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Overview  
The Office of the Coordinator General for Family Safety held their second Family Safety Hub (Hub) co-

design challenge on 7 May 2019. The co-design challenge aimed to identify potential solutions to prevent 

housing and financial stress for people affected by domestic and family violence.  

The co-design challenge was supported by discovery research undertaken prior to the co-design workshop. 

The discovery research identified specific opportunities to be further explored by workshop participants. 

The workshop itself is also part of a broader design cycle that will include refinement of selected solutions, 

prototyping, evaluation and engagement with potential implementation partners.  

For the purpose of this evaluation, figure 1 provides a high-level overview of the process undertaken to 

arrive at the selected solutions that will be taken forward for further design. The Hub will also review all 

ideas generated through the workshop which may result in some selected solutions not progressing, while 

other ideas may be afforded further consideration. 

 

Figure 1: Co-design Challenge Process Map 

Evaluation Method 
An independent evaluation of the engagement process has been undertaken by Nicole Moore, PhD 

Candidate at the Institute of Governance and Policy Analysis, University of Canberra. The evaluation 

assesses the quality of the engagement process based on a range of variables that the existing literature 

suggest are important to effective citizen engagement1. 

A mixed methods approach was used to inform the assessment, including pre and post engagement 

surveys of participants, observations and accessing information on the outcomes of the engagement 

process. Qualtrics and TextIQ analytics tools were used in the analysis of survey results. This engagement 

report documents the key findings of the evaluation which will be used to build public sector capability in 

effective citizen engagement as well as contributing to a broader research program on effective citizen 

engagement being undertaken by the evaluator. 

                                                           
1 See: Moore, 2019. Co-design and Deliberative Engagements: What Works?, Democracy 2025, Australia. 
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Key findings 
The evaluation findings show that the co-design challenge achieved its primary objective of generating 

multiple ideas to prevent housing and financial crisis for people affected by domestic or family violence. 

Solutions were co-designed by a diverse range of stakeholders and presented to an expert panel who 

selected ideas that would be taken forward for further exploration.   

The co-design challenge also largely met the expectations of participants. In particular, building a shared 

understanding of domestic violence issues in the ACT, developing connections with people working on 

similar issues, and generating new ideas, solutions and perspectives, all rated highly among participants. 

The co-design challenge involved a plurality of viewpoints and high-quality process design and facilitation. 

The co-design challenge also achieved a high level of trust among participants who mostly agreed that the 

process would influence decision-making; and the process met a high standard of authorisation with in-

principle commitment to taking some ideas forward following further exploration and refinement.  

The evaluation findings also show that future co-design challenges could be enhanced in the following 

ways:  

➢ Increasing the involvement of affected people early in the planning and discovery stages. This 

recommendation recognises the sensitivities of engaging people affected by domestic and family 

violence who may feel uncomfortable being identified in a workshop setting. Early opportunity to 

input into design challenges could assist in designing processes that maximise the input of those 

with lived experiences, while also ensuring insights are grounded in as broad a range of experiences 

as possible.  

➢ Allowing additional time for participants to build relationships prior to commencing design 

activities can also assist in improving participant’s’ understandings of diverse perspectives, allowing 

for a deeper level of discussion and richer solutions. In particular, allowing participants to establish 

their own ground rules can increase ownership of the process and mitigate unhelpful conflicts that 

can result in participants disengaging from challenging discussions. 

➢ Running the co-design workshop over several non-consecutive days can enhance participant 

agreement on recommended solutions by providing time for both collective design and individual 

reflections. Ensuring participants have enough time to explore concepts in detail can also improve 

the quality of solutions generated through the co-design process. 

➢ Providing detailed advice on next steps, including timeframes and resources available for the next 

stages can enhance participant trust and confidence in the process. Information that is as specific 

as possible and links next steps to formal decision-making processes can help participants to see 

how the investment of their time is being valued. 

➢ Evaluating outcomes over time can provide a longer-term view of impact. Assessing idea pathways 

from generation to implementation, will provide supporting evidence for the value of future co-

design challenges. 

These findings are outlined in the Engagement Score Card at Box 1, with detailed analysis outlined 

throughout the remainder of this report. 
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Variable Not 
Achieved 

Partially 
Achieved 

Fully 
Achieved 

Recommendations 

Inclusivity  
 

 Increase the involvement of affected people 
early in the planning and discovery stages of co-
design challenges Plurality   

 
Autonomy  

 
 Allow time for relationship building between 

participants, including through establishing their 
own group rules Equality  

 
 

Quality   
 

Run design sessions over a longer period of time 
and allow participants to explore concepts 
between sessions Agreement  

 
 

Trust   
 

Provide a timeline for participants that outlines 
how ideas will be taken forward, including 
anticipated timeframes and resources Authorisation   

 
Transmission  

 
 Include assessment of the pathway from idea 

generation to formal acceptance as part of the 
broader Family Safety Hub evaluation framework Consequentiality Not yet measurable 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Box 1: Family Safety Hub Co-design Challenge #2 Engagement Scorecard  
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Inclusive Representation of Affected People (or their representatives) and 

Professionals. “The opportunity to hear first-hand helped me appreciate the emotion faced by those 

impacted by bureaucracy and red-tape”- Participant 

It’s not possible to involve all people in every decision-making process. What is important is to ensure that 

those most affected by the issue, along with those who will ultimately be responsible for implementing 

solutions, are represented in the process. Affected people and professionals offer unique insights that 

collectively ensure solutions respond to the real-world contexts in which issues arise. 

Stakeholder mapping was undertaken to identify professional representatives from a broad range of 

related fields, including: banks, financial services and financial counselling; legal supports; charities and 

non-government organisations; education, health and wellbeing services; utility providers; and real estates; 

social, community and affordable housing; social enterprise; and ACT and other government programs.  

Discovery interviews were conducted with 11 organisations identified through the mapping exercise based 

on their expertise in domestic and family violence. Discovery interviews were used to shape the co-design 

workshop and to identify any additional service providers that had not yet been considered.  

As a result of the efforts made to identify representatives from a range of relevant fields, the workshop 

participants included 19 non-government agency representatives, 11 government agency representatives, 

two utility provider representatives, and five private sector representatives.  

In terms of those most affected by the issue, three ‘Voices of Change’ advocates were engaged as 

experience experts to share their stories of housing and financial stress arising through domestic and family 

violence. The ‘Voices of Change’ advocates were briefed on the challenge and supported the workshop by 

offering their personal experiences to workshop participants. The ‘Voices of Change’ advocates were not 

however, involved in planning for the workshops or in deciding which recommendations to take forward. 

The process evaluation is largely informed by survey responses from those who participated in the 

workshops. While only 14 workshop participants completed the post engagement survey, respondents 

largely mirror those who participated in terms of government and other representation, providing a 

reasonable view of the process as a whole. Graph 1 illustrates the proportion of workshop participants 

from government and other representative groups while Graph 2 provides the proportion of survey 

respondents from those same groups.  

 

Note: The ‘Voices of Change’ advocates are not included in the graph results as they weren’t part of the participant 

survey. 
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Plurality of viewpoints (pre-engagement perspectives) “Although there are service 

mechanisms to assist people in exploring options, there is insufficient affordable housing available”- 

Participant. 

It is important to ensure a range of viewpoints 

are considered when making decisions on 

matters of public good.  Modern societies 

however are diverse and not everyone will 

engage in the same way.  

Effective strategies to engage a plurality of 

viewpoints is demonstrated when there is a 

range of perspectives expressed by 

participants at the commencement of an 

engagement process. 

 

Prior to the innovation challenge, participants 

unanimously shared the view that the impacts 

of housing and financial stress on people 

affected by domestic and family violence 

were significant, with 96 percent stating that 

these impacts are highly significant and the 

remaining 4 percent stating that these impacts are somewhat significant (see Graph 3). 

 

While these results suggest a high level of pre-engagement agreement on the significance of the issue, 

there were a range of diverse perspectives on the nature of the problem, with housing affordability the 

most commonly cited barrier, followed by issues associated with accessibility of responses, inability of 

current services to meet demand, and the inability to respond to the long term impacts of domestic and 

family violence, including debt (see Graph 4). 

 

Note: Graph refers to the number of times a particular theme was mentioned by survey respondents.  

 

 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Accessibility of services and supports

Ability to take pets

Housing affordability

Access to finances

Inability to meet demand

Responsive and appropriate housing

Access to information

Availability of emergency accommodation

Access to legal services and legal issues (including VISAs)

Access to housing

Supports targeted only to low incomes

Responding to long term impacts (including debt)

Graph 4: What key elements of the housing and financial supports available to 
people affected by domestic and family violence are not working?

 

 

Graph 3: How significant do you think housing and 

financial stress is for people experiencing domestic and 

family violence? 
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Transformation of Views (Autonomy) “Every discussion and interaction in professional life 

brings about new ideas and the views of others”- Participant 

The freedom to form and transform views on a particular issue is an indication that participants are 

engaging with autonomy and not constrained by fixed ideas or coerced by higher power interests. Without 

autonomy, participants can’t genuinely consider the viewpoints of others in order to be open to new 

possibilities. 

The majority of respondents (71 percent) said their views had changed in some ways as a result of 

participating in the co-design process, with equal numbers of respondents saying their views changed 

significantly or not at all (14 percent). These results are illustrated in Graph 5.  

 

Graph 5: How much did your views change as a result of participating in the co-design process? 

Note: Graph refers to the number of respondents selecting each response option.  

 

When asked what influenced their views during the co-design process, respondents gave a range of 

perspectives, including: 

• The committed participation of corporate 

stakeholders, advocates, and those with 

experiences of violence provided 

opportunity to share different perspectives 

and ideas.  

• There was value in sharing knowledge in 

order to promote collaboration.  

• Hearing the stories of those who had 

experienced violence influenced their 

thinking. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: What influenced your views during the       

co-design process? 
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Equality of Contribution “Some members of my team were more respectful when it came to 

listening and understanding other ideas.”- Participant 

Autonomy and equality go hand in hand since power imbalances must be addressed and participants must 

feel listened to and respected in order to contribute equally to engagement processes. The majority of 

respondents (57 percent) said they sometimes felt listened to, respected and able to contribute equally to 

discussions with a further 36 percent saying they always felt listened to, respected and able to contribute 

equally. Only one respondent said they didn’t feel listened to, respected or able contribute to discussions at 

all. These results are illustrated in Graph 6. 

 

Graph 6: How well did you feel listened to, respected and able to contribute equally to discussions? 

Note: Graph refers to the number of respondents selecting each response option.  

 

When asked what influenced how well they felt listened to, respected and able to contribute equally to 

discussions, respondents gave a range of perspectives, including: 

• Other participants and the structure of the 

discussions impacted most on how well they 

felt listened to, respected and able to 

contribute.  

• Some participants were more respectful 

than others and creating opportunities to 

work individually as well as in groups helped 

create opportunities to be heard.  

• Conflict between sectors and perceived lack 

of value in particular roles impacted on how 

they felt.  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: What influenced how well you felt listened 

to, respected and able to contribute? 
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Quality of Process Design and Facilitation “The process was very well organised and I 

appreciate that it ran to a tight schedule”- Participant 

High quality engagements recognise that participants are experts in their own experiences with valuable 

insights to share. This requires a shift in thinking from being the experts on a particular topic to being 

facilitators with expertise shared between participants. Public engagements must carefully balance the 

need for respectful collaboration between diverse ‘experts’ with the ability to provoke different opinions in 

order to enable innovation. Often this involves mixed methods that allow people to contribute individually, 

in small groups, and in large group discussions.  

The majority of respondents were satisfied (50 percent) or very satisfied (43 percent) with the quality of 

the process design and facilitation. Only one respondent was not satisfied with the quality of the process 

design and facilitation. The results are illustrated in Graph 7.  

 

Graph 7: How satisfied were you with the quality of the process design and facilitation? 

Note: Graph refers to the number of respondents selecting each response option.  

 

When asked what influenced their satisfaction in the quality of the process design and facilitation, 

respondents gave a range of perspectives, 

including: 

• Although the process was well 

structured given the tight timeframe, 

there wasn’t enough information 

provided on existing supports to 

enable an informed design process. 

• The structure was well planned and 

facilitated with ground rules to 

support a quality outcome, but 

additional time would have allowed 

for deeper understanding of the issue 

and existing supports. 

 

 

Figure 4: What influenced how satisfied you were in 

the quality of the process design and facilitation? 
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Participant Acceptance of Recommendations “I think that there were some very 

legitimate ideas that came up through the process” Participant 

Increased understanding arising through collaborative engagement processes should enable shared and 

mutually agreeable solutions. In complex societies however, partial agreements are often reached rather 

than full consensus in order to enable mutual respect for differing views. Subsequently, agreed solutions or 

recommendations does not necessarily imply consensus, but rather compromise towards an acceptable 

outcome. 

The majority of respondents (75 percent) agreed with some of the recommendations developed through 

the co-design process, with 25 percent fully agreeing with the recommendations. No respondents 

disagreed with all recommendations. These results are illustrated in Graph 8. 

 

Graph 8: How much do you agree with the recommendations developed through the co-design process? 

Note: Graph refers to the number of respondents selecting each response option.  

 

When asked what influenced their level of agreement with the recommendations, respondents gave a 

range of perspectives, including: 

• The ideas were supported by the 

design approach and by having those 

with the ability to implement ideas 

involved in their development.  

• The ideas weren’t all fleshed out 

sufficiently to ensure barriers and 

possible duplications would be 

addressed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: What influenced your level of agreement 

with the recommendations? 
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Trust in the Legitimacy of the Process to Influence Decisions “I think that there is 

tremendous legitimacy of working within a co-design process” Participant 

Citizen participation can contribute to the legitimacy of decisions taken but only when citizens are seen as 

democratic agents rather than as consumers of public services and when those affected by public policy 

have the power to influence the design and decision-making process. 

Half of the respondents trusted that the process would influence decisions, with 43 percent of respondents 

unsure. Only one respondent didn’t trust that the process would influence decisions. These results are 

illustrated in Graph 9. 

 

Graph 9: How much do you trust in the legitimacy of this process to influence decision making? 

Note: Graph refers to the number of respondents selecting each response option.  

 

When asked what influenced their level of trust in the legitimacy of the process to influence decisions, 

respondents gave a range of perspectives, including: 

• The co-design process is a legitimate 

approach however distrust in 

government institutions influenced 

levels of trust.  

 

• Having the right people in the room, 

including decision makers, can help 

to build understanding of the issues 

and possibilities. 

 

• Further information around next 

steps, timeframes and resourcing 

would help to build trust in the 

potential for recommendations to be 

taken forward. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: What influenced your level of trust in the 

legitimacy of the process to influence decisions? 
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Meeting Participant Expectations 
Prior to the co-design process, participants were asked what they expected to get out of the process. After 

the engagement, participants were also asked which expectations were met. These results are illustrated in 

Graph 10. 

• 71 percent of respondents said that building a shared understanding of domestic violence issues in 

the ACT, developing connections with people working on similar issues, and generating new ideas, 

solutions and perspectives were all met. 

• 64 percent of respondents said that being introduced to innovative ways to design services, policies 

and programs was met. 

• 14 percent of respondents said that other expectations were met, including broadening thinking on 

issues and learning from the breadth of participants’ knowledge, experience and work areas. 

 

Graph 10: Did the workshop meet your expectations in the following areas? 

Note: Graph refers to the number of respondents selecting each response option.  

 

When asked if there was one thing that they would change about the workshop, participants gave a range 

of perspectives, including: 

• Having more time would have helped to unpack the issues and design realistic solutions. This could 

also include providing information to reflect on before hand or allowing time to share information 

on what is already available at the beginning of the process. 

• Respect of other participants to hear and be open to other ideas could have been improved. In 

addition, providing opportunity to work on more than one idea would also have been useful.  

• Involving decision makers in the design challenges would be valued. 

• Addressing catering needs, especially for those with dietary requirements. 
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Authorisation of the co-design process 
Political support for citizen participation has the power to increase the legitimacy and acceptance of public 
sector decisions. Committing to accepting, at least in-principle, the solutions offered by citizens recognises 
the value that their participation makes to identifying workable solutions. While it is likely unfeasible (and 
perhaps unwise) to agree in full to solutions before knowing what they are, the level of commitment should 
be made known before citizens agree to give up their time to participate in the first place. This includes 
making clear the boundaries and constraints that are not open to discussion and providing a clear remit or 
guiding question to focus their involvement. 
 

The Family Safety Hub (Hub) was co-designed as part of the ACT Government’s commitment to addressing 

domestic and family violence in the Territory. The Hub is authorised to conduct co-design challenges aimed 

at finding innovative solutions to preventing and responding to the impacts of domestic and family 

violence.  

This particular challenge was therefore authorised by Government as a core function of the Hub, with an in-

principle commitment to further exploring the ideas developed through the workshop. While this 

commitment does not extend to fully accepting the workshop recommendations, it does suggest that the 

process was genuine and sufficiently authorised to meet the engagement objectives. These results are 

illustrated in the measure scale at Box 2. 

Box 2: Measurement Scale for Authorisation of Co-design Process. 

Transmission of Recommendations to Formal Decision Makers  
Engagement processes usually occur in informal public spaces rather than through formally instituted 
decision-making bodies, hence requiring some form of transmission in order to take effect. Transmission 
can however be impacted by whether or not citizen generated recommendations are transferred indirectly 
via other stakeholder groups, or directly, to those with the power to make decisions. When 
recommendations are transferred via stakeholder groups, it is important to ensure the original intent of the 
recommendations are retained as much as possible. 
 
The co-design process involved direct presentation of ideas from workshop participants to an informal 
panel of decision makers who selected three ideas to progress for further exploration. The Hub will lead the 
exploration phase in collaboration with identified partners prior to progressing recommendations for 
formal endorsement.  
 
The challenge will therefore involve the indirect transfer of ideas through further refinement prior to 
formalising recommendations for agreement. These results are illustrated in the measure scale at Box 3. 
 

Authorisation- 
Citizen participation 
as an accepted 
democratic value 

No political/public 
sector support for 
citizen participation in 
the engagement 
process demonstrated 
by lack of authorisation 
by political actors or 
public service 
organisations 

Some political/public 
sector support for 
citizen participation in 
the engagement 
process demonstrated 
through upfront 
authorisation by 
political actors or 
public service 
organisations 

Full political/public 
sector support for 
citizen participation in 
the engagement process 
demonstrated through 
upfront authorisation by 
political actors or public 
service organisations 
and in-principle 
commitment to the 
acceptance of citizen 
generated 
recommendations 
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Box 3: Measurement Scale for Transmission of Outcomes to Formal Decision-Making Bodies 

Acceptance of Recommendations by Decision Makers (Consequentiality)  
Consequentiality speaks to the outcomes of engagements having made some form of difference, either 

formally or informally, to the systems they seek to affect. Consequentiality (for the purpose of this 

evaluation) is defined as the actual acceptance of participant recommendations by decision making 

authorities. 

The co-design model implemented by the Hub means that further work will be required prior to 

recommendations being formally accepted by decision-makers. During the workshop, three of the seven 

ideas were selected for further exploration, with a fourth idea identified as an opportunity that the 

Community Services Directorate could progress internally.  

While it is too early to determine if the selected ideas will be accepted for implementation, there is 

evidence to suggest that the co-design process has achieved its objectives, including to: 

• Generate multiple ideas to address specific opportunities identified in the discovery research; 

• Co-design prioritised solutions in groups and present them to a panel of experts; and 

• Select leading ideas to be taken forward and explore how participants and their organisations can 

commit to their execution.   

 

 

Transmission of 
citizen engagement 
outcomes to formal 
decision-making 
bodies 

No transfer of citizen 
generated inputs or 
recommendations to 
relevant political actors 
or pubic service 
organisations 

Indirect transfer of 
citizen generated 
input (via stakeholder 
developed 
recommendations) to 
relevant political 
actors or public 
service organisations  

Direct transfer of citizen 
generated 
recommendations to 
relevant political actors 
or public service 
organisations 


