
1 

 

 
 
14 June 2013 
 
 
 
 
Professor Peter Shergold  A. C. 
Independent Project Leader 
Service Sector Reform Project  
C/O David Clements Director Industry Workforce and Transformation 
Department of Human Services 
50 Lonsdale St 
Melbourne,  Vic.  3000 
 
 
 
 
Dear Professor Shergold, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Service Sector Reform: Reflections of the Consultation. Stakeholders and 
members of the Centre for Excellence in Child and Family Welfare met on 4 June to canvass the following comments 
and discuss proposed submissions from individual agencies.  
Overall, member organisations considered the reflections accurately captured views expressed during the 
consultations. They illustrate the complexity and degree of difficulty of the challenges ahead. The 22 reflections 
highlight both the complexity and the interdependence of many of the challenges. However with clear focus on 
purpose and priorities, good governance and goodwill there is much we can do together to improve the impact and 
outcomes of services for Victorians. These are we believe priority themes for consideration in your final paper. 
We believe there are 6 key initial areas where a collaborative approach will particularly bear fruit and guide further 
reform.  

(1) Outcomes Framework ( Key theme 1) 

Most propositions in the various sector reform documents about community services are dependent on broad 
agreement being reached around outcomes and the level of likely investment in and roles and responsibilities for 
those outcomes. In particular area based models rely heavily on the ability to specify those local factors which impact 
on outcomes and therefore influence planning, investment and delivery systems ( for example socio-economic 
disadvantage). As do attempts to align outcomes with resource allocation and performance models. Outcomes 
frameworks in other areas have also enabled a broader ‘market’ to emerge most recently in the UK through the 
‘Outcomes Commissioning’ approach closely linked to the idea of Social Impact Bonds.  
Despite there being some 15 attempts at developing outcomes frameworks for the CFSS over the past 20 years there 
is no single agreed framework. There are a number of population level frameworks ( e. g. the Child First framework) 
and some specific data collections and reporting (e.g. CAFSOS and LAC) but no agreed framework. We note the 
recent Auditor General Report on the population based outcomes associated with the State of Victoria’s Children 
Report. (VAGO:2013) 
There are seven main factors required for such a framework to exist. To date these factors have not come together 
in Victoria: 

(1) Causal connections between funding inputs/outputs and outcomes must be identified but this is often  
problematic and involves essentially contested ideas about the goals of social policy 

(2) The systems to support outcomes frameworks are complex and expensive: investments must be made  
and benefits are realised in the long term: - in particular data – scope, definitions, counting rules, 
confidentiality, collection, analysis, concordance must be brought within scope. 

(3) All the required stakeholders must remain at the table for long enough  to effect change. 
(4) Trust of stakeholders must be maximised:  Pre-occupation with resource allocation efficiencies and 

savings objectives can erode efforts to engage stakeholders in legitimate sector reform. 
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(5) Boundaries between service sectors and agencies managing them must be transparent and stable for 
effective implementation. 

(6) Stable and systematic governance must be in place to see the implementation through. 
Whilst there are some useful examples of outcomes approaches being used for individual client case management 
there are very few examples of applied outcomes frameworks in for broad categories of clients ( e.g. homeless) Thus 
for example the often quoted ‘outcomes star’ is a well established case management tool from the 1970’s the 
challenge is how to align diverse individual outcomes objectives with for example the  more systematic personal, 
community and economic outcomes identified on p15 of the Services Connect :Better Services for Victorians in need 
(Department of Human Services: 2013). We believe that between the capabilities of DHS and the CFSS this is 
possible. The opportunity then is to create a framework that can simultaneously: 
 

(a) Promote outcomes focussed resource allocation and accountability models  
(b) Be useful as a case and place management tool 
(c) Provide baseline data for costing,, monitoring, evaluation and reporting 
(d) Utilise readily available ( preferably public data sets)  
(e) Demonstrate a clear  program logic that connects to current service systems but which also creates shared 

understanding of program purpose 
(f) Point to new ways of organising and delivering services  
(g) Inform place based service integration.  

 
Many of the building blocks are in place as noted in the CFECFW Issues Paper 1 (CFECFW: 2011). For example 
through the work of Anglicare we have a model of comparing population level data across a range of key domains 
(such as health and education) with data for children in care and how interventions of various types can impact on 
closing the gap.  

(2) Area based approaches ( Key theme 2) 

In the Centre’s recent submission to the Service Sector Reform Discussion paper we emphasised the importance of 
area based planning, resource allocation and delivery of services.(CFECFW: 2013) 

(1) We support the move towards area based planning, resource allocation and delivery of services 

For a number of years the Centre and its agencies have been exploring area based planning and service delivery 
models mostly in partnership with various government departments. (CFECFW: 2011b: GSYFS, 2013)  
There are six basic propositions behind place based approaches to child and family services planning and service 
delivery: 

1. That agencies which are embedded in the local community better understand service users to take a holistic 
view of the person, in the family in the community.  

2. That local agencies can access and manage more effectively and more efficiently endogenous community 
resources. 

3. That service planning and delivery is best co-designed (with service users and other agencies/networks) 
locally.  

4. That service users are more likely to trust, engage earlier and develop  with local agencies  
5. That pooled and or service user purchasing models are best managed locally and reduce transaction costs.   
6. That areas differ significantly in terms of service user characteristics, needs, resources etc.  

As general propositions these all make sense but place based approaches face a number of challenges: 

 Reaching agreement on exactly what spatial area is being proposed and its resource importance to service  
users. 

 Ensuring that all places are covered especially new places. 
 Dealing with mobile individuals, families and communities that cross place boundaries, regularly move 

between places ( such as many Aboriginal families) or require specialist services.  
 Guaranteeing that all key government agencies and community service organisations have the same 

boundaries, information systems and collaboration capabilities. 
 Recognising how key service user characteristics shape service systems ( e.g. service user purchasing models). 
 Establishing equitable and just resource allocation models and service user outcomes between places with 

different features. 
 Understanding how place dynamics operate and how to harness them. 
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 Recognising the need to learn across places so that there is adoption of the best approaches and minimal 
reinventing of successful approaches or take up on proven ineffective approaches. 
 

These are matters that the Centre has been canvassing in recent years and are canvassed in the attached documents. 
We are keen to both build on existing area based models and explore new ones. We note the particularly challenging 
circumstances faced by rapidly growing communities and the evidence base around how to ensure the integrated 
timely provision of social infrastructure and services. Importantly the evidence highlights the critical role that formal 
planning (e.g. statutory, land use, urban design) plays in setting the spatial template for future advantage and 
disadvantage and hence the vulnerability of children and families.  
 
With the additional support for Services Connect there is an opportunity to work more closely with the child and 
family services sector to deepen our scope, knowledge and practice around a number of area based goals especially 
those related to service integration; increased client voice and control; pooling funds; early intervention and; place 
management.  
We note the propensity for misunderstanding which can be created through different conceptual approaches to area 
based work. At the same time we believe that area based approaches work best where areas are defined not be 
administrative boundaries but by boundaries related to where/how people live their lives and the similarities of 
circumstances. For example families in urban growth corridors face specific quite different challenges to families in 
rural towns facing industry transition and demographic decline. 

(3)  Social Impact Bonds (Key themes 9, 13 and 14) 

The exploration of areas of child and family services where Social Impact Bonds may have impact is appropriate. A 
number of our agencies have considerable experience in the adoption of commercialisation and corporatisation 
policies and practices into their operations and would welcome the opportunity to further develop this area of 
reform. The recent Western Australian study “Understanding Social Impact Bonds” (Feb 2013) provides further 
guidance in this area. In some areas where for example client circumstances are relatively stable and pathways 
relatively clear ( e.g. aged care, prisons and some disability services) outcomes resource allocation models (including 
client purchasing) have been implemented, most usually in conjunction with the introduction of a broader range of 
providers including the for profit sector. Whilst some aspects of child and family services sector( such as residential 
care) have some of these features, the broader CFS system and especially  preventive services present more of a 
challenge.   

(4) Social Innovation (Key theme 11) 

In the past there has been a focus on regulation, productivity gains and managing demand growth to the detriment of 
social innovation. Creating the mandate and space for social innovation is critical to new ways of addressing the 
challenges of the 22 reflections and the issues we have outlined above. An option would be to establish a Community 
Services Social Innovation Precinct that could bring together the key ideas and people with a focus on innovation and 
entrepreneurship in this field. This would also provide an opportunity for better capture of learnings and ideas 
incubation in a more systematic manner. For example a specific focus on identifying those existing innovations that 
could be accelerated and which are scalable across the industry. As you are aware, there is now considerably more 
national knowledge and implementation capability around social innovation than a decade ago.  

(5) Good governance (Key themes 4, 8 and 9) 

No element central to service sector reform is likely to happen unless there is a clear cross sectoral commitment to 
stable and systematic governance of these challenges. To date there have been multiple ad hoc processes often 
responding to specific policy risks (for example child protection) or introduction of pilots ( for example the 
establishment of Child and Family Alliances). Such processes often lacked broader commitment or governance 
mechanisms for systematic development. Thus for example as a result of multiple governance processes we have 
some 15  population and cohort level data bases relevant to an outcomes framework in the CFSS - none of which 
seem to really work that well. Our view is that the time is right to establish a more stable and clearly mandated cross 
sectoral governance to oversight and steer the challenges raised in the 22 reflections.  

(6) Organisational attributes of community service organisations and building on their strengths (Key 
themes 7, 9 and 18) 

The Centre is pleased to see in your Reflections paper acknowledgement given of the diversity of organisations from 
the community sector engaged in funded service delivery.  The diversity and importance of the sector beyond 
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delivery of funded services has been widely recognised in various reviews of the community sector especially in the 
Industry Commission review of 1995 (Industry Commission Review: 1995) and the Productivity Commission Review 
of 2010 (Productivity Commission: 2010). Capability of organisations must be seen in this wider understanding. 
 
Beyond the consultations reflections report – areas which should be strengthened 
 
There are core areas of government service delivery which are not adequately funded to meet the basic needs of 
those who rely directly on government for the quality of life they lead: examples in the child and family service area 
are residential care and aspects of family support services which prevent admission to care. In our submissions we 
have established the importance of agreed outcomes measures to adequate funding but the mechanism for 
establishing adequacy of funding should be independent and transparent. One process for this was canvassed by the 
Cummins report but others may be considered (Cummins: 2012).  
The place of community in addressing the complexity of vulnerability and disadvantage is not sufficiently recognised in 
the consultation reflection report. Much happens in the community before children young people and their families 
receive a government funded service. Indeed much of this work may be undertaken through the informal and holistic 
approaches of community services organisations working outside their funded mandate. This work is consistent with 
the broad social mission of most community service organisations. It is important that service system reform 
recognises the non-contracted components of “service”. 
The Centre for Excellence in Child and Family Welfare looks forward to your further recommendations to the 
Government on service sector reform. Service sector reform is an ongoing endeavour but your contribution to better 
services for Victorians is a significant opportunity. If the Centre is able to assist in the development of the 
Recommendations paper by providing further information or reflection please contact me. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Ms Deb Tsorbaris 
CEO 
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