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Executive Summary
The Coledale community presents a complex array of social issues spanning generations of 
disadvantage and dysfunction. Responding to such complexity requires an innovative and 
comprehensive approach to governance and collaboration by multiple agencies.

Research from literature and through discussions with local services and key stakeholders 
identifies a number of priorities in this regard:

The need for more effective collaboration by the many agencies, organisations and 
services involved;

The critical importance of community engagement, capacity building and leadership to 
complement this service-delivery; and,

The need for integration with the range of other similar place-based and multi-agency 
governance models planned for implementation in Tamworth.

The momentum towards a more collaborative and community capacity building approach is also 
reflected in findings from both literature reviews and other similar work taking place across 
Tamworth.

There is a critical and urgent need however to develop a governance model that can effectively 
enable and ensure effective implementation of this approach. It also needs to address the risk of 
not getting it right.

The proposed new Coledale Collaborative Governance Model has been developed for this 
purpose. It is tailored to be fit-for-purpose and combines relevant features from a range of place-
based, collaboration-based and community-engagement models. The key components of the 
proposed new model are:

Refocussed senior leadership by the Coledale Steering Committee.

An expanded and updated Coledale Action Plan as the key defining plan for the 
collaboration and community capacity building; and,

Establishment of a multi-disciplinary and multi-agency team (NOW Team) responsible for 
leading implementation.

Also key will be negotiations with agencies, key stakeholders and community members regarding 
their involvement and implementation (including necessary systemic restructure, professional 
development and capacity building).

Considerable leverage of greater value is possible from getting this right. This new governance 
model is very similar to the planned approach for several other new initiatives and could create 
useful and transferable know-how.

There is also an obvious need to develop more effective governance models to address the needs 
of other communities across Tamworth, and the many throughout NSW, who are experiencing 
similarly significant disadvantage and dysfunction to that in Coledale.

All of this points to the opportunity for Coledale to become a vanguard for inter-generational 
change and community revitalisation. While it is a necessary change, it is also fraught with 
complexity. The proposed collaborative governance model in partnership with community leaders 
could make a critical difference for change.
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Purpose & Scope
The purpose of this initiative was to explore a model for a more targeted and integrated approach 
to service delivery within Coledale.

This research involved a literature research review, discussions with various experts and a 
facilitated Workshop with local agencies, services and stakeholders.

Various alternate models of service integration were considered to identify the most appropriate 
model that could:

More effectively deliver services within Coledale;

Achieve the objectives of the Coledale Action Plan; and,

Implement the identified strategies.

The research also included an assessment of the feasibility of establishing a multi-disciplinary 
operational team, comprising field officers drawn from key line agencies and co-located in 
Coledale, particularly the requirements for establishing such a team including:

Scope of activities to be included within the model;

Identification of key agencies to be involved and appropriate composition of the team;

Operational logistics; and

Appropriate time frames.

The analysis also considered how the recommended model would integrate with, and provide a 
foundation for, the following new initiatives and programs to avoid duplication of effort and resource 
allocation.

Connected Communities program,Hillvue Public School;

Region Case Management Panel under the Supporting Children, Supporting Families 
(SCSF) Program; and,

Tamworth Youth Hub, Coledale.

The findings and recommendations prioritise a focus on a new collaborative governance model, 
rather than a new service-delivery model.

This is a slight though important shift in direction from the original purpose described above. This 
shift in direction reflects the outcomes and requirements identified at the Workshop (detailed in the 
Appendix).
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Background & Context
Coledale is considered a low socio-economic area with low employment and low income families.  
The indigenous population amounts to approximately 28.8% of the population within the Coledale 
precinct.  A Crime Review in late 2011 indicates that Coledale has a significant impact on crime 
and offences within the Tamworth Sector.

A draft Coledale Action Plan was prepared in mid-2010 as the basis for a whole of government 
response.  It contains a range of strategies relating to urban revitalisation; anti-social behaviour 
and crime prevention initiatives; improving access to support services; developing youth 
opportunities; improving education and employment outcomes; and health and wellbeing.

While the draft Coledale Action Plan was never formally endorsed, it has provided a framework for 
inter-agency cooperation.

A recent review of progress on the Coledale Action Plan recognised that a number of key 
outcomes had been achieved. These included launch of the de-concentration strategy for social 
housing, finalisation of the Coledale Revitalisation Strategy, preparation of the funding application 
under the BBRC Program, delivery of a range of community health programs from the Coledale 
Community Centre, traction gained by the Youth Opportunities Working Group and foundation work 
for the establishment of an Integrated Case Management Panel under the Supporting Children 
Supporting Families Program. 

However, the meeting recognised that there remain a number of fundamental challenges in 
Coledale. These include:

Effective early intervention for children under 10 years;

Reducing absenteeism from school;

Establishing pathways into employment for young parents;

Addressing domestic violence and mental health issues; and,

Improving the perception of Coledale as a place to live.

Fundamentally, it has been agreed that the range of services being delivered into Coledale are not 
necessarily reaching those families and individuals trending towards crisis.

The Coledale Action Plan is inter-related with a wide range of other current and proposed policies, 
strategies and initiatives which work from a local through to state-wide scale. These are detailed in 
the Appendix.
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Proposed Coledale Collaborative Governance Model
It is proposed that a new collaborative governance 
model (depicted right) be established to effectively 
guide implementation of an updated and 
expanded Coledale Action Plan.

Governance Structure

Overall governance will continue to provided by 
the Coledale Steering Committee, though their 
purpose and terms of reference need to be 
updated and aligned with this new model.

The Committee has dual governing functions:

Enabling and ensuring performance of the 
NOW (Neighbourhood Opportunities 
Working Together) Team; and,

Ensuring collaboration with the wider 
service delivery network, other governing 
bodies and community stakeholders.

The Committee will both enable the capacities and systems for these functions and address any 
barriers restraining this new approach.

Scope of Activities

It is proposed that the updated and expanded Coledale Action Plan become the key defining 
document for the scope of activities under the new model.

Terms of Reference for each of the Steering Committee and NOW Team are detailed below.

Design Principles

The proposed model has been made fit-for-purpose by incorporating:

Refocussed overarching role for the Coledale Steering Committee;

Collaborative leadership and coordination by the NOW (Neighbourhood Opportunities 
Working Together) Team to better ground-truth implementation and ensure services readily 
reach those most in need;

Governing structures to enable collaboration with services, agencies and organisations;

Capacity building to support collaboration with, and leadership by, Coledale community 
members and groups;

Learning and continuous improvement processes to be highly adaptable and responsive to 
the complex and dynamic social situation; and,

Establishment of the basis for a transferable model in working with other complex 
community needs.

The last of these design principles ~ being a transferable model ~ is intended to address a concern 
that was raised at the Workshop, namely: that a high profile place-based intervention of this kind 
could further stigmatise the Coledale community and diminish service delivery to other similarly 
disadvantaged community members elsewhere in Tamworth and the wider region.

Being located in Coledale, and use of this innovative model, provides an opportunity to refine an 
effective approach for addressing complex community needs. This model is of wider relevance and 
importance for other similarly disadvantaged and dysfunctional communities, and for the other 
similar initiatives already planned for Tamworth (and detailed in the Appendix).
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Implementation

The below phases of collective impact provide a useful high-level framework for implementation.

While some of Phase1 has been completed ( the updated Coledale Action Plan) the proposed 
update and expansion of the Plan in effect means that implementation needs to start afresh.

Operational Logistics

There are two broad categories of operational logistics: those relating to the NOW Team and the 
agreements with the wider service network with regards to their collaborative role, responsibilities 
and accountability.

The NSW Auditor-General identifies the minimum accountability arrangements between partners in 
multi-agency initiatives of this kind as being:

Project objectives, outcomes and time frames;

Roles and responsibilities of each partner including service standards or specific 
contributions;

Resources to be applied by each partner

How partners identify and share risks and benefits;

How the project will be evaluated; and,

How progress and outcomes will be reported.

Key systems and processes for the NOW Team will be:

Shared intake and referral system (Family Referral Service);

Common complex case management (Region Case Management Panel);

Common information systems;

Shared procedures and protocols relating to integrated service delivery; and,

Common professional development.
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Terms of Reference
Steering Committee

The role and membership of the Steering Committee needs to be refocussed on the new 
collaborative governance model and updated Coledale Action Plan. Their dual governance roles 
are: enabling and ensuring performance of the NOW Team and ensuring collaboration with the 
wider service delivery network, other governing bodies and community stakeholders.

Core functions for the Steering Committee include:

1. Providing overall strategic direction (Coledale Action Plan);

2. Collaboration negotiations (identifying goal alignment, negotiating agreement, dialogue and 
conflict resolution);

3. Managing place-based data collection and analysis to assess progress and performance 
against the Coledale Action Plan. Quarterly reporting and six monthly reviews are 
suggested;

4. Developing information systems to enable collaboration of services and with other related 
initiatives;

5. Mobilising required funding and resources as well as addressing barriers;

6. Governance support for the Regional Leadership Group.

Membership of the Steering Committee needs to bring the expertise which can address the whole 
Action Plan and enable relationships with other services and the community itself. It should draw 
on senior representatives from the organisational members of the NOW Team (detailed below) as 
well as the following agencies and organisations:

Premier & Cabinet;

Aboriginal Affairs; and,

Centacare (headspace).

NOW Team

The NOW Team will lead the collaboration of the service-network and provide a visible and direct 
access point for the Coledale community.

It is likely that most of the NOW Team members will have responsibilities beyond the Coledale 
community alone. These competing priorities and demands will need to be clearly managed. 

Recognising these competing priorities, it is proposed that the Team be co-located in Coledale for 
1-2 days per week and have systems to support working as a virtual team at other times.

Core functions for the NOW Team include:

1. Leading and ground-truthing implementation of the Coledale Action Plan;

2. Mapping and negotiating collaboration with the service-sector at large;

3. Day to day coordination of collaborative service delivery;

4. Mapping, coordinating and enabling community engagement, particularly to build 
community capacity and leadership;

5. Working closely with the Coledale Steering Committee to develop, refine and implement the 
new model.

6. Regular communications; and,

7. Administrative support for the NOW Team.
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Membership of the NOW Team needs to include the disciplines and capabilities required for the 
successful implementation of the Coledale Action Plan.

It is proposed that a Team of no more than 6-8 members be recruited from the following 
organisations (with their areas of operation most relevant to Coledale identified in brackets):

Tamworth Regional Council (NOW, community development, Tamworth Youth Hub and the 
Youthie);

Tamworth Family Support Services;

Homes North;

Housing NSW;

Police NSW (aspects of crime prevention, domestic violence and youth liaison);

NENW Tamworth Family Referral Service;

University of New England (Health);

FACS (Coledale Community Hub, Coledale Youth project, Region Case Management 
Panel, Community Services, HSNet);

NSW Health;

Education (alternate education, early childhood, school, vocational and Connected 
Communities); and,

JOBLINK Plus (Catalyst, Love Bites).

Core capabilities for the Team include:

Adaptive leadership (refer description right), 
and innovation;

Community engagement and capacity 
building;

Multi-disciplinary team work;

Systemic approaches including whole-of-
government and whole-of-community; 
facilitation;

Agreement negotiation; and,

Conflict resolution.

One team member will be designated as team 
leader with responsibilities for team management 
and governance (to the Coledale Steering 
Committee).

It is recommended that an Expression of Interest 
process be used within each agency/organisation 
to recruit the NOW Team to ensure the strongest fit 
with the above requirements and that the members selected are demonstrably keen and 
committed.
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Adaptive Leadership

Kotter defines adaptive (transformational) 
leadership as “ ... a process to establish 
direction, align people, motivate and inspire
—with the ultimate goal of producing 
movement or change”.

Ison points out that in this way, leadership is 
better understood as an emergent result 
from the interactions of individuals, context, 
learning and development rather than as the 
position description or personality trait of an 
individual.

Heuer builds on these qualities to specify 
capabilities for institutional entrepreneurship 
to create institutional change through 
mobilising resources, legitimating new 
practices and forging new relationships.

Text 1: Adaptive Leadership



Recommendations
Recommendation 1 ~ Coledale Action Plan

That the Coledale Action Plan be updated and expanded to incorporate:

The proposed new Coledale Collaborative Governance Model;

Strategies to enable community engagement, inclusion and capacity building for community 
led initiatives and leadership in partnership with agencies and services; and,

Address the priorities detailed earlier for early intervention, school absenteeism, pathways 
for employment, domestic violence, mental health issues and perceptions of Coledale.

This updated Plan then forms the basis for negotiation of partnerships and collaboration with the 
service-sector at large and the Coledale community.

Recommendation 2 ~ Develop new Coledale Collaborative Governance Model

That the Coledale Steering Committee develop the proposed new Coledale Collaborative 
Governance Model.

Key considerations are ensuring that necessary resources and capacities are enabled ~ such as 
multi-disciplinary collaboration, community engagement and capacity building, common policy, 
integrated planning, resources, monitoring and evaluation ~ and to address the various barriers ~ 
such as inter-agency competition, conflicting policy and procedures, cultural resistance.

More specifically, the Steering Committee needs to work closely with relevant agencies, services, 
stakeholders and key community members to:

Develop a shared vision and compelling case for the new service-delivery model (strengths, 
advantages, assets);

Review and update the Coledale Action Plan for completeness;

Develop strategies to address identified challenges and risks;

Design mechanisms to ensure integration and alignment with other inter-related initiatives 
(detailed in the Appendix);

Agree priority first steps for implementation and overall implementation timeline (with 
reference to the implementation stages described below);

Develop learning and development strategy (for the NOW Team and community capacity 
building); and,

Identify performance measures, monitoring, evaluation and improvement processes.

Recommendation 3 ~ Form the NOW Team

That the multi-agency NOW Team be formed and situated in the Coledale community to take 
responsibility for leading implementation of the Coledale Action Plan.

The final make-up of the NOW Team needs to be determined as part of the development and 
finalisation of the model and identified requirements for implementation. This may require some 
change in personnel from the proposed and initial membership of the Team. This flexibility should 
be built into the approach taken.

Recommendation 4 ~ Collaborative Branding

That a collaborative brand, such as NOW (Neighbourhood Opportunities Working Together), be 
created for all communications and to identify the collective work undertaken by all services and 
the communities together. This brand can recognise the various contributing parties, and each 
contributing party can promote its individual contributions. By contrast however, this reduces the 
risk of individual contributors taking greater credit for the collective effort and impact.
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Windale ~ A Case Study
Positive change of the magnitude envisaged for Coledale is possible.

Windale is one exemplar of the possibility for profound change.

Tony Vinson's landmark 'postcode study' of Australia found that just 1.7 percent of postcodes and 
communities across Australia account for more than seven times their share of top rank positions 
of the major factors that cause intergenerational poverty, including: low income, limited computer 
and internet access, early school leaving, physical and mental disabilities, long-term 
unemployment, prison admissions and confirmed child maltreatment.

Windale transformed itself following a three-year place-based intervention which integrated 
services and enabled community collaboration and capacity building.

In 1999 Windale was rated as the most socially disadvantaged community (by postcode) in New 
South Wales. Following a comprehensive three-year community renewal process Windale moved 
from the worst 1% in terms of child protection notifications to the best 25%. A wide range of linked 
initiatives contributed to this outcome including dedicated positions for place-based service 
coordination and a service access hub at the primary school, known as the Alcazar Centre, which 
was later used as a blueprint for the Schools as Community Centres initiative across New South 
Wales.

Vinson warns however that in such highly disadvantaged areas programs need to be sustained for 
a substantial period ~ say, 8 years or longer ~ otherwise there is a demonstrated risk of a 
‘boomerang effect’; that is, the reassertion of the previous problems.
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Literature Research

Analysis
The social, policy and service delivery context for Coledale is complex and dynamic.

Such policy problems are sometimes called ‘wicked’ problems.

These problems share a range of characteristics—they go beyond the capacity of any one 
organisation to understand and respond to, and there is often disagreement about the causes of 
the problems and the best way to tackle them.

Usually, part of the solution to wicked problems involves changing the behaviour of groups of 
citizens or all citizens. Other key ingredients in solving or at least managing complex policy 
problems include successfully working across both internal and external organisational boundaries 
and engaging citizens and stakeholders in policy making and implementation.

Wicked problems require innovative, comprehensive solutions that can be modified in the light of 
experience and on-the-ground feedback. All of the above can pose challenges to traditional 
approaches to policy making and programme implementation.

They aren't 'wicked' in the sense of evil, but rather as a crossword puzzle addict or mathematician 
would use it ~ as being an issue highly resistant to resolution. Common characteristics include:

Difficult to clearly define;

Have many interdependencies and are often multi-causal;

Attempts to address wicked problems often lead to unforeseen consequences;

Are often not stable;

Are socially complex;

Hardly ever sit conveniently within the responsibility of any one organisation;

Involve changing behaviour; and,

Can be characterised by chronic policy failure.

This analysis highlights the need for the service-delivery model to incorporate the following key 
design principles:

Steer and enable collaboration by multiple services, agencies and organisations;

Increase capacity for partnership with, and responsibility by, Coledale community members;

Be highly adaptable to a complex and dynamic social situation.

The degree to which these principles are necessarily embodied in any service-delivery model 
needs to be fit-for-purpose and reflect the nature of the particular community in question.

It is reasonable to conclude that the inter-generational nature of Coledale's challenges and 
circumstances point to the necessity for these service-delivery principles to be embedded to the 
highest possible extent possible.

Two further characteristics are key from a community development and wellbeing perspective, both 
of which are reflected in the Windale Case Study:

1. An integrated approach to address wellbeing promotion (primary prevention); early 
intervention (secondary prevention) and targeted intervention (tertiary prevention) 
(Illustration 3); and,

2. Comprehensive focus on individual and family needs as well as the broader community 
situation (Illustration 4).
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Definition of Governance
The word governance derives from the Greek verb kubernan which means to steer.

The considerable body of research examined strongly reflects an overarching change is taking 
place in regards to service delivery and management all around the world: a move towards 
governance and away from government.

Governance is a way to manage power and policy, while government is one 
of many instruments to do so.

A range of definitions of governance can be found in the literature. While there are consistent 
themes reflected in each of them, their diversity reflects the growing and emergent nature of work 
in this field:

Governance  means  the  interactions  among  structures,  processes  and 
traditions that determine how power and responsibilities are exercised, how 
decisions are taken, and how citizens or other stakeholders have their say.

Governance  processes  find  ways  to  leverage  diverse  ideas,  coordinate 
collective  resources,  use new tools  and techniques to inspire  and steer 
decision  making.  Rather  than  acting  alone  or  resorting  to  jurisdictional 
claims,  governments  work  with  one  another  and  through  civil  society 
partnerships for joint problem-solving.

Governance  structures  and  processes  can  include  laws,  regulations, 
discursive  debates,  negotiation,  mediation,  conflict  resolution,  elections, 
public consultations, protests, and other decision making mechanisms.

Governance  is  the  interaction  of  formal  and  informal  structures  and 
processes that influence the way power and authority are exercised, the 
way decisions are taken, and how citizens and stakeholders have their say.

The range of various service delivery and their associated governance models can be described 
along three broad continuum depicted on the following page. Each of these depict the degree to 
which they seek to:

Align, coordinate and integrate the various relevant services (Illustration 5);

Bring together and integrate team work across different professional disciplines (Illustration 
6); and,

Include and work with the community (Illustration 7).

These various models have considerable areas of  overlap and commonality.  They are neither 
discrete or totally different and separate.

The NSW Auditor General have found that agency collaboration can improve services or results, 
however that it can be a difficult process. They identified that establishing the right governance 
framework and accountability requirements between partners as critical. Further, they flagged the 
need for new funding and reporting arrangements to be developed.
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Service Delivery & Governance Models

Place-Based
The overarching idea in Place-Based models is to create good places for people to live, work, and 
participate in community.

This is characterised by the move from government to governance.

Governance processes find ways to leverage diverse ideas, coordinate collective resources, use 
new tools and techniques to inspire and steer decision making. Rather than acting alone or 
resorting to jurisdictional claims, governments work with one another and through civil society 
partnerships for joint problem-solving.

A comparison and contrast of the system of governance with government is described in the table 
below (Illustration 1).

There are four key domains of Place-Based Governance:

1) Tapping Local Knowledge by bridging outdated divides between experts, citizens, and 
community-based organisations;

2) Governing through Collaboration and relations among government, civil society, and the 
economy, and across the different branches and levels of the state, taking horizontal and 
vertical forms;

3) Finding the Right Policy Mix by recognising the potential risks inherent in the place focus if 
conceived too narrowly, or in isolation from broader policies; and,

4) Recognising Local Government as attuned to community needs and priorities, access 
points for citizen input, and to convene local actors for policy collaboration.

A key attribute of place-based service delivery is the provision of integrated services to meet a 
range of community needs from one visible and easily accessible location.
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Examples of this service-delivery model include the new Hillvue Connected Communities School, 
headspace and the new Tamworth Youth Hub.

headspace has found that providing access to a range of services in one location has been 
effective, with 68% of the young people surveyed for their national evaluation using at least two 
services. They note that “service integration and coordination... helped to maintain service quality. 
Coordination activities have been facilitated through shared infrastructure, clear governance, and 
individual leadership and attitudes. The barriers to coordination were time and funding constraints 
and prohibitive organisational cultures.”

Neighbourhood Hubs are similarly based on this model, with four key components (depicted 
below). They require a shift in the planning and practice of service provision by engaging the key 
service providers to work collaboratively, reflect on and rethink practice and align new strategies 
within an inclusive practices framework. They also increase access to programs in the simplest 
possible way – by locating them within easy distance of the client community.
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Enabling factors for Place-Based models include:

Commitment or willingness to be involved;

Understanding roles and responsibilities;

Having common aims and objectives;

Effective communication and information sharing;

Strong leadership and a multi-agency steering or management group;

Understanding the culture of collaborating agencies;

Providing adequate resources for collaboration and participatory planning processes 
involving the relevant staff and agencies;

Sharing and access to funding and resources;

Joint training and team building; and,

Appropriate support and supervision for staff.

By contrast, the barriers include:

Top-down decision making;

Too many players and initiatives;

Lack of clarity regarding roles and responsibilities;

Differences in organisational aims, lack of consensus on aims or overambitious aims;

Lack of commitment and support from senior management;

Poor communication and information sharing;

Inadequate resources and lack of joint budgets;

Lack of ongoing training;

Lack of leadership;

Lack of time for joint working and training;

Negative professional stereotypes and lack of trust and understanding between individuals 
and agencies;

Constant reorganisation, frequent staff turnover or lack of qualified staff;

Financial uncertainties; and,

Different professional ideologies and agency cultures.

Importantly, place-based co-located service delivery in itself does not constitute a joined-up or 
holistic approach. In the absence of an integrated approach to governance (policy, systems, 
planning, referral, service-delivery monitoring, evaluation, professional development, etc.) co-
location can create a situation in which agencies are merely co-tenants rather than collaborators.
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Command & Control
Common and Control models are centralised authority or expert driven.

They are best suited to tightly controlled and highly predictable, linear systems (such as the factory 
productions lines this approach was originally developed for).

By contrast, they are the least compatible with an active involvement of stakeholders in the design 
of policies and management plans.

The defining features of the Command-Control model includes:

Top down, expert and authority driven, centralised institutional arrangements;

Science being the preferred or, in the extreme, only acceptable source of knowledge, and in 
turn risks displacing other important sources of knowledge, particularly those that are local 
and informal; and,

Sees the need for objective external experts to intervene to free uncooperative and poorly 
informed local resource users from a cycle of exploitation that threatens the healthy 
functioning of a community or shared resource base.

Key limitations of Command-Control models include:

The backward looking nature of empirical inference also reduces its ability to handle new 
and unexpected future conditions; and,

A high degree of clarity needs to be predetermined in policy goals in order for experts to 
select systems components for study and to apply narrowly disciplinary methods for 
understanding specific causal relationships within individual system components.
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Adaptive
Adaptive governance and service delivery models recognise the complementary role that 
governments, service providers and local communities play and the value of integrating local 
knowledge into more formal expert understanding of community and social settings.

Adaptive governance refers to institutional change processes that are 
responsive to emerging problems or knowledge surrounding complex 

sociological circumstances and systems.

Government authorities have a continued and important role to play in addressing issues of equity, 
local tyranny and discrimination that may arise from historical conflict or power imbalances. 

The term “adaptive” refers to the ability of the coordinating governing body being able to rearrange 
its governing processes and procedures in response to changing internal or external conditions ~ 
that is, the body is intentional in its responsiveness to change.

By contrast, Decentralisation Governance is where responsibility and authority are simply 
transferred from central to local tiers of governance.

Policy Needs Command-Control Adaptive

Structures and processes 
for determining policy 
objectives

Top down design of global and 
unchanging targets by experts in 
consultation with policy advisers for 
components of the system that are 
measurable using reductionist 
methodologies.

Evolving and locally context-specific 
balancing and integration of alternative 
interests through participatory 
engagement between governments and 
communities facilitated by the integration 
of local and expert knowledge.

Structures and processes 
for implementing policy

Pre-determined targets are met 
through the simple analytical task of 
realigning the service delivery 
system, incentives and penalties.

A continual experiment proceeding via trial 
and error, replicated locally for faster 
learning, that rapidly evolves solutions in 
response to conflicting goals, knowledge 
gaps, and continuous change in social, 
economic and environmental conditions.

Analytical data, modelling 
and reporting systems 
used to support the 
development and 
implementation of policy

Reductionist science is the only 
acceptable form of knowledge and 
policy goals are conformed to the 
limitations of scientific methods.

The integration of expert and local 
knowledge facilitates participatory 
engagement between governments and 
communities in an evolutionary process of 
policy design and implementation.

Two of the most important distinctions for the adaptive model are:

the emphasis on self-organisation ~ referring to enabling of collaborative action by multiple 
stakeholders and partners for the shared purpose of the health and safety of the 
community; and,

learning and adaptation ~ recognising the dynamic nature of the sociological system which 
is being governed, the uncertainty which that brings and the need to focus upon continuous 
trialling, learning and improvement.

Governance and service delivery that is ‘adaptive’ necessarily incorporates learning and change in 
response to uncertainty. It is the context which sites planning, designing, regulating, monitoring, 
evaluating and managing. As such it encompasses the totality of mechanisms and instruments 
available for influencing social change in certain directions.

However, while Adaptive Governance involves degrees of devolved responsibility and 
accountability it is not entirely decentralised or entrusted to non-experts. Rather, it seeks to provide 
a balance between decentralised and centralised control, using arrangements to share 
responsibility and accountability across multiple parties within an overall governing system.
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Public Participation
Public Participation refers to collaboration between governmental and non-governmental 
stakeholders with benefits identified as including:

Improved quality of decision making by opening up the decision-making process and 
making better use of the information and creativity that is available in society;

Improved public understanding of the issues at stake through more transparent decision-
making;

Stimulate of different government bodies involved to coordinate their actions more in order 
to provide serious follow-up;

Reduced conflict and litigation; and,

Smoother implementation of decisions.

By contrast, it can be observed that when stakeholders are not fully involved in framing, analysing, 
generating, and implementing solutions to complex public problems, they can often seek other 
ways of articulating and meeting their interests, hampering the decision-making process.

A common limitation on the effectiveness of such approaches is a lack of clarity about the role of 
stakeholder participation. This can destroy any motivation to participate. So too, the political and 
institutional barriers such as weak capacity for facilitating participatory processes, heavy reliance 
upon technical expertise and unwillingness to change or share power.

Poly-Centric
Poly-Centric governance and service-delivery systems are defined by authority being shared 
between separately constituted bodies with overlapping jurisdictions that do not stand in 
hierarchical relationship to each other. This creates multiple centres of authority across multiple 
vertical and horizontal scales.

In all but the simplest of governance systems this poly-centric situation is in fact the case. Even in 
the past when state-centric models of government dominated, governance never was completely 
mono-centric.

They are complex and modular systems where differently sized governance units with different 
purpose, organisation and spatial location can interact to form together a largely self-organised 
governance regime. Poly-Centric governance systems are characterised by many degrees of 
freedom at different levels. Multi-level governance in poly-centric systems implies that decision 
making authority is distributed in a nested hierarchy and does not reside at one single level, neither 
top (only highest level government enforcing decisions), nor medium (only states/provinces enforce 
decisions beneficial for their region without considering others), nor individuals with complete 
freedom to act or being connected in a market structure only.

The modularity and ability to fit with a complex, cross and multi-scale context points to the 
commonality of Poly-Centric and Adaptive models in their higher ability to adapt to a changing 
environment and to be less affected in their integrity by sudden changes or failure in parts of the 
system.

As such, they are more resilient and better able to cope with change and uncertainty. The reasons 
for this are, first, that issues with different geographical scopes can be managed at different scales. 
Secondly, the degrees of overlap and redundancy makes them less vulnerable: if one unit fails, 
others may take over their functions. And the large number of units makes it possible to experiment 
with new approaches so that the units can have the opportunity to learn from each other. The self-
reliance of each component enables the overall system to keep performing when some 
components ‘go off the rails’.

Advantages of Poly-Centric models include:
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Greater opportunities for understanding and for servicing needs in spatially heterogeneous 
contexts;

Reduced costs for rule enforcement by strengthening their local legitimacy and by making it 
easier to craft rules than can be monitored affordably;

Enabling multiple units to experiment with rules simultaneously, thereby reducing the 
probability of failure for an entire region;

Inherent redundancy and resilience as when small systems fail, there are larger systems to 
call upon, and vice versa;

Moderating vertical interplay of institutions;

Disadvantages can include:

Potential for inefficient overlapping of coordination and administration responsibilities;

Blurring of accountability in terms of individual authorities being able to provide information 
and explain decisions and actions or inactions and whether they can be sanctioned when 
those answers are unsatisfactory;

Economies of scale may be lost, especially if the basic units in the system are very small;

Collective decision making can be difficult because of the need to accommodate the 
complexity of multi-scale and multi-stakeholder requirements;

Improved coordination can come with high costs ~ consultations, reaching agreement, and 
enforcing such agreements.

Research attempting to link poly-centricity with the performance of institutions is rare and plagued 
with difficulties. An effort to analyse the effectiveness of integrated catchment management 
programs with different institutional set-ups in the Australian states also ran into problems as 
monitoring systems were essentially geared toward activities (outputs), rather than outcomes in 
terms of sustainability.
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Integrated
Different models and varying degrees of 
integrated governance and service are 
possible with two broad poles of difference:

Bottom-up Integration, which seeks to 
pool grass-roots resources to meet 
local need. Potential barriers can be 
concern over turf loss (for example, 
competitive tendering does not 
encourage cooperation), reliance on 
champions, failure to formalise 
partnerships and lack of funding for 
integration or evaluation. Enabling 
factors include a common vision, 
commitment to partnership and 
honouring agency expertise, 
knowledge and resource sharing and 
a ‘whatever it takes’ philosophy in 
addressing the challenges faced by 
clients;

Top-down Integration where barriers 
can include time-limited funding, 
withdrawal of government interest 
over time, lack of funding for the 
integration process, differing agency 
philosophies, lack of clearly defined 
roles and difficulty assisting hard-to-
reach groups. Enabling factors can 
include early community consultation, 
establishing a shared vision and 
communicating the strategic and operational model, vertical and horizontal engagement 
(e.g. spanning government departments and community organisations, and tasks from 
policy and finance to local participation and needs assessments), ‘soft entry’ programs (e.g. 
social/recreational activities) and built-in evaluation.

There is a continuum of degrees of integration, or lack of, between these two poles (as depicted 
earlier in Illustration 1).

Of these, the coordination and collaboration governance models are the most common. The core 
function of these approaches is to enhance outcomes through alignment of effort across multiple 
agencies and stakeholders. This is achieved through a range of mechanisms such as participatory 
planning, common professional development, shared resources and formalised through 
collaboration agreements, shared research and evaluation. Effective leadership and governance of 
this governance system particularly requires an action and performance-oriented mix of know-how, 
expertise and reach throughout the network of services.

Fully integrated models incorporate elements of the above however are particularly distinguished 
by the fact that resources are aggregated and invested on a place-wide or issue-wide basis 
through a single legal structure or body which often brings together all tiers of government with 
business, philanthropic and wider community stakeholders.

Assumptions underlying the success of such integrated models include an easier to navigate 
service system (such as easily accessible centres, common intake, referral and shared systems 
rather than multiple assessments), more timely service delivery (such as through co-case 
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Every Child Matters, UK

Represents one of the most advanced examples 
of Integrated governance and service-delivery.

Local Children‘s Trusts have been formed to 
constitute an inter-agency governance 
arrangement with decision making power that can 
determine how government based services like 
hospitals and health services, education facilities, 
police and housing agencies, voluntary groups 
and non-government service agencies work 
together to coordinate their approach to service 
delivery so that the integrated model of service 
delivery is tailored to meet local needs.

Within this structure there is also a Local 
Safeguarding Children Board to ensure the needs 
of the most vulnerable children and strategies to 
tackle disadvantage are included in the integrated 
service model.

Extended Schools are utilised to enable ready 
access to services for young people and families 
with a range of activities and services that can be 
accessed from within school sites and extending 
the hours that the community can access these 
services and other school facilities.

Investment and resources are aggregated from 
government, business, philanthropic and 
community.

Text 2: Case Study ~ Every Child Matters, UK



management) and reduced risks of clients falling through the cracks. 

Professor Tony Vinson's Dropping Off the Edge recommended “...integrated planning between 
government departments and between all levels of government to address the compounding 
effects of disadvantage experienced in identified areas.”

Getting government agencies with different roles and responsibilities to 
work together is a complex process. Legislative arrangements can promote 
vertical accountability from chief executives to the minister for expenditure 
and for providing services or products. These arrangements can create 
silos where agencies tend to work in isolation of each other and rarely 
cross boundaries.

– NSW Audit Office

Network
Network based models are at the cutting edge of governance theory (more than practice) and 
similar to the field of Adaptive Governance in this regard. This is important to recognise as both 
action-research and action-learning are key to any successful implementation.

A key principle of Network models is the creation of an environment for multi-partner collaboration 
through shared leadership, responsibility and action. It utilises distributed decision-making with 
only the essential (lightweight) agreements at the centre to ensure effective coordination and 
accountability.

By working in this way, Network based models complement and enhance the capacity of the 
various participating stakeholders, organisations, government bodies, businesses and community.

Importantly, this approach is also consistent with, and does not compromise, existing stakeholder 
governance arrangements and autonomy ~ by providing options and opportunities, rather than 
obligations or constrictions. Each partner is supported, given a healthy challenge even, to integrate 
with, and implement, the collective vision and strategies. All the while though formal responsibility 
and decision making remains in the domain of their own governance structures and processes.

One of the most advanced forms of Network governance and service delivery is the Constellation 
Model of Collaborative Governance, which emerged out of the necessity to support the Canadian 
Partnership for Children's Health and Environment (CPCHE) ~ a cross sectoral, multi-
organisational partnership. It is a complexity-inspired framework designed to 'hold' collaborations 
within dynamic systems, without the need for creating a new organisation, balancing chaos and 
order, energy and structure, the governance model supports multi-organisation partnerships and 
networks within complex and dynamic systems.

The particular advantages of the Network model include:

Leadership being valued within a broader context of collaboration. The model privileges the 
‘initiative taker’. All types of leadership are valuable in this model, as long as the leadership 
is consistent with the larger vision and goals of the group;

Organisations preserve their autonomy while carrying out the group's shared goals;

Groups work together to reduce duplication of efforts and competition for funding by 
working together and coordinating resource and funding procurement strategies;

Building upon what is already happening and what is working well;

Strength in unity created through collaborative work on the key focus areas and strategic 
initiatives, which can be very attractive to funding bodies and partners;

Self- interest is harnessed, valued and balanced with common interest or converging 
interests and the needs of the greater community. In fact, 'coordinated mutual self- interest' 
is seen as the best way to secure resources and goals;
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Enhanced impact and outcomes by leveraging the resources and capabilities of multiple 
stakeholders towards common priorities and objectives;

Collaborative and participatory processes become learning environments where 
understanding and ideas are shared and developed together, gaining from each others' 
experience;

Leadership and workload are balanced, shared and aligned with the particularly issue area 
and partners' core competencies;

Work is action focused as the model flexibly responds to the energy of the network and 
emergent opportunities;

Order, systems and accountability are balanced with opportunity, emergence and 
entrepreneurship;

Greater visibility, recognition and awareness raising through the substantial profile afforded 
by the web portal, public events, communication strategy and communal branding; and,

By working together access to new processes, tools and information is gained.

The below table compares and contrasts Network Governance “collective” impact and approaches 
with “isolated” or Command-Control Governance impacts. While written from the perspective of 
civil society there are useful parallels for government agency and service delivery organisations.
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Workshop Outcomes
The purpose of the Coledale Service Delivery Workshop was to research and evaluate models of 
service integration to identify the most appropriate place-based inter-agency service delivery model 
for Coledale that is also best able to progress implementation of the Coledale Action Plan.

This was achieved with three main processes:

1. Discussion of findings from the Literature Review;

2. Session designing the service-delivery model; and,

3. Consideration of implementation and change process.

The two most significant outcomes from the Workshop were:

1. Recognition of the critical need to expand the Coledale Action Plan to incorporate 
community engagement, capacity building and leadership; and,

2. Prioritisation of the benefit of a coordination and governance model which is focussed on 
delivering strategic change at a place level (more than a new service delivery model as was 
initially presented for consideration).

The priority next steps identified were:

Establish commitment – ask organisations to show their hand, make commitment

Get Governance structures in place

Take stock of what has been done and what is happening now

Update the Coledale Action Plan, including:

Circulate current version;

Incorporation of these workshop outcomes;

Keep in loop with updating;

Communicate with wider community (post endorsement);

Positive high visibility event – celebrate the BBRC funding

Link with Coledale Expo Day on 4th October 2012

Showcase services at the Community Centre

The Workshop began with an open discussion of where participants were at with the proposed 
concept of a new model of working with Coledale. Points made included:

Place –Based is the Future

Change happens where people live and work

CCC works – Communicating

Get right at the top

Frustration  - Why can’t we work together? (Key for this Government)

What Principles are most important

Generational change

Generational investment – need support

Coordinating entity

Personnel change
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Political shift

Individual commitment to really do something, turning concepts into action

How is this different to the Place Team?

Having an open-mind to understand this new model. Why is it needed? Exactly what is this 
vision, outcomes, sounds broad. How are resources to be juggled?

Challenge of this vs core agency responsibilities, and risk to impact if have to prioritise

Can see some merit in adopting a new approach

InterAgency is valuable

Networking

Knowing what's going on with community

Information exchange

Best practice

Different to service delivery and joint planning

More cohesive

A forum for issues which are more than one service's problem

Free up blockages, processes, better use existing resources – less meetings

Service focus

Coledale is the lead vanguard

Transferable

Generational change, generational investment , need support– links to ‘What Principles

Answers in the community

Taking small steps

Only address from ground up

Pilot and test

Resources and people for health outcomes

The way we deliver services

Community focussed

Client goals

More than a medical model

Change is difficult

Getting to the problem

Closing the gap

Reaching those in need

Go to them to gain their trust

Seen as an Aboriginal problem – more than that however are vulnerable community

Poor image in wider community, stigma

Lot of Pressure

DPC
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Ministers

R&R Sub Committee

Think outside the square

Coledale or Tamworth focus?

Issues in Oxley Vale

Because it has a Connected Communities school

Whole of community approach for real change

Other areas bordering Coledale

Analysis of Service-Delivery Models

Place-Based Integrated

Advantages • Shared responsibility ~ reduces isolation 
for workers

• Physical perception to monitor and be 
accountable

• Easier service access ~ find options

• One stop shop potential

• Transport access

• Multiple points of entry

• Quicker response to information

• Quick more timely

• Cost effective in long-run intrusive up front

• Response based on solid/complete info

• Accountability

• Less invasive

• More informed policy and strategy

• Wrap around responses

• Develop shared interest

• More choices

• More minds, problem is more solvable

• Service trust builds client trust

• No wrong door

Disadvantages • Labelling and stigma

• Choosing the right location

• Community politics

• Practicalities and governance

• Client aligns with justice service

• Broader issues can get downgraded ~  
seen as just that place vs bigger picture

• Barrier to service (eg. Pr Parole) 

• Policies

• Tension between origin goals (esp. law)

• Cost effective in long run intrusive up front

Characteristics • No wrong door

• Coordination to decrease duplication

• Knowledge info exchange

• Client case management
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With respect to current Polices, Strategies, Services and the community' desires, the group 
identified the following:

The challenge of a focussed approach with Coledale and the risk of this creating further 
stigma. It was suggested this was particularly a communication challenge.

Tensions

Service delivery tried to crisis versus early intervention

Community development and service/agency

Alignment

Having something “to market”

Prevention and early intervention

Generational change focus (eg. Coledale Revitalisation Strategy)

A model of integration

Two-way communication

Sit the new model within other plans

Relevant Existing Planning Frameworks

NSW 2012

NENW Regional Action Plan

Place Team Plan

Coledale Action Plan

Coledale Revitalisation Strategy

Hillvue Connected Communities

Coledale Community Centre

(NEW) Tamworth Youth Hub

Tamworth Regional Council Community Strategic Plan

Relevant City-Wide & Regional Services (eg. Headspace, FRS) and Strategies (eg. 
NENW Regional Plan, NENW Homelessness Action Plan)

State-Wide & National Services (eg. HS Net, Lifeline) and Strategies (eg. NSW 2021, 
Homelessness Action Plan)

Discussion of whether there was community drive behind the change. It was agreed the answer 
was 'yes' for the new Youth Hub and that more generally, there are a lot of positive people. People 
feel they are being tagged and a desire to build community pride. Many question why others 
misuse what they are given.

Analysis of the current Coledale Action Plan identified community engagement and capacity 
building as a major gap. A working vision for a healthy and well-functioning community, with 
involved individuals.
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Community engagement and capacity building actions:

1. Utilising UNE students and other personnel to survey/listen to and discuss with community 
their goals/aspirations (eg. Kitchen Table process such as that used by Tamworth Regional 
Council). Ensure there is someone of an Aboriginal background working alongside the 
person conducting the survey;

2. Opportunities for community to identify positive programs/actions already happening.  
Programs Audit;

3. Provide opportunities for peer mentoring and coaching as individual and family/group 
issues are identified; and,

4. Pro-active support of Elders groups to provide resources to better support their families – 
connection to Elders.

Communication priorities:

Communication strategy directed at agencies in and out of Coledale Steering Committee.  
Minutes to be made available to interested parties.

“Coledale Grapevine” to be better utilised by Agencies, support provided to community 
centre to produce it and distribute electronically.

Develop Facebook/Community page.

Communication opportunities through “Connected Communities” program.

Need community engagement strategies and quick wins to improve community willingness 
to ‘listen’.

Need community champions to challenge negative messages.

Key message that Coledale is not a ‘project’.

Communication needs to be positive – good news.

Reach key audiences: Coledale community, MPs, Neighbours, Residents, Wider 
Community

Identify Champions

Governance priorities:

Proposed Structures

Coledale Steering Committee

Reporting to Regional Leadership Group

Include up-linkages

Articulate fit with range of initiatives

Engages with Connected Communities Executive Principal at Hillvue Public School

It is expected that the existing and proposed structures feed information to each other.

It was agreed that clearly articulating the intended Theory of Change was key. Points made 
included:

Identity of place, re-branding, creating “a new identity”

What do we want to achieve, where/how/who? (purpose)

Logic behind what we do – authentic message to audience.  

eg. Trust –how – who?
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Place focus

Tools/agreements

Build community capacity/responsibility

What lies underneath what we want to do/achieve?

Describe the objective and need for generational change

Other specific areas were identifies to expanding and updating the Coledale Action Plan:

Update the vision, addressing the why and purpose and create a community vision

The need to think outside the square – tools for change/community engagement

How broke is it?

Being clear about how closely can we work together and support each other, 
particularly considering privacy constraints (eg. crime and law, health, child protection, 
DV, needle exchange)

If Community tell us what they want….are we ready, willing and able to respond

Develop an Outcome Statement ~ manifestly demonstrate what is going be, and is, 
changing.

Specify Agency Requirements including

Student Mentoring

Update community safety audit

What’s working/ed register

Jobs employment

Communication

Losing ownership

Strengthening community leadership and structures

Consider opportunities including:

Broader structural barriers eg community engagement Vs Real reform Cashout and 
aggregate resources

Clarifying what the inter-agency does. Ask on-ground workers as well as community

Rather than another Plan what is needed instead is action research and doing

Delivering “trust”

Can utilise students (Health, Criminology, Community development)

Possible quick wins to demonstrate progress were identified.

BBRC  funding announcement – high visibility event to celebrate

Target audience – Youth

 a) Basketball – Granny Munro PCYC, sausage sizzle

Brickworks clean-up

Weekend camping – inclusive
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Transport to activities

Bus Friday and Saturday nights

Dog jumping, welding – Armidale

Hip Hop dancing – Community Centre

Art, clothing design/sewing/modelling

Indigenous Training College Redfern – hospitality, bar, fire fighting

Positive stories in the paper

RTA assisting getting licence – Education deficiencies, job enhancing opportunities.
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Proposed Place-Based Service Delivery

The Now Initiative
The NOW initiative seeks to improve the social, economic and cultural outcomes for the Tamworth 
Region generally, and for youth and Coledale specifically.  NOW represents Neighbourhood, 
Opportunities and Working Together.

NOW includes the $10.7million funding grant under the Commonwealth’s Building Better Regional 
Cities (BBRC) program which will contribute to the release of affordable housing and the building of 
the Tamworth Regional Youth Hub.  NOW also incorporates the Youth Strategic Plan that seeks to 
ensure that young people in the Tamworth region receive integrated services operating from the 
philosophy of positive youth development.

Tamworth Regional Youth Hub
A new Tamworth Regional Youth Hub is to be established in Coledale as part of the NOW Initiative 
and the Urban Renewal Masterplan for Coledale. 

Council is planning further community consultation and workshops about the Youth Hub as well as 
the future of youth services generally in the Tamworth region as part of the planning process for the 
NOW Project.

The new youth hub will:

provide a high profile and easily accessible access point for youth services, supports and 
activities;

take a positive approach to youth development, reflecting current trends and understanding 
of youth development in terms of both its importance and value as a time of life in itself as 
well as the factors which influence later adult life and broader society; and,

play a key role in coordination and collaboration of the youth services sector to enhance the 
seamless, accountable, complementary and complete range of services and supports for 
youth and their families.

The youth hub is to be operational by March 2014.

Connected Communities, Hillvue Public School
The Connected Communities Strategy positions schools as community hubs. It broadens the 
influence of the community and school leadership, to play a role in the delivery of key services and 
in supporting children and young people from birth through school into further training, study and 
employment.

The Connected Communities strategy will be co-designed with each community based on 
information from a comprehensive community profile including input from the community 
concerning the current strengths within the community and the community’s vision and aspirations.

The Connected Communities strategy has a number of key features including:

Cultural awareness (Connecting to Country) delivered locally for all staff

Teaching Aboriginal language and culture

Additional school executive position – Leader: Community Partnerships

Early years focus through to further learning and employment

Personalised learning plans for all students
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Schools as a hub for service delivery

Early intervention and prevention focus

Partnership and co-leadership with the Aboriginal Community

Partnership with a University and a TAFE Institute

The strategy could be further strengthened by linking with an opportunity hub and/or place based 
service delivery model, however it is not reliant on these approaches.

The Hillvue site is to be fully operational from the start of the 2013 school year.

headspace
headspace is the National Youth Mental Health Foundation provides advice, support and 
information for young people aged 12-25 regarding general health, mental health and counselling, 
education, employment and other services and alcohol and other drug services.

A new regional headspace is to be established in Tamworth and be operational by 2013.

Coledale Community Centre
The Coledale Community Centre is owned and operated by NSW Family and Community Services. 
It is an important facility for the Coledale community and is key to the new Coledale Action Plan.

FACS are currently renegotiating the tender for the Community Capacity Building Program being 
run from the Centre, and negotiating new terms with NSW Health who provide a substantial range 
of community health services from the Centre.

These changes are anticipated to be completed by 31 December 2012.
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Current Integrated Service Delivery

Region Case Management Panel
The Region Case Management Panel (RCMP) is the decision-making body for integrated case 
management under the Supporting Children, Supporting Families Program (SCSFP) to tailor 
support for children, young people and their families.

The RCMP includes health, education, human and justice government agency representatives.

Due to their multiple and complex needs, these children and young people require the services of 
multiple human service agencies. In the past, the child / young person has been required to deal 
with each agency separately and, under privacy laws, agencies were unable to share information 
about these individuals, thus, adding further stress and red tape for the individual. SCSFP is 
structured so there is a single gateway into human services and participating agencies can 
exchange information, work together and tailor each integrated case management plan to the 
needs of the individual.

The SCSFP allows participating agencies to exchange information about these individuals so that 
the best possible response can be provided to address the complex and multifaceted issues in 
these young people’s lives.

A Region Case Management Panel commenced operation in Tamworth in mid-2012.

Family Referral Service
Family Referral Services (FRS) is an initiative under the NSW Government Keep Them Safe Action 
Plan, operated by Pathfinders for the New England North West region.

FRS assists children and young people who do not meet the statutory threshold for child protection 
intervention but would benefit from accessing support to address current problems and prevent 
escalation. FRS provides information and links vulnerable children, young people and their families 
to a range of support services in their local areas.

Formal protocols defining communication and referral processes have been developed and 
entered into by FRS and the Child Wellbeing Units operated by the NSW Police, the Departments 
of Health, of Education and Training, and Family and Community Services.
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The New England North West FRS (NENW FRS) is also an augmented service with an Aboriginal 
focus to engage and link Aboriginal families with appropriate services that best meet their needs, in 
a manner that is culturally and sensitively appropriate.

NENW FRS also provides a voluntary service for families with problems. They bring together 
families, support services and community resources to help promote the safety and wellbeing of 
children, young people and their families 

Family referral workers assist families to identify their most important problems, and then connect 
them with the appropriate service that best meets their needs.

NENW FRS operates from 8am to 6pm Monday to Friday and referrals can be made by telephone, 
fax, email or in person.

HSNet
HSNet is the NSW Human Services Network is a free, secure website for staff working in the NSW 
human and justice services sector. It provides a central location for sharing information across 
government and non-government agencies, to:

easily locate health, housing, family, legal and community service information locally and 
across NSW;

exchange information,

make referrals securely; and,

provide the best possible service to their clients.

The components of the site include:

Groups ~ a tool which enables members to read and post messages to discussion forums 
as well as publish files and web links.

Events ~ a tool which provides an opportunity to let others in the sector know about open 
days, training, conferences and other events that your service is holding.

ServiceLink ~ a comprehensive directory of human and justice services including some 
private providers across NSW.

eReferral ~ a tool that allows one agency to refer a client to another agency and to track the 
progress of that referral using secure technology systems. This tool is only visible to 
services that are part of an eReferral network and have been setup as eReferrers by 
HSNet.

HSNet commenced as the Better Service Delivery Program (BSDP) in 2001, an initiative of NSW 
Human Services agencies in partnership with the NSW Council of Social Services (NCOSS). Both 
government and over 1500 non-government agencies were involved in the Program. Development 
of HSNet was completed in 2005.
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Current Service Delivery Coordination Frameworks

NSW 2021
NSW 2021 is the NSW Government's 10 year plan to rebuild the economy, return quality services, 
renovate infrastructure, restore accountability to government, and strengthen our local environment 
and communities. It is the NSW Government’s strategic business plan.

This plan sets immediate priorities for action and guides NSW Government resource allocation in 
conjunction with the NSW Budget. Agencies will identify cost-effective initiatives to achieve the 
goals and targets within the plan.

NENW Regional Action Plan
The New England North West Regional Action Plan identifies the immediate actions the NSW 
Government will prioritise over the next few years.  These will complement both the long-term 
strategies being developed for NSW and existing regional strategies.  A key priority identified within 
the Plan is the delivery of integrated and coordinated human services.

It is expected that the New England North West Regional Action Plan will be released in late 2012.

Tamworth Region Community Strategic Plan
The Integrated Planning and Reporting framework integrates council planning into a broader 
context to focus on the community’s needs and increase efficiency. The framework recognises that 
communities do not exist in isolation  ~ rather they are part of a larger natural, social, economic 
and political environment. The framework allows councils to identify and plan for funding priorities 
and service levels in consultation with their community and will improve council’s long term 
community, financial and asset planning.

Tamworth Regional Council commenced implementation on 1 July 2012 of its 10-year Community 
Strategic Plan, 4-year Delivery Program, Annual Operational Plan and Resourcing Strategy.

Tamworth Place Team
The Place Teams aim to improve NSW Government service provision by addressing local issues 
through transparent information sharing and genuine collaboration.

The Tamworth Place Team provides an opportunity for managers to gain a better understanding of 
the whole environment in which they work which in turn leads to better decision-making and 
planning. 

The Place Teams are intended to allow service providers an opportunity to:

Identify and prioritise key issues impacting on their communities;

Continually build knowledge and understanding of how other agencies operate;

Plan collaboratively for future service delivery;

Improve efficiency of referral processes;

Monitor the delivery of whole-of-government strategies at the local level and identify 
barriers to successful service delivery;

Identify opportunities for cross-agency issues management, training opportunities, 
resource-sharing, etc.
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Youth Opportunities Working Group
The overarching aim of Youth Opportunities Working Group (YOWG) is to ensure the best 
outcomes for all young people throughout the Tamworth region through proper research, 
communication and collaboration in a positive, future focused way.

Following finalisation of the Coledale Youth Space Report in 2010, YOWG broadened its scope to 
a Tamworth region wide focus.

YOWG is dedicated to long-term planning around the need for better integration of youth services 
currently operating in Tamworth. The focus looks to provide a seamless experience for young 
people, tailored to their needs, whether they are accessing recreation and development programs 
or if they require support services.

YOWG initiatives and research projects are generally reported to the Tamworth Place Team.

YOWG has a solid membership base of Government and Non Government Agencies  ~ such as 
Joblink Plus, Richmond Fellowship, Department of Family and Community Services, Anglicare 
Northern Inland, Aboriginal Affairs NSW, Careers Network, Housing NSW and community 
representatives.

Youth Accommodation Action Group
The purpose of the Youth Accommodation Action Group (YAAG) is to coordinate and oversee 
implementation of the Tamworth Youth Accommodation Action Plan and:

Provide a voice and advocacy regarding youth accommodation issues and ensure needs 
are on the agenda – both with government and policy as well as with the wider community;

Accurately assess local youth housing issues when operational or process issues have 
been addressed and resolve practical issues such as bottlenecks in the referral process;

Accurately and continuously identify gaps in youth housing, keep records, remaining 
involved and focussed on youth housing solutions;

Produce a Delegate for the HNSW Regional Homelessness Planning Committee; and,

Amend the New England North West Homelessness Action Plan as appropriate.

The Tamworth Youth Accommodation Action Plan 2012~2014 outlines strategies to address the 
accommodation needs for youth in Tamworth, including consideration of those identified in the 
NSW Government's New England North West Regional Homelessness Action Plan 2010 – 2014 
and Housing NSW's Youth Action Plan 2010-2014.

One Place One Plan
The One Place, One Plan (OPOP) project aims to deliver improved community outcomes through 
coordination and planning between Department of Family and Community Services (FACS) service 
lines and other Government and non government agencies where this supports the business of 
FACS. The project supports a more targeted approach to planning and service delivery 
improvements to address relevant community profiles.

Tamworth was identified as a priority opportunity and location for OPOP.

The key OPOP priorities are:

Improved communication across FACS agency to support coordinated planning and 
information for shared clients

Maximise the effectiveness of FACS funded NGOs

Community benefits by better integrated whole of Government planning and service 
delivery from the productive relationship formed by the Tamworth Place Team [local 
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governance structure]

Youth in Tamworth are better supported

Maximise knowledge and understanding of service delivery to Aboriginal communities and 
people

Staying Home Leaving Violence
The Staying Home Leaving Violence program aims to prevent homelessness by working with the 
Police to remove a perpetrator of violence from the family home so that women and children can 
remain safely where they are.

The program places accountability firmly on the shoulders of the violent offender and ensures 
women and children are not driven to homelessness or uprooted from their families, friends and 
schools.

It also provides a range of support for victims from such as safety planning, improving the home’s 
security and changing the locks, assistance in managing finances, support for children and helping 
women throughout the complicated legal process.
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Disclaimer

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 3.0 
Unported License.

This document may only be used for the purpose for which it was commissioned and in 
accordance with the contract between Starfish Enterprises Network Limited and NSW Department 
of Premier and Cabinet. The scope of services was defined in consultation with NSW Department 
of Premier and Cabinet, by time and budgetary constraints imposed by the client, and the 
availability of reports and other data on the subject area. Changes to available information, 
legislation and schedules are made on an ongoing basis and readers should obtain up to date 
information.

Starfish Enterprises Network Limited accepts no liability or responsibility whatsoever for or in 
respect of any use of or reliance upon this report and its supporting material by any third party. 
Starfish does not warrant or make any representation about the accuracy or suitability of any 
content in this report noting that the information and opinions expressed may not be accurate at 
the time that the reader has viewed it.

Readers are advised to make their own independent investigations (and seek professional legal, 
financial, technical and other advice) before implementing any conclusion made from the 
information presented in this report.
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