may have 
been underestimated. 
 
Although additional informational was provided through Addenda and 
additional briefing on pricing, the release of Total Available Budget 
and/or pricing guide could have been of benefit to providers. 

Feedback on 
Draft Tender 
documents 

While the release of the draft tender request for comment was 
supported by state-wide feedback sessions, there needed to be a 
feedback loop so that comments made at the sessions were reviewed 
with feedback to participants about the changes made in response to 
information received. This could also have reduced the high number 
of Addenda. It should also be noted that the release of the Request 
for Comment is an opportunity for participants to provide feedback on 
the assumptions made from lessons learnt during consultations with 
external and internal stakeholders. 
 

Opportunities to 
leverage off 
existing 
Programs and 
Services. 

A more holistic approach to understanding other communities’ 
programs and how the program could leverage off existing programs 
and services in delivering this outcome (noting the pre and post MoG 
issues and synergies with other services). 
 

Continuity of 
Dept. of 
Communities 
Staffing 

Although there was a dedicated Program Manager and Project 
Coordinator, it was noted that these changes resulted in a loss of 
corporate knowledge and continuity. 

Use of Peak 
bodies and 
working groups 

There could have been more active and consistent use of Peak 
bodies and externals on working groups throughout the process. 

Length of 
Tender 
Evaluation 

Tender evaluation processes should be finalised in a timely manner. 
 

Multiple contract roll-overs for current providers in 3-month blocks is 
to be avoided where possible as it has implications for staffing, 
funding and current clients/planning. 

Engagement 
Methods 

Although a sector survey was released to test understanding of the 
pricing model, the low level of response to this appears to have been 
an indication that an alternative engagement method was required. 
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Theme Comment 
Therefore, although supporting materials were provided on the pricing 
model, these were not adequately understood and could have been 
delivered via a more interactive process where understanding of the 
content could be checked upon. 

 

Procurement 
Options 

Procurement options canvassed in the Procurement Plan that were 
considered and discounted or selected could have been 
communicated more effectively to stakeholders including the rationale 
as to the reasons why a particular option was used or not. 

Understanding 
of Value for 
Money  

The concept of Value for Money is not clearly understood by the 
sector. Further sector support is required in this regard. 

Equitable 
Access to 
Information 

Although it is generally acknowledged that incumbent suppliers will 
have the experience and knowledge, the Request contained 16 
attachments including anticipated units of service, case studies, list of 
communities. Further there was an additional pricing session as well 
as numerous Q&A responses on TendersWA. There was feedback 
from the community sector that too much information was provided. 
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Workshop and Sector Feedback 
 
The following points were recorded at the workshop held on the 23 September 2019. 
Additional feedback is being sought from all stakeholders with a particular focus on regional 
and remote service providers who were unable to attend the workshop. Further feedback will 
be incorporated into this report prior to finalisation. 
 
 
Table 2 Key Points Relating to Strategy Development 
 
What Worked Well (Information in Non-Italics provided from Initial Lessons Learned 
Process Conducted by the Dept. of Communities, Dept of Finance and Dept. of 
Housing). 
Dept of Communities, Dept. of Finance and Dept. of Housing Initial Lessons 
Learned Discussion: 

• Stakeholder engagement plan – strong focus on peaks and regional/ remote areas. 
• Needs analysis was undertaken to understand client population need at regional level 

that included consulting with clients, service providers and government agencies. 
• Several workshops were held in 2016 - 2017 with service providers and departmental 

staff to seek input into the challenges and opportunities for improvement with the 
current contracts. Amongst other things, the need for earlier intervention was identified. 

• Sector engagement with a large number of consultation activities, briefings and 
workshops to co-design THRIVE. (Participants commented that these were 
consultation activities and not co-design). 

• Strong understanding of STEP- strengths and weaknesses  
• Mapping client support through shadowing service providers (including in regional 

areas) to gain deeper insight into STEP. 
• Data driven approach using KPIs evidenced by client data in Thrims and Habitat Power 

BI dashboard suite. (Participants noted that this is a potential not actual). 
• Dedicated Program Manager and Project Coordinator. (Participants noted that these 

changed frequently). 
Workshop Participants and Sector Feedback: 

• Good consultation with existing service providers on what could be changed, what was 
being improved by service providers. 

• A lot of the consultation seemed to have been lost in the highly convoluted process 
that followed. 

• Some key providers were not involved with the consultation workshops/co-design. 
Some received presentation of a proposed model, but no involvement in co-design. 

• How extensive really was the consultation with the communities? Was there any 
general community consultation? 

• Was proactive contract management of existing providers considered in evolving STEP 
earlier to reflect THRIVE? 

• When was the decision made to include Aboriginal Housing in this? (Response from 
Dept. of Housing is that STEP was divided into Public Housing and Aboriginal 
housing, and that this has always been the case). 



 

Department of Communities Thrive Lessons Learned Report Sept 2019 10 

What Could Be Improved (Information in Non-Italics provided from Initial Lessons 
Learned Process Conducted by the Dept. of Communities, Dept of Finance and 
Dept. of Housing). 

Dept of Communities, Dept. of Finance and Dept. of Housing Initial Lessons 
Learned Discussion: 

• More robust options analysis. 
• A more holistic approach to understanding other communities’ programs and how the 

program could leverage off existing programs and services in delivering this outcome 
(noting the pre and post MoG issues and synergies with other services). 

• More opportunities for including the Lived Experience with Consumer Input.  
• Peak bodies and externals on working groups. (Participants commented that in true 

co-design you would want a range as per commissioning working group for 
homelessness services (WA Shelter and WACOSS). There is a fair way to go 
from understanding co-design in terms of: 
o Active involvement (who needs to be involved), Cost, Time required. Jan 2017 

– Oct 2017 – no peak or working group?) 
• Formal Communication and Engagement Plan to support deeper engagement with the 

sector and key stakeholders to determine appropriate co-design approach. 
• Creating a clear and shared understanding of the program objectives and outcomes 

including pricing model. 

Workshop Participants and Sector Feedback: 

• Machinery of Government changes coincided with this process. A lot of change – 
internal dynamics of Govt., different faces. 

• Increased audience for the consultation (few at the table had attended). Broader 
representation from existing providers required. Need to include broader community 
organisation. 

• Pilbara – consultation process was only in Karratha and nobody dialled in – could have 
demonstrated greater understanding of Region. 

• Not all organisations region wide. 
• Long time ago – 2.5 years (Emma White’s time). Corporate memory lost in Dept. Pre-

MOG. 2016-17 sign-off delays and staff turnover. 
• Working group? 
• Were smaller/local groups involved in consultation and did the message get through? 
• Consultation not co-design – don’t call it what it isn’t. 
• Why not pause given the “chaos” with MOG – and co-design with new strategies in 

mind and place-based? 
• Timeline was never apparent in 2016 
• No clarity in use of terms – i.e. place-based co-design 
• Outcomes focus in the strategy 
• Sector impact understanding. i.e. on STEP services and manage clients/service risks. 
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Table 3 Key Points Relating to Service Design 
 
What Worked Well (Information in Non-Italics provided from Initial Lessons Learned 
Process Conducted by the by the Dept. of Communities, Dept of Finance and Dept. 
of Housing). 
Dept of Communities, Dept. of Finance and Dept. of Housing Initial Lessons 
Learned Discussion: 

• Consultation process helped shape the design. (Participants commented that the 
financial modelling was not included, and the Units of Service kept changing. It was 
consultation and not co-design). 

• Release of draft tender request for comment supported by state-wide feedback 
sessions. (Participants commented that the Draft was helpful but effective 
responses were not provided and no “track-change” to show any impact of 
feedback). 

• Pricing model sought to understand true costs of service delivery incl. travel, regional 
and remote factors and client complexity. (Participants commented that there was 
no co-design to understand true cost to agencies). 

• Consideration of minimum sustainability (75% mark) and flexibility to respond to extra 
need. (Participants commented that staff are employed on 100 % especially in 
regional areas so can’t flex up and down). 

• Anticipated client volumes were provided and informed by evidence base. 
(Participants commented that volumes around provision in Aboriginal 
communities in Midwest and Gascoyne were significantly underestimated). 

Workshop Participants and Sector Feedback: 

• Early commitment forums. 
• No secret it was coming 
• Excited that a new way of doing business was being developed. 
• Client held in the centre. 
• Commitment to briefings and FAQs. 

What Could Be Improved (Information in Non-Italics provided from Initial Lessons 
Learned Process Conducted by the Dept. of Communities, Dept of Finance and 
Dept. of Housing). 

Dept of Communities, Dept. of Finance and Dept. of Housing Initial Lessons 
Learned Discussion: 

• A significant change which required a change management strategy and more 
effective communication and engagement with the sector so that the rationale for the 
change could be better understood and accepted. 

• Supplying more supporting materials on pricing model. 
• Release of Total Available Budget and/or pricing guide. 
• Better checkpoints with stakeholders for engagement and to provide a variety of 

feedback mechanisms. 
• A more effective feedback loop would have ensured that the information received from 

the sector was understood in sufficient detail to be acted upon. (Participants 
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commented that they did not know upfront what was negotiable and what was 
not and therefore could not understand why decisions were made). 

• More modelling on pricing/ costing to ensure transparency. 
• Price modelling assumptions were too ambitious. 
• Procurement design was a blanket approach and other options should have been 

considered in a place-based approach. (Participants agreed with this statement). 

Workshop Participants and Sector Feedback: 

• Service design did not align with ACCOR strategy. (Response from Department of 
Finance is that ACCOR strategy is a Child Protection Policy, it was not a factor 
in this procurement). 

• Design did not take into account the reality of remote area delivery. 
• Overload of information – there was so much confusion around the pricing model. So 

many briefings and addendums – this indicated a problem. 
• Poorly designed funding model with no transparency on “volumes”. (Response from 

Dept. of Housing is that the volumes were provided in the Request). 
• Current providers were advantaged as they could at least estimate volume and cost 

but even these weren’t quite right. This feedback was provided consistently to the 
Dept. but information on costing not given. 

• Pricing model was difficult to understand and model. 
• Repetition in tender criteria made the response requirement overly long. 
• Changes to client numbers – particularly in regions added to confusion. Highlighted 

concern that the Dept. did not consider staffing requirements in regions. 
• No ability to webinar into consultation from regions. 
• Genuine co-design needed for future tenders. 
• Change in the pricing that nobody was aware of or prepared for. 
• Confusion as tender didn’t reflect input from sector. 
• Language was left to interpretation – not a consistent message i.e. consortia/not 

consortium. 
• No follow through on the promise of doing things differently – lack of timely 

consultation. 
• If work together/co-design – can’t cherry pick which bits to co-design. 
• Unit pricing over shadowed ‘the client’ focus with different goalposts or not clarity on 

budget. i.e. travel costs in regions. 
• No focus on outcomes – outputs = Unit of Service. 
• Inconsistency in design – P.S.P. in Ngaanyatjarra Lands – Why not others? 
• No idea of what Dept of Housing properties in each town to inform the tender – how to 

know if you were not a STEP provider – had to guess on local knowledge. (Response 
from Dept. of Housing is that the numbers of properties were provided for each 
town). 

• Internal staff have a different view of the Unit of service and contradict each other at 
the forums. Who understood the service design internally? 

• Fixed budget – budget transparency. 
• Nervousness about pipeline of $ for local, small not for profits – in regions in particular 

– needed solid pricing on this. 
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• DCSPP – In place – committed to be compliant. 
• The Dept. provided inconsistent information about what they wanted to procure – 

holistic model, collaboration, multiple providers, ACCO partners. The outcome was not 
consistent with this understanding which was a common understanding throughout the 
sector. 

• Was there a co-design on the incentive payment and why was it $100? 

 
 
Table 4 Key Points Relating to Sourcing of the Thrive Program 
 
What Worked Well (Information in Non-Italics provided from Initial Lessons Learned 
Process Conducted by the Dept. of Communities, Dept of Finance and Dept. of 
Housing). 
Dept of Communities, Dept. of Finance and Dept. of Housing Initial Lessons 
Learned Discussion: 

• Thrive Request briefings were well attended, and engagement was constructive 
• Release of Draft Request  
• Response time was 6 weeks initially (14 weeks in total at peaks request).  
• Extending response time to understand sector concerns about pricing. (Participants 

commented that the extension whilst welcome added to the confusion – the 
initial time wasn’t realistic, and any complex procurement should be at least 12 
weeks. It did not allow for development of partnerships especially with ACCOs). 

• Tender Offers of 46 - from 25 organisations for 12 contract zones. Strong response 
rate.  

• Regional specific input. 
• Mental Health Commission was on panel. 
• Probity adviser appointed. 
• Finance independently facilitated.  
• Consultant helped with pricing validation. 

What Could Be Improved (Information in Non-Italics provided from Initial Lessons 
Learned Process Conducted by the Dept. of Communities, Dept of Finance and 
Dept. of Housing). 
Dept of Communities, Dept. of Finance and Dept. of Housing Initial Lessons 
Learned Discussion: 

• Tender document qualitative criteria could be improved. (Participants commented 
that these needed to link to broader departmental priorities and that there was 
no weighting appeared to be given to partnership with ACCOs). 

• Too many attachments used for Tender document. Potential advice could be 
conflicting and confusing. (Participants agreed that there were too many 
addendums and that this was confusing). 

• Communicate back to the sector the feedback that came in and what was changed. 
• Tender addendums could have been minimised by lessons captured in service design 

stage. 
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• Sector Survey was released to understand comfort levels with pricing model. 
• Low response rate from sector survey (8 org’s) and confirmation of high confidence 

rating. This may or may not indicate that there was a reluctance to engage further or 
that confidence in the process had been lost. It would have been helpful for this to be 
explored further at the time in order to reach an accurate conclusion about the low 
response rate.  

• Continued opportunity to build trust and develop relationships to support partnerships 
and co-design. (Participants commented that this is an area where there is a 
definite opportunity for improvement). 

• Tender Evaluation took too long. (Participants commented that the Evaluation 
Report was not released). 

• Separate panels for regions may have helped. (Participants agreed with this and 
noted the importance of understanding the need and model). 

• Conduct evaluations in regions. (Participants noted the need for different 
approaches in regions). 

• Communications should have been stronger. (Participants agreed) 
• Regular updates/ momentum was lost for regular communication. 
• Dedicated communications staff and Communication Plan. 

Workshop Participants and Sector Feedback: 

• There was no fixed budget contrary to FACS presentation that fixed budget is 
preferred for regions. Required a lot of work for providers to calculate. Contrary advice 
about pricing at presentation -no clarity, resulted in lack of external confidence. 

• How does Value for Money link with social well-being – return on investment – 
assessing the model and outcomes? 

• Independent – who else was on the panel? 
• Two years in existing providers for staff not to know what was happening and certainty. 
• Keeping pricing contemporary – what are the implications when sourcing extends over 

a year? (2 x Fair Work decisions during this time period). 
• Need to release individual evaluations? 
• Contract roll-overs for current STEP providers in 3-month blocks was unsettling – 

implications for staffing, funding and current clients/planning 
• Website not updated to communicate to the sector yet directed to website to get 

information. 
• Spanned whole strategic planning processes. 
• Dept. could have foreseen problems, instead of Peaks (although it is the role of the 

Peaks). 
• From small provider perspective, it appeared that the process favoured larger 

providers. E.g. arduous application process. No economies of scale. 
• How are outcomes factored into value for money assessment? 
• Information on who has been successful and the partnerships involved isn’t fully 

translated into the communication delivered externally.  
• Metro briefing indicated a preference for multiple providers across the metro, but this 

was not the outcome. 
• No way to provide feedback on what had changed in the existing program. 
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• Regional workshops on pricing. 
• Complicated infrastructure requirements were difficult to establish in time. 
• Pricing for regions requires more information on locations and estimated volume. 
• Unclear partnership requirements and recognition for partnership pricing. 
• Did the Dept. give thought to concentration in metro? Single provider. Understanding 

from briefing was that multiple partners will be preferred. Will having a single provider 
in metro deskill the sector? 

• Consideration for the importance of local presence was lacking. The organisations that 
are based in these communities know them best. 

• Survey re finance understanding may have given an indication of confidence that was 
higher than actual sector confidence. Organisations unlikely to want to discuss 
confusion around the pricing model via a survey. 

• Regions did not have the same opportunity as metro for information – briefings etc. 
Needs to be differentiation between regions and metro. 

 
Table 5 Key Points Relating to Implementation of the Thrive Program 
 
What Worked Well (Information in Non-Italics provided from Initial Lessons Learned 
Process Conducted by the Dept. of Communities, Dept of Finance and Dept. of 
Housing). 
Dept of Communities, Dept. of Finance and Dept. of Housing Initial Lessons 
Learned Discussion: 

• Negotiations with preferred respondents were place based. 
• CSPRC Independent Oversight – ensuring policy compliance, probity & endorsement 

that outcomes are in accordance with the spirit and intent of the Delivering Community 
Services in Partnership Policy. 

• Value for money decisions were based cost and non-cost factors. 
• 2-day service agreement workshops facilitated by Shelter WA. 

Workshop Participants and Sector Feedback: 

• The key contacts were responsive in discussions and to further questions. 
• The handover team in the Department have been responsive to outgoing teams. 
• Department was very responsive to successful respondents. 
• Open, transparent negotiations for successful respondents. 
• STEP Transition plan worked well except Dept. of Communities office did not know 

what was going on…. Agree, and many still do not and we have not received a 
Transition-Out Plan. 

• THRIMS is more comprehensive. 
• Agreeing to hold back on the second component – the waitlist – for a co-design 

process in the first year. 
• Good lead in time – 3 months. 
• Opportunities for collaboration. 
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What Could Be Improved (Information in Non-Italics provided from Initial Lessons 
Learned Process Conducted by the Dept. of Communities, Dept of Finance and 
Dept. of Housing). 

Dept of Communities and Finance Initial Lessons Learned Discussion: 

• Ideally panel chair would be part of respondent feedback to see process through from 
start to end. 

Workshop Participants and Sector Feedback: 

• Given the 6 -12-month evaluation process, were the increased staff costs taken into 
account by the Dept. in implementation? 

• Staff and morale suffered from a long period of short-term contract extensions. 
• No reply to emails requesting feedback. 
• Timeframe of outcome of tender (2 days). 
• Improved transparency between the topics discussed in workshop and how it is being 

implemented. 
• Training dates for THRIMS not timely for implementation in some areas. 
• Timing of handover is hard to manage and unclear for clients (minimal handover 

between STEP and THRIVE clients). 
• THRIMS delayed in implementation. 
• A longer implementation timeframe would be useful (four months) to recruit and 

onboard staff (especially in regional areas). No warm referral. during transition for 
clients especially where a new service provider is not known. 

• More constructive feedback required from tender. Panel members from original tender 
evaluation present for feedback. Constructive feedback would help organisations to 
improve. 

• Greater time allowed to look at the tools for the program and adapt these to the 
location. 

• Longer period for transition – outgoing providers, working with new providers. Focus 
on respectful treatment of all parties. Consider impact on service delivery; risk of 
longer timeframes. 

• Funding considerations for staff redundancies for unsuccessful respondents. Dept. is 
unaware of these costs. 

• Reasonable given huge resource input from sector to expect that we might be given 
some helpful feedback. To be told we got 5/9 on a written report but no weaknesses 
identified was completely unhelpful. Something should be provided based on the 
evaluation reports. 

• Individual feedback for the evaluation of the tender. 
• Can we obtain copies of evaluation reports? Have to be FOI? Definite lack of 

transparency here. 
• Some of the regional boundaries need to be considered – e.g. Wheatbelt. 
• Push back from local offices to keep STEP clients. 
• For people who were not successful there was a sense of lack of information on the 

“why”. Scores were as they were and the majority of questions they had were not 
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answered. Often where a low score was given there were no comments/concerns 
noted. 

• The feeling in the sector was that the decision was made purely on price – this 
perception is largely because it was not a fixed price. 

• Need to ensure the subcontract arrangement are noted in communications when there 
is information to this end – please ask. 

 

Next Steps 
 

1. Additional feedback is being sought from the community sector with a number of 
follow up conversations planned between individual workshop participants and the 
Department of Communities personnel. 

 
2. A draft report of the workshop outcomes will be circulated to all of the workshop 

participants and also to all of the organisations that were invited to the workshop. 
Additional feedback opportunities are being provided with a particular focus on 
ensuring that the regions have ample opportunity to contribute their thoughts. 
 

3. The workshop report will then be finalised and distributed. 
 

4. The workshop key learnings will be considered by the Department of Communities to 
inform future procurement processes. 


