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Mr Walter Ivessa  
Assistant Under Treasurer  
Queensland Treasury and Trade  
100 George Street BRISBANE QLD 4001 
 
7 April 2014 
 
Dear Mr Ivessa 
 
Re: Draft Social Services Investment Framework 
 
PeakCare Queensland Inc. (PeakCare) welcomes the opportunity to participate in the public 

consultation about the draft Social Services Investment Framework.  

PeakCare is the peak body for child protection services in Queensland. PeakCare has 60 member 

agencies, which are a mix of small, medium and large, local and statewide, mainstream and 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander non-government organisations that provide family support, 

child protection, and out-of-home care services (eg. foster and kinship care, residential care) to 

children and young people who are at risk of entry to, or in, the statutory child protection system 

and their families. PeakCare has an additional 16 members that are individuals and other entities 

supportive of PeakCare’s policy platform relating to the safety and wellbeing of children and young 

people, and the support of their families.  

PeakCare members directly provide care and support for some of the most vulnerable of 

Queensland’s citizens - children and young people who have been harmed or are at risk of harm 

from parental abuse and neglect. PeakCare members are often in receipt of grant funds from a 

number of different Queensland Government agencies (eg. Communities, Child Safety and Disability 

Services, Housing, Health) due to the range of services which they deliver, for example, social 

welfare, educational, disability, community housing, employment, and youth justice. The draft 

Framework is, therefore, of great interest and significance to PeakCare and PeakCare members.  

PeakCare views it as highly commendable and timely that an investment framework for Queensland 

social services is being developed that promotes transparency and is future focussed. PeakCare also 

appreciates references made within the draft framework, especially within the Call to Action, that 

acknowledge the need for the government and non-government social services sectors to make 

shifts in how they “work together and within themselves” and embrace “new ways of doing things” 

to achieve the vision and aims of the proposed Framework (page 11).  



 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

A clear definition of the ‘social services sector’  

Although there are examples given in the draft framework about ‘social services’ that are in scope 

(eg. education, health, homelessness, child protection and disability services, page 3), PeakCare is of 

the view that it would be useful to include a succinct statement within the Introduction that 

comprehensively describes what constitutes a ‘social service’ and therefore will be subject to the 

reform agenda. For example, is it intended that legal or employment and training services fall under 

the definition of a ‘social service’?   

In addition, the draft framework refers to the sum of a number of diverse sectors that work to 

address physical or social disadvantage and promote the health, wellbeing and quality of life of 

individuals, families and communities (page 3) in the singular as the social service sector. Given the 

different target groups, purposes and interests of the various sectors, PeakCare is of the view that it 

would be preferable to acknowledge this diversity in the Introduction and within the stated scope of 

the framework. Such an approach would also acknowledge that many non-government 

organisations deliver funded and un-funded social services across a number of sectors.   

PeakCare would like to query how social services, and therefore service users, are conceptualised 

within the draft framework in respect to ‘prevention and early intervention’ (pages 4 and 9), ‘crisis 

support’ (pages 3 and 4), and “the continuum of universal, secondary and tertiary services” (page 9). 

We are hopeful that these various terms are intended to be inclusive of those services - primary 

prevention services - that sit between ‘universal’ and ‘secondary’. Examples from the family support 

and child protection sectors of ‘primary’ prevention services include neighbourhood and community 

centres, parenting programs, and awareness raising about violence, abuse and neglect, services and 

programs that are targeted to particular client groups or vulnerabilities to raise awareness, improve 

family functioning and social and community connections, and effectively alter trajectories into 

more intensive or intrusive services. Reference to a continuum of services implies that definitions 

are shared across affected sectors.  The notion is also contentious because children and families 

often move between primary, secondary and crisis services, for example, as mental health or 

housing stability changes. The framework will need to explicitly avoid implying that continuum 

means a linear pathway. The reference to child protection services as ‘crisis support’ (page 3) 

requires clarification as it would be inaccurate to describe the range of funded or directly delivered 

child protection services as crisis support, rather they fall into every sub-category.        

Up front, the framework should also recognise and refer to the role played by peak bodies, 

consumer representative groups, and employer and employee industrial groups across the social 

services sectors.  In particular, under the heading Partnership, the role played by peak bodies should 

be explicitly stated given its significance in achieving effective collaboration “between and across 

Government agencies, the social service sector and the community” (page 8). Successive 

Queensland governments have seen the value of having a network of robustly independent and 

impartial peak bodies with which to negotiate and liaise. The impartiality of peak bodies and their 

commitment to sector-wide service improvements that will achieve better outcomes for Queensland 

citizens (rather than serving the vested interests of any individual member organisations unless 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

these interests coincide with the sector-wide improvements that are being sought) is made clear to 

all prospective and existing peak body member organisations. This strongly articulated mission-

based ethos of peak bodies is perceived to be a major advantage in achieving the open, frank and 

honest dialogue between the government and non-government sectors that will be critical to the 

successful implementation of the draft Framework and should therefore be recognised and stated. 

Embedding an overarching theme of sectors working in partnership across all aspects of the 

framework  

The explicit reference to ‘partnership’ as a principle for how and why the Queensland Government 

invests in social services is welcome. PeakCare suggests however that, rather than being included as 

a principle, partnership is best conceptualised as a key foundational element in the framework 

whereby government, non-government and private social services sectors work together. This would 

be consistent with announcements and directions in some sectors such as responding to the 

recommendations of the Queensland Child Protection Commission of Inquiry (the Inquiry) where 

non-government peaks and service delivery partners are being invited to be involved in planning and 

decision-making forums. In respect to this framework and areas that we are firmly of the view 

should be undertaken in partnership, examples include ‘co-identification’ of social service needs and 

priorities, ‘co-design’ of the “right services, at the right time and in the right way” (para 7, page 3) 

and ‘co-decision making’ about the “allocation of scarce resources” (para 7, page 3).  

In the spirit of recognising current partnering arrangements, greater recognition could be given 

within the Introduction (page 3) to the considerable investment made by non-government 

organisations to the delivery and improvement of social services on their volition and without the 

benefit of government provided financial assistance. While the Introduction discusses the 

investment made by the Queensland Government to social services (para 3, page 3), it would be 

useful to also note and recognise the independent investment made by non-government 

organisations – especially in areas such as research and program evaluation perceived as critical to 

“identifying what works, for whom and in what circumstances” (page 8) as well as their delivery of 

un-funded ‘front-line’ services.  

Not just providing social services but addressing the causes of vulnerability  

The draft framework asserts a focus on prevention and early intervention (page 4) and states that 

people should be supported for the “duration of their need” (page 3), “to get [them] back on their 

feet” (page 3). The draft framework refers to the also commendable aims of building individuals’ 

independence, self-reliance, and community participation (page 3) and reducing demand on more 

intensive and costly interventions (page 4) - breaking down “the barriers to social and economic 

participation…[by]…strengthening social connectedness” (para 4, page 3) 

The statements suggest an appreciation of the reasons why some Queenslanders may be regarded 

as ‘vulnerable’, however recognition that these vulnerabilities are not within their own control or of 

their own making is fundamental in an investment framework focused on social services.  The 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

framework will need to be clear in its acknowledgement of the critical role to be played by social 

services not only in supporting those who are “most vulnerable” (para 4, page 3), but also in 

addressing the full range of social, environmental, cultural and economic factors that have 

historically caused and/or are currently causing, or at the least contributing to, their vulnerability 

(eg. poverty, racism, inadequate or no access to affordable housing, un- or under-employment, 

inadequate access to transport infrastructure, or disengagement from universal health and 

education services).  

It is suggested that this acknowledgement of the role to be played by social services in addressing 

the ‘causes’ of groups being or becoming vulnerable should be made more explicit throughout the 

Framework and incorporated within the explanatory statements that appear under the heading 

Customers First (page 8). This approach would also take heed of the caution with which concepts 

such as ‘mutual obligation’ (Customers first, page 8) are used in respect to involuntary, marginalised 

and vulnerable children, young people and families where the responsibility for their motivation, 

engagement and participation in services is far better framed as being reliant on the persistence and 

patience of service providers and the development of trusting partnerships with workers.    

Specific comments about the principles and approach to investing 

PeakCare commends the emphasis placed on Transparency generally and as a principle within the 

Framework, but queries the usefulness of publishing details of Chief Executive Officer remuneration 

(page 8) as a means of indicating transparency. Given the diversity in the size and complexity of non-

government organisations involved in delivering social services, it would be difficult to draw useful 

conclusions about value-for-money comparisons of the salaries paid. It may also be problematic to 

achieve given that many of these organisations are ‘national’ organisations with the salaries of their 

chief executive officers being drawn from multiple state and federal government funding sources in 

addition to membership fees and/or private sector sponsorship.  

The Accountability principle includes the phrase “complying with relevant advocacy clauses” (page 

9). This is regarded as ambiguous. It suggests that service providers and peak bodies especially may 

not be permitted to advocate on behalf of their clients and/or the sector which seems to be at odds 

with the intentions of the Framework and would significantly inhibit its successful implementation.  

The Value for money principle is also supported. It is a principle however that must be balanced with 

Transparency and undertaken by government at all stages (eg. design, decision-making) in 

partnership with non-government service providers. While the dot points under Value for money 

rightly refer to cost and to non-cost related factors, the Contestability principle stresses ‘best 

possible price’. PeakCare is of the view that no impression should be given that ‘value for money’ in 

any way equates with cheaper products or services. Given the magnitude of reasons why non-

government agencies are effectively the preferred provider of a range of social services, notably 

because they embrace particular approaches borne of connections to local community, 

independence from statutory systems and lower wage rates compared with government workers 

performing the same or similar tasks, PeakCare also recommends consideration of a broader 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

concept to better capture the value of investing in non-government delivered social services. We 

suggest that ‘Best value’ be substituted as a guiding principle against which overall objectives, cost 

and non-cost related factors can be assessed. In this way, criteria such as fitness for purpose, quality, 

sustainability, innovation, social returns, and achievement of outcomes can more usefully be taken 

into account to ensure the right service at the right time by the right provider. Jointly developed 

clearly defined, publicly available criteria will be essential to realising the Customers first principle.  

As is generally the case, the devil is in the detail.  While many of the statements and ideas in the 

draft framework are welcome and will undoubtedly guide changes to funding administration that 

are long overdue, PeakCare has reservations about how some of the approaches will fit together.  

For example, proposals that embrace innovation, as promoted in the principles about Partnership, 

Contestability and Balanced Investment, must still be evidence-based with reference to the available 

or emerging national or international research and evaluation evidence as well as a sound theory of 

change. Customers First seeks seamless services, however this should not be to the detriment, 

particularly in regional, rural or remote locations, of service users having access to the ‘right 

provider’ or a choice of provider, where feasible.  Customers first also refers to “identifying what 

works, for whom and in what circumstances”. While the best available evidence base should 

underpin the design and implementation of service responses, independent research and evaluation 

is critical to delivering “what matters” and the government should properly and realistically fund 

research to identify outcomes for service users and the social value of services and programs.  

Investment in research and building the evidence base needs to also be reflected in the approach to 

how the government invests given that preparing to go to market and negotiating and awarding 

contracts are significantly undermined if ‘value for money’ and ‘capacity to deliver’ are the criterion 

against which proposals are assessed. What is proposed to be delivered and assuring the quality of 

services are also critical.  

Similarly, in the Approach for how we invest, determining whether provision of the social service is a 

role for government must also explicitly query whether independence of the service provider is 

integral to its role and functioning.  Independence from the statutory child protection agency, for 

example, of family preservation and reunification services is perceived by parents as fundamental to 

their active engagement in understanding the risks to their children and improving family 

functioning.   

Operationalising the proposed reforms  

For family support, child protection, out-of-home care and related services funded through the 

Department of Communities, Child Safety and Disability Services, proposed reforms to funding and 

contract management, the way that business is done, and re-arranging current investments will 

require an extensive communication strategy, and targeted service and sector capacity building. And 

as identified in the Queensland Child Protection Commission of Inquiry and reflected in the draft 

framework, the reforms are highly reliant on attitudinal and cultural change within and across 

government and non-government service sectors.  



 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

An issue that PeakCare raised during the Inquiry relates to clarification of the ‘community 

resourcing’ and ‘contract management’ roles undertaken by officers in the Department of 

Communities, Child Safety and Disability Services with funded organisations.  Operationalising the 

investment reform agenda presents an opportunity to resolve this matter in respect to clarifying the 

blurred lines between resourcing, supporting and monitoring.  

In respect to realistic financial resourcing of funded social services, PeakCare is of the view that 

assurances are needed about embedding and therefore funding independent research and 

evaluation into interventions, services and programs. Without data and information about short, 

medium and long term outcomes and quantifying their social value, decisions about what new, 

innovative, re-prioritised or redundant services will be hampered and lack the transparency and 

accountability which this social services investment framework is seeking.  It is also recommended 

that government consider a policy of allowing social services providers to retain unspent funds from 

service contracts as an efficiency incentive, which would indicate government’s purchase of services 

on behalf of vulnerable Queenslanders and an investment in the sector’s long term viability.  

PeakCare is well positioned to work in partnership with government agencies, non-government 

organisations, other peak bodies and others to design, implement and review the proposed reforms 

to investment and social services. This includes statewide as well as local tailored services. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to submit this feedback. I would be happy to elaborate upon 

any of the information provided.  Please contact me if you have any queries about this submission or 

require further information.  

 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
 
Lindsay Wegener 
Executive Director 

 


