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1. EXECUTIVBUMMARY

Introduction

The Department of Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs (FaHCSIA)
commissioned the Institute of Child Protection Studig3PS)o carryout anevaluation of the
Supporting ChildrenAfter Separation Program (SCASk)d Post Separation Cooperative
Parenting service (PSICh addition to providing evaluation of the programs themselves, it is
hoped that thisstudy will also make a contributio to more broady based evaluation of
CHI/{L!Qa CIYAf & ,{gndetdtidssiimbreldEhcsddervicesfal{ t 0

The evaluatioraimed toascertain the appropriateness and effectiveness of service models and
the extent to which they achieve theirtended objectives. It also assesithe extent to which

the programs give priority to atisk, vulnerable and disadvantaged families and how they
generally increase family access to servicesugh more collaborative service arrangements.
In general terms it attempted to establish whether and how these service models are
consistent with and contribute tq the overarching goals and principles of the FSP.

Keyevaluation questions
The key evaluation questions that framed the project included

e To what degre and how are SCASP and PSCP services achieving their objectives?
(What do they do in practice, what are the objectives and strategies, who do they work with,
what are they hoping to achiey& outcomes)

e How appropriate and effective are the service mtsdm supporting target groupshat are
perceived strengths of the model, what enhancements are required, what challenges exist,
f S@gSta 2F OtASyidaQ aldAraFlOldAazyo

e What are the linkages between SCASP and PSCP and other Family Law and Family Support
services? (Referral information, who do services work with and for what purpose, what is the
extent of interagency collaboration)

e To what extent are the SCASP and PSCP service models consistent with the broad strategic
objectives and principles of the Family SappProgramg particularly giving priority to atisk,
vulnerable and disadvantaged families and children?

Policy and program context

C2NJ YIye OKAfRNBY YR @2dzy3 LIS2LIX ST (KS LINE(
divorce can be very challeimg. Stressful changes to their physical environmestwell as to

their relationships and contact with paremaind siblingsmay significantly impact upon their
adjustrgent and developmentparticularly if there is ongoing conflict or violence between
parents..

In recognition of these issues, significant reform to family law and the policy and service
environment has occurred since 2006. Tieforms aimed to bring aboutchanges tothe
YFEYlF3SYSyd 2F LI NBy dfforh litigathhJlamll tawerdls/ Boperatives | &

! However whilst there is little doubt that separation and divorce is distressing for children and young people, the research
indicates that the majority of children angbung people from separated and divorced families are emotionally well adjusted
(O'Hanlon, 2007)Whilst there is a risk of adjustment and relationship difficulttae majority of children are resilient and
continue to develop unremarkably.
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LJ- NB y.0Abayt FEm amendments to the legislation, significant funding was provided to
establish a range of programs to assist families, including children during and after separation
In addition to 65 Family Relationshigr@ires, an onlineadvice line, an increased number of

/ KA f R Ndaygt@entred and a range of other services, two particular programs were
establishedunded through the AttorneyD Sy SNJ f Q@a L2 NI F2f A 2

e Supporting ChildrerAfter Separation Program§CASPlaunched in 2008&his program
assists children from separating families to deal with issues arising from the disruption
AY GKSANI LI NByiaQ NBftlFliA2yaKALl FyR G2 068
them. The objective of this new service type is to supportdecéii, within the context of
their family, to manage and enhance their relationshigluring and after family
separation.

e Post Separation Cooperative ParentinPSCP)was established in October 2008. It
aims to assistseparated parents in conflict to workoaperatively over parenting
arrangements. These services are located in regional areas and provide education,
counselling, individual support and access to children's contact serasegppropriate
to each case. High conflict families may be referrethieycourts to these services.

In 2009 further reform to the Family Support Program occurreédA Y { SR 2 GKS 320
broader social inclusion agenda. This reform process brought togethitearange of other

programs aimed at supporting children arafilies including the two programs central to the
evaluation. Key principles of theew Family Support Program are to provide responsive and

flexible services to better respond to the needs of families and children, with a focus on those

at risk. It willdo this by appropriate collaboration and by providing access to services for
disadvantagd and vulnerable families (FaHCSHstSheet.

This overarching program briagogether key policy and service delivery approaéhes
including the Family RelationghServices Program and a range of other strategies aimed at
supporting and strengthening parenting. The policy change recognises the need for more
coordinated and flexible approaches to delivering supporttoisk and vulnerabléamilies.

Data collectim

The evaluation incorporate existing data and reviewand presents the views afervice
providers. It also features the experiences of a small numbegroahg peoplevho have been
involved with SCASP and parents who have used.B®@Pquantitative andjualitative data
was collected, including by means of a desktop review of secondary data such aSrHR&SP
an online survey of service providers, and fival@pth case studies focusing on what works
well in these two programs. The sites for these cstsglies were chosen to provide maximum
diversity of setting and auspice.

2 Family Lev Amendment (Shared Parental Responsibility) Bill 2005, Explanatory Memorandum, p. 1. (Cited in Evaluation of the
2006 family law reforms, AIFS, 2009)

3 http://www.fahcsia.gov.au/sa/families/progserv/familysupport/Documents/fsp factsheet.pdf

4 Family Relationship Services Program, Strengthening Family Program (under National lllicit Drug Strategy), Communities for
Children, Invest to Grow, Child Care linksligenous Children Program, Indigenous parenting support services, Playgroup
program and Responding Early Assisting Children Program.
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Summaryfindings for SCASP
The summary findings for SCASP in response to the key evaluation questions are as follows

To what degree and how are SCAS&rvicesachieving their objetives?

e Services are clearly working with the target group of children who are experiencing issues as a
result of the separation of their parents.

e The outcomes expected from SCASP align with the project objeatiieh fundamentally aim
to increase the apacity of children in some form (resilience, confidence, wellbeing)

e There are a range of different approaches taken to thedel; these include theoretical and
practical differences that reflect the context of the organisation and possibly the location.

e Services provide a range of activities which differ across the program but all aim to meet the
individual needs of children. Those services that work in school programs provide a service to a
wide range of children that may not be linked to a formal sexvic

e There are some groups of children who are not seen as appropriate for SCASP (they need longer
term assistance or the issues are not related to the separation) or their involvement would
Ol dzaS Y2NB A&dadzsSa F2N 4KSY RdzS (2 GKSAN LI NB)

How appopriate and effective is the SCASP service model in supporting target
groups?

e Services are able to identify key elements that make the program effeetyv#exibility, highly
skilled staff, chil&entredness

e Services have some mechanism for monitorthgir program which provides evidence for
OKFy3aSa GKIFIG INB YFIRS G2 o0SGGSNI YSSG Ot ASydia
this feedback.

¢ FRSPROnline indicates that 77% of registered clients are satisfied or very satisfied with the
service theyreceived, 63% said they would recommend the service to others.

e Services identified a range of challenges to providing this seregeaittracting skilled staff,
recognition of work required with parents, access issues for parents.

¢ Many services argue tha more holistic approach that works with children and their parents
would lead to more effective outcomes for children.

What are the linkages between SCASP and other agencies including Family Law and
Family Support services?

e FRSPMline indicates low Ieels of referral of families to other services. Howewee online
survey indicates that attention is paid to developing relationships with other services.

e Most services indicate they work collaboratively with others at the networking level to ensure
referrals in and to build relationships to make referrals

e There are significant coordinating activities being carried out with servicdsdation, shared
activities) that aim to ensure services are more accessible to families. This includes other FSS
progr)ams as well as other services such as schools, health and welfare. Many services have
significant and important relationships with tleeurt and other parts of the legal system.

e There are still barriers to working with others including the time it taieeBuild relationships,
competition with other agencies and the issues with waiting lists or lack of services to meet
OKAf RNByQa ySSRa
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¢

52 {/!{t aASNWAOSa Sy3ar3asS ¢ArAldK WYWFrdG NRalQ:x

¢ These findings are based on registered clients gntyore disadvantaged clients may be less
likely to agree to be registeredherefore these findings may not show an accurate picture of
Ot ASyiaqQ ol O]l 3aINRBdzyRa®

e Locations of services are in areas with high or mixed levels of disadvamihgdn has the
potential to assist in attracting clients from diverse backgrounds.

e Economically and educationally disadvantaged families do seem to be participating in SCASP.

¢ High level of engagement of parents experiencing high levels of conflict.

e Mixed picture in attractingATSI clientg overall the percentage of clients who are recorded as
of ATSI status are congruent with the Australian average

e Overall low representation of CALD groups accessing this program.

e Services are aware of the need to implement specific stratefieengage with diverse groups
eg prioritising schools in disadvantaged areas, building relationships with key services

¢ Work may need to be carried out to assess whether low diversity of clients is due to program or
outreach mechanisms. Some agencieguar there is a need for SCASP to be modified to be
more culturally appropriate to ATSI and CALD clients. This needs to be done in partnership with
different communities.Services recognise particular attention is required to engage diverse
families. It wold be expected if strategies are implemented there would be an increase in ATSI
and CALD children accessing the service over time.

Summary findings for PSCP
The summary findings for PSCP in response to the key evaluation questions are as follows:

To what degree and how are PSCP services achieving their objec®ives

e The program is attracting parents with high levels of conflict to complete this program and it is
being usedby some programs$ & | W DF lib&kdd én@gage parents in other family
relationshp services.

¢ There is some difference across services that say they include parents with complex needs and
those who do not.

e Although most services provide a similar range of activitieere are some differences in
practice approaches (case managemeamprehensive approach). Around half of services who
responded conceptualise their program as more than a worksieop comprehensive approach
to parents.

e Services have identified a clear set of outcomes that align with the objectives of the program.

e Around a quarter of services said they had a waiting list but provided support or referral to
parents while waiting.

How appropriate and effective are the service models in supporting target groups?

e Very strong view that PSCP is a flexible program that enablegces to respond to the needs
of parents andfor some servicea comprehensive service response is provided.

e Most services have methods for monitoring the success of their program and have made
changes to better meet a range of circumstances {on®ne education, outreach, key
partnerships)

e 87% of registered clients said they benefited or greatly benefited from PSCP and 98% said they
would recommend the program to others

e Possible suggested changes included: widening the scope to include otheBpedply’ OK A f RN.
lives, providing brokerage money to clients for child care and travel costs.

Institute of Child Protection Studies 8



Evaluation of the Supporting Children After Separation Program and Postp&ation
Cooperative Parenting fi®grams

e Biggest challenge remains attracting skilled staff, retaining staff due to nature of the work and
the travel involved in delivering the program.

What are the linkages between PSCP and other services including Family Law and Family
Support serviced

¢ FRSMPnline does not reflect high levels of referrals out of PSCP

e Most PSCP providers engage in strong networking activities to ensure information is available to
other service providersincluding membership on appropriate service networks, presenting
information at expos

e Where PSCP is-tmcated in a FRC or other family relationship ageitég thought to provide a
seamless service experience for parents in accessingr FRSs and good partnerships to
increase access for parents

e There are some excellent examples of more coordinated ways of wodgngith statutory or
targeted services to increase outcomes for children and familetuding the partnering with
community organisations.

e Services identify major barriers in working with others that revolve around trust, competition
and the time it takes to build relationships.

To what extent is the PSCP able to engage at risk/vulnerable or disadvantaged
parents?

e Succss in attracting people with low incomes and lower educational levels in most.areas

e Less success in engaging ATSI and CALD.clients

e Most services indicated they had strategies in place to better target ATSI and CALD clients.

e Most services argue that praling culturally appropriate services takes time and resources to
develop appropriately. This occurs in some services through the development of partnerships.

e An aknowledgement that more worlkeedsto be done to provide culturally appropriate
servicesalthough there are some structural barriers to this occurring.

Keymessages

This evaluation study aimed to assess the current state of practice of SCASP and PSCP.
Particular attention was paid to how the programs were achieving their objecigewell as a

focus on understanding how the service models work with children and families. Currently the
Commonwealth is carrying out a major reform of service delivery and the new framework of
the Family Support Program (FSP) is underpinned by several principtesirth@ao develop
services to better meet the needs of children and families, particularly those more vulnerable
children and familiesA further focus of the evaluation was to examine how these programs

are aligned with the principles of the FSP. The kegcyples of particular interest are the
collaborative working of SCASP and PSCP and how they give prioritysiq atiinerable and
disadvantaged families and children.

The evaluation has found that SCASP and PSCP are vital programs in the suitelyof Fami
Relationship services. They are working with children and their families to assist them in a
range of flexible waydo better manage the transition of family separatiodowever these
services are not yet available in a comprehensive way across Aaustral

SCASRs an important and ground breaking initiative that works directly with children to
support them and to help them develop skills in managing the often difficult processes of
understanding and reconfiguring family relationships. The program §vést f RNByYy | W&l
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G2 GFrft1 lo2dzi GKSANI ftA@Sad LG 32Sa o0Seé2yR GF
SylFLotS OKAfRNBYyQa ©OASgasr (K2dAKGI&A |yR FSSt)
LIN OGAGAZ2Y SNEQ LINhipiogréanthas regiirSd the HeveloprBeyit®Sa varyF
A1Aff SR OKAfRNBYQa ¢2N] F2NDS 4 KA OKbulbdN®ageA RS &

a critical resource to orgasations to further develop the child centredness of services.
However there arestill groups of very vulnerable children whose needs are not being met
through SCASP.

PSCRY a2YS ¢l &a WLldzy OKSa o0 Stésa giRpleprogiamahStiaith« ( Q @
G2 3ANI O LINBYyGaQ FdGdSydAazy | 62 dzichikensSe®igeg Ff A C
are using this program creatively. Itheing used by some services asamk for parents to be
engaged in other programs that can assist them further to focus on what is important: their
children and how best to work together to bedlbest parents they can be.

LYy FRRAGAZ2Y G2 GKS&asS 2¢gSNrftf aaSaayvySydasz
findings about the key messages from the evaluation and points to possible enhancements of
the models. It also specifically discussememf the issues confronting particularly vulnerable
children and families.

Parallel programs for children and parents

Many SCASP and PSCP services have identified the need to take a child tzenthedbcused
approach to service delivery. They argustiongly and convincingly that time spent with
parents is critical to the ability of SCASP to effectively work with their children and should
GKSNBT2NE 0S @FftdzSR FyR O2dzyiSR la Wg2N]l Q 2
have found a need to &r parallel programs for children in order to maximise the benefits to
families of the types of support and interventions.

Currently this does not occur systematically across both programs and is reliant on a creative
use of resources to carry out thisome holistic work. In the meantimeéSCASP practitioners
continue to spend significant time with parents to get children into the program and to keep
them throughout. This is time that is then not available to children.

Vulnerable children and families

Oveunll, both programs demonstrated a focus on the provision of services to vulnerable
families. Howeverwe have noted in the report that for some children and families, there are
constraints on the availability and/or appropriateness of services. Thistisydarly so for the
most disadvantaged children living in families with entrenched and complex problems, where
the very factors thamake these children more vulnerable, at the same time make them less
likely to access the services they need. Alongsideiththe fact that services are available only

in some locations and common access issgesh as transport, distance between services and
the cost and time of getting to servigeaffect whether families can access them, the more so
when families are dterwise disadvantaged.

Building culturally safe and appropriate programs

The data indicatevariability in the ability of services to access a wide range of CALD and ATSI
families. Many services noted the need to further attract clients from diverse backdgs.

Some services have built partnerships with ATSI or CALD selviggsains unclear whether

the model of SCASP and PSCP in presenting a particular set of norms and values is the barrier
to diverse families engaging in these servjces whether it is more about the need for

Institute of Child Protection Studies 10
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significant outreach to connect with a wider range of families. It may well be that both are
required; the development of more culturally appropriate models and increased outreach.

Children who miss out

Services are very clearbaut the eligibility criteria for participation in SCASP. Howgver
although SCASP meets one set of needs (around the separation), there are groups of
vulnerable children who miss out because they are not deemed suitable for SCASP or are not
able to accesH, including

¢ children whose parents are in conflict and refuse consent
e children who have suffered trauma
e children in families with high and complex needs

These barriers to access are not a criticism as such of SltA#k fact remains that the most
vulnerable childrerdo not appear to be fully engaged in therapeutic supportive wdke to

G KSANI LI NByY (i aey abe2nit IséerSte be agpeoptz&teifor SCASP and yet may not
always be able to access support elsewhere. Working with these faradi@n relies on strong
relationships being built with mental health services, child protection and drug and alcohol
services to work alongside SCASP and PSCP practitioners.

Workforceissues

The case studies and the online survey indicated a number dtfarce issues such as the
recruitment, training and retention of high quality staff. While the evaluation team were very
impressed with the level ofrpfessionalism and the high knowledge base which existed about
working with children and families, espally vulnerable families, many agencies said they had
difficulty in recruiting staff with specific skills such as child counselling and family law
experience. There is a lack of accessible, specialised, appropriate and accredited training
programs. Me digarity in salaries between the government and mgovernment sector
remains a problem and services voiced concerned about staff turnover, particularly among
young qualified professionals who leave the rgmvernment sector for better paid jobs in the
public service.

Critical partnerships can help

The issues discussed above about how to best engage and work with vulnerable families are
best situated in the arguments about collaborative working. As stated glmne of the key
principles underpinning the F$#the need for more coordinated and collaborative working to
better meet the needs of vulnerable families. The findings of the evaluation point to a number

of very good examples of how services network with FSP and other service systems to ensure
parentsknow about SCASP and PSCP. There are also some very good examples of partnerships,
co-located services and joint working that provide families with a high level of coordination

that is, seamless service provision to a range of services.

As stated abovgthere are also some instances of where SCASP and PSCP work with statutory
and targeted services to meet the complex needs of parents and to support children.oBait m

work appears to be needed to build stronger relationships with child protection androthe
addzLJLI2 NI ASNBAOSa G2 YSSG (KSaS OKAfRNByQa vy
for this work is welkestablished in the policy and practice of the Family Support Program
NEF2NY YR (GKS blFidA2ylf CNIY&862N] F2NI t NPGSC
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Finally some comment is required about the role of the court as a critical parthRer.many

high conflict parents FSP programs coupled with the authority of the court may be an effective
strategy for building posseparation relationships. There weseveral examples where the
relationship with the court led to parents being encouraged d@andsome cases mandatetb

attend PSCP or their children to attend SCASP. This appwlaete it existsprovides an early
opportunity to address the frustratoh Y R O2y ¥t AOG LI NByiaQ SELISN
mandated to attend SCASP this too can play an early intervention role in supporting children.
This can lead to better outcomes for children in both the short and-teng.

Institute of Child Protection Studies 12
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2. INTRODUCTION

The Departmentof Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs (FaHCSIA)
commissioned the Institute of Child Protection Studig3PS)o carry out anevaluation of the
Supporting ChildrenAfter Separation Program (SCASk)d Post Separation Cooperative
Parenting service (PSLRt is hoped that this evaluatiomwill contribute to a more broady

o0l AaSR S@FftdzZ GA2y 2F CFHI/{L!Qa CFYAf& { dzLJJ2 NI

The evaluatioraimed to ascertain the appropriateness and effectiveness of service models and
the extert to which they achieve their intended objectives. It also assgHse extent to which

the programs give priority to atisk, vulnerable and disadvantaged families and how they
generally increase family access to servicesugh more collaborative sengcarrangements.

In general terms it attempted to establish whether and how these service models are
consistent with and contribute tq the overarching goals and principles of the FSP.

The evaluation incorporate existing data and reviewand presents te views ofservice
providers. It alsdeaturesthe experiencef a small number oyoung peoplevho have been
involved with SCAS#hd parents whdaveused PSCHt utilised an evidence baseftamework
of collaboration to analyse how programs are workwgh the relevant broader service
delivery systeméWinkworth and White, 200°).

The ley evaluationquestionsthat frame the project are:

e To what degree and how are SCASP and PSCP services achieving their objectives?
(What do they do in practice, what athe objectives andstrategies, who do thework with,
what are they hoping to achieve outcomes)

e How appropriate and effective are the service models in supporting target geqifgeat are
perceived strengths of the model, what enhancements are requimdat challenges exist,
f S@gSta 2F OtASyidaQ aldAraFlOldAazyo

¢ What are the linkages between SCASP and PSCP and other Family Law and Family Support
service® (Referral information who do services work with and for what purpose, whathis
extent of interageng collaboration)

e To what extent are the SCASP and PSCP service models consistent with the broad strategic
objectives and principles of the Family Support Progggparticularly giving priority to atisk,
vulnerable and disadvantaged families and children?

Policy and prograncontext

For many children and young people, the process of adjusting to tkilNSsgparatan and
divorce can be very challenging. Stressful changes to their physical envirgranem¢ll as to
their relationships and contact withgoent and siblingsmay significantly impact upon their
adjustrgent and developmentparticularly if there is ongoing confliar violencebetween
parents.

5 Winkworth, G & White, M, (2010) May do, should do, can do: Collaboration between Commonwealth and State service
systams for vulnerable childre@ommunities Children and Families Australia,5. Issue, 1

® However whilst there is little doubt that separation and divorce is distressing for children and young people, the research
indicates that the majority of children a@nyoung people from separated and divorced families are emotionally well adjusted
(O'Hanlon, 2007)Whilst there is a risk of adjustment and relationship difficulties the majority of children are resilient and
continue to develop unremarkably.
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In recognition of these issuesignificant reformto family law andthe policy and service
envirorment has occurredsince 2006 The reforms aimed to bring aboutchanges tothe
YIEylF3aSYSyd 27F LI NBy lftorh litigat®hJlamdl towargls/ Eoopeativé | &

LJ- NB y.(Abayt FEm amendments to the legislatiprignificant funding wagrovided to

establsh a range oFamily Lawrogramsto assist families, including children during and after
separation In addition to65 Family RlationshipCentres, an online advice lin@n increased

number of/ K A f R dhiagf @edtres/and a range of other servicéwo particular programs

were established@nd fundeddo @ G KNR dzAK GKS ! 42Ny Se DSYSNIf C

e Supporting ChildrerAfter Separation Program§CASHaunched in 2008, this program
assists children from separating families to deal with issues arising frerdisinuption
Ay GKSAN LI NBydaQ NBfFrGA2yakKAL FyR G2 o685
them. The objective of this new service type is to support children within the context of
their family to manage and enhance theielationshigs during and after family
separation.

e PostSeparation Cooperative Parenting®SCPyas established in October 2008. It aims
to assist separated parents in conflict to work cooperatively over parenting
arrangements. These services are located in regional areas andd@reducation,
counselling, individual support and access to children's contact serasegppropriate
to each case. High conflict families may be referred by the courts to these services.

In 2009 further reform to the Family Support Program occurrédA y { SR (2 GKS 32
broader social inclusion agenda. This reform process brought togethedearange of other
programs aimed at supporting children and familie€luding the two programs central to the
evaluation. Key principles of theeaw Famiy Support Program art® provide responsive and

flexible services to better respond to the needs of families and children, with a focus on those

at risk. It will do this byappropriate collaboration andy providing access to services for
disadvantaged andulnerable familie§FaHCSIA Factshekt)

This overarching program brisgogether key policy and service delivery approaches
including the Family Relationship Services Program and a range of other strategies aimed at
supporting and strengthening paréng. The policy change recognises the need for more
coordinated and flexible approaches to delivering supporttoisk and vulnerabléamilies.

3. BVALUATIONDESIGNANDMETHODOLOGY

FaHCSIA developed specific guidance tha evaluation which identifiedthe broad key
evaluation questions together with sub questions, detailed parameters of the evaluation
design including the evaluation approach, data collection methods, sampling requirements
and ethical consideration®lthough the evaluation pays some atten to the outcomes for
families the primary focus is on describing and assessing the processes surrounding the broad
models to answer the evaluation questions (see above).

! Family Lev Amendment (Shared Parental Responsibility) Bill 2005, Explanatory Memorandum, p. 1. (Cited in Evaluation of the
2006 family law reforms, AIFS, 2009)

8 http://www.fahcsia.gov.au/sa/families/progserv/familysupport/Documents/fsp factsheet.pdf

9 Family Relationship Services Program, Strengthening Family Program (under National lllicit Drug Strategy), Communities for
Children, Invest to Grow, Child Care linksligenous Children Program, Indigenous parenting support services, Playgroup
program and Responding Early Assisting Children Program.
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Governance
Referencayroup

A projectreference groupwas established and ntein the commencementnd finalisation
stages. Its role wasto assist in the research design and to support and provide advice on
aspects of the evaluatigrparticularly the design and selection of the case study sité®
reference group comprisedepresenatives from FaHCSIAttorney-Genera® Department
Family Relationships Services Australil ICPS staff.

YoungpS NA 2efe@ricegroup

Complementary to this committeeg small group of young peopl&as recruited by ICPS to

assist researchers in how $teto talk to young people about their experiersceith SCASP

servicesYoung people provided advice on the wording of theestions for young participants

and gave specific direction about the types of questions they expected young peoplefimight
easyto answer.

Ethicsapproval

The project was designed to safeguard the rights of all who were involved and was conducted
GAGK GKS FTLIWNR@GIE 2F 1 dzAGNITALY /I GK2Tha O | v
main focus was on amformed consent processvhich covered all participants involved in the
program.Parents as well as young people gave consent for the interviews with young people.

Data collectionmethods
The data collection methodacluded bothquantitative and qualitative data.

Desktop revéw of secondary data

This aalysisincluded a range of data sourcesncluding FRSP Online data, FaHCSIA and
AttorneyDSY SNI f Qa 5 S LI NI Y Sy (iThepeRdate Wdieduset 16 Rrovide 4 RI
broad overview of the two programas well as to explore whis using the programs

Onlinesurvey

An online survey was developed to eliaitprogramwide view of the approads models of
delivery, achievementgincludingLINJ O (i A dbde®/afiéhdldbout changes for clientaho

the program works well foras well as who it does not. We were also keen to identify changes
to the model ovettime (see Appendif for a copyof the onlinesurvey).

The online survey was piloted to ensure the questions elicited useful qualitative data and that
service providers did ndfind it too time consuming. The online survey was opentfoee
weeks and had a response rate3if% of SCASP serviaesd 79% of PSCP services

The online survey data were entered into SPSS and categorised by commonly occurring
responses. This allowedsuo both count the number of similar responses as well as to
illustrate particular common views by the use of direct quotes.

Case studies

The focus of the wdepth inquiry component of the evaluatiowas on what is working well
with the model of SCASFa PSCP. There was a particular focusalaborative working and
how services worked withfamilies facing disadvamge The case studies were chosém

provide maximum diversity of setting and auspivée developed two SCASRNd three PSCP
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case studiegsee Appendix3 for criteria for choice of case study sites well as the complete
case study narratie Each case study ed a similar framework tcallow for a systematic
analysisof the stages ofeach model in practice. We were also particularly intested in
focusing on what stakeholders regarded as the key elements of success.

Reportstructure

Given their differences in target and strategiéise two programs arediscussed separately.
We have structured the report around the key evaluation questiand used the desktop
analysis, online survey results and case study material to answer those quetianginal
section discusses key messages to emerge from the evaluation in relation to both programs.

4. SQUPPORTING CHILDRBNER SEPARATION PRAK

Thereare 18 SCASP servicesth 36 outletslocated across Australia in all capital cities and in a
range oflargerregional citiesThe program began ithe 20082009 financidyear. The online

survey hadresponses from 17 services: a 90% response. rateere were however, 24
responsescovering multipleoutlets. Two indepth case studies were developed: Fairfield
''YVATFEY Ay {@RySe IyR !'yatAOINBQa {/!'{t Ay t
illustrate key points.

To what degree and how are SCAS#tvicesachieving their objectives?

This first evaluation question is answered by descriltivegtarget groupwhat srvices expect
the outcomes to bdor children and familieswhatservicesdo in practicethat is,the approach
they take, theactivities aml strategies they use in their model, who they see in the program
and who is not suitablewho they prioritise, what they do about waiting lists and how they
market the program.

Objectives

The SCASP program obijectigeto support children, within the antext of their family and
community, to manage and enhance their relationships during and after family trangitions
(Urbis, 2011 p.5)

Within this broad objectiveSCASI expected to operate in the following way:

e Assist children (under 18 years of agefrom separated or separating families who are
experiencing issues around family relationships. Its services help children and young people
RSt 6AGK A&aadadzSa FNARAAYI FNBY GKS RAANHzZIGIAZY
in which they findhemselves.

* Services provide a range of age appropriate interventions that meet the individual needs of the
OKAfR la (KSe& SELISNASYyOS AaadzsSa NBtIFGSR (2
opportunities for children to participate in deaisis that impact on them in relation to the
separation of their parents, and have the capadityrespond to emerging issues for children
from separated families in the local community.

e In order to provide the most effective intervention for a child, thetienfamily may require
family relationship services. While SCASP is only for children, an important element is the
development of links with other services and strong referral pathways within the local service
system to ensure family members also recesegvices. As a result of engaging with a parent
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when providing a service to a child, SCASP services may refer parents and/or carers to
complementary services that assist them to focus on the interests and needs of their children
(Commonwealth of Australi®009,(Fd / { L! Qa4 5SaONALIIAZ2Y | YR hLISN

Target groups for servicéelivery

Not surprisingly all services who completed the survey stated that their target group was
children and young people who were experiencing separation. Howes@ne services
indicated that they dpand should work with parents as well. In some cases a small number
also included the need to work with other people such as grandparents and carers. Around a
qguarter specifically noted they worked with children andupg people who were facing
difficulties.

Taken overall for the financial year 200010 the formal data collection indicates SCASP
services saw:

e 9822 (66%) unregistered clients a#@67 (33%) registered clients, a totallef 689°

e children aged under 18nade up 62% of the registered clierdghe others were presumably
parents of the child clients of SCASP

o 54% of children are agedd) 36%are agedl0-14 years and 10% aged older than 14 and under
18 (see Tabl&\, Appendixl)

e 42%o0f clients were male anB8% female

¢ Indigenous registered clients comprised 2.6% of total registered clients (data 9 March 2011)

o 8.3% of registered clients over 15 indicated that they were unemployed and actively looking for
work.

What are services hoping willchange for childre and families as a result of this
program?

Therewere a variety of responses to the outcomes changesagencies expected to see as a
resultof{ / ! {t ® ¢KS Y2aild 0O2YYz2yfteé ARSYGAFTASR OKI Yy
in some waysuch agheirrSaAf ASy O0S 2NJ O2yFARSYOS® LYyONBI &
situation was also eegularresponse. Outcomes for parents were atlEscribed Respondents

2dzif AYSR K2g {/!'{t AYGSNBSydaGdAz2ya FFTAYSR (2 .
conflid has on children.

1% Total numbers of clients varied depending on the date of the data run from FRSP Online. These data were provided on 8
March 2011. Data provided 15 March showed 4770 registered clibntddition, we are mostly using data about registered
clients. For PSCP this represents 69% of the clients, whilst for SCASP it is 33% of the clients (data 8 and 9 Mar¢hil2d11). De
information about clients is available grflor those who are registered.
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TABLA EXPECTED OUTCOMESSEE

Outcomes Percentage
LYONBFaSR OKAf RNBYyQa NB: 45%
/| KA RQAa AYONBIF AaASR dzy RSNZ 45%
Increased understanding of parents (impgof conflict 45%

on children)

Children feeling validated, heard, not feeling alone 32%
Healthy or improved relationship (either now or the 18%
future)

Provide time and spac#or childrento be heard 18%
Reduce negative behaviour (and stress) 14%

S@ASPmodel approach andactivities

The model as described identifies a broad range of possible activities. Qtreradl appears to

be some variability in SCASP program activities across services, depending on local and
individual/family need and in padular, the ages of the children presenting at the particular
service(SCASP services and activities in FRSPA Y S>> Cl 1/ {L! Qa 5SaONXI
Requirements and the SCAGHde).

The following is a broad summary of the range of activities geaacross services:

e assessment of parents before the child is seen
e one-to-one child therapy, including counselling
e peer support

e therapeutic group work

e schoolbased programs

¢ helping children to participate in decisionaking
e working with adolescents

o fatherinclusive practice

The appendix to the SCASP Guide shows that particular models of practice are incorporated
into the mix of individual and group strategies and both the mix and the models vary between
organgations. Data drawn from FRSM®nline data shows that Wounsellin@dwas the most
frequently occurring SCASP activity fidnldrenaged17 and under andvas also the most
frequent activity overallie including for parents/caretgSee Table B, Appendix 1).

The online survey asked agencies to ¢atk their approach to SCASRyventytwo services
responded. Over half of services mentioned they used multiple strategies: individual work,
groups and community education through schools.

One example of a school program was that developed by Perth STG#&SBtepping Stones program
provides asix week child friendly education program delivered in schools. It covers topics such as a
healthy relationship, dealing with stress and emotions, -astifem, anger management, conflict
resolution, transitions; dealing with change. The workshops use a range of different techniques and
tools that reflect how children learn. It aims to provide support to children that may slip through the
service net and is a way of reaching a wide range of children who are expegipacental separation

1 please note that all tables with data from the online survey will add up to more than 100% as respondents gave more than
one response to questions.
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Services emphasised the child centredness of their approach by specifically noting SCASP was a
gl & F2N) OKAf RNBY Qrian @ifodniedthativias obilll ceKt@dridnys
Agencies mentioned a range of other elementsitt made up their approach including the
flexibility of the modelthat it was free, that it was childndfamily focused.

hyS SEFYLXS 2F | 3INRdzZLJ LINPINI Y LINPGARSR o0é
provided.

Group therapy is available f@ KA f RNSY ¢K2 FFNB o6SAy3a AYLI OGSR oe@
offers two different groups: one for children coming from high conflict families and another group for
children coming from lower conflict families. Both cater mainly for primary $cgex children. The

high conflict group, Connect Kids, is based on the work of Johnston and Roseby (Johnston & Roseby
1997).

TABLER MAIN APPROACHES SEAS

Main Approaches Percentage
Multiple strategies (eg counselling, groups 59%
and school work)

Child centred/friendlyci 2 K S| NJ C 41%
voices

Provide counselling and groups 14%
Othercomment(ie flexible program, free, 7%

provide outreach, holistic, strong
theoretical base)

In exploring in more depth the approaches takeo SCASHt can be seen that similar
approach is takemetween the twocase studyexampleshowever the emphasis betweehe

two programs is different. One approach focused on a child centred tleetappmodel and the

other took amore family systems LILINR | OK (2 Wy 2NXIfA48Q GKS SE

¢CKS CFEANFASER {/!'{t 62N]JSNIy20SR GKIG GKSANI Y2R:
is our client. This therapeutic model of practice aims to provide a safe place for children twitteal
AaadzsSa 2F f2aa FyR ANARSFT FyR (G2 &ASLINIGS (GKSYaS
skilled cliniciant & 42YS2yS 2dziaARS 2F (GKS FlLYAte d(dKFd Aa
express their stories and emotions arold® LI NI G A2y € ® ¢KS LINRPINIY | AYa
separation on kids and help kids to deal with what it i€like

Anglicare staff strongly articulated a need to work directly with children within the family system. They
argue that parallel work wit parents is often essential to enable sustained change to occur for children.
tKSe &aSS] 02 LINBOARS OKAfRNBY @¢AGK | ySdzi NI f :
separation. They also aim to assist children to develop skills suctaresgingemotions, managing

conflict and building seksteem. Although individual sessions are availahlere is a commitment to

group work wherever appropriate as it reduces the possible pathologising of chil@émperiences.

What helps children is that 8y have the opportunity to share their experiences with other children,
helpswith that sense of aloneness that can come when parents are divorcing, that sense of not being
GKS 2yfeée 2ySeod . NAYy3IAy3IT (GKSY (23S0 KSHdle these hintHe§ & R 2
up feelings. That bonding that is created between the children that can then lead to higher levels of self
esteem
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What criteria are used to accept clients or prioritise clients?

Most agenciessaid they usedminimal criteria for acgating children into the programie
children and young people who have experienced separation. About half stated their intake
process aimed to ensure that it was the separation that was the central issue. A small number
of agencies said they prioritisedildren based on who made the referral (eg court mandated)

or where there was some urgency (either due to the issues facing the child or a court
appearance). Some programs mentioned they prioritised children by the date of referral.

Intake and assessmerprocessacross the two case studies show differences in how children
are accepted into SCASP.

At the Fairfield FR@ssessment for SCASP services largely occurs as a part of the FDR process. After
intake with the Family Advisors, suitable families arenreid to FDRPs for a Family Dispute Resolution
Assessment (FDRA), which screens their suitability for FDR. If it is decided that they are suitable for FDR
further consideration is given as to the suitability of Child Inclusive Practice (CIP). Usuziijdtea

are not referred to SCASP for CIP or for therapy or group work until it is clear whether or not they are
going to be involved in CIP. This delay of referral to SCASP is in place so that there is some clarity about
what kind of involvement the cHilwill have with SCASP, ie CIP, therapy, group work or no involvement.

Perth reflects a contrasting approach which provides an integrated intake and assessment with
their Parenting Orders ProgragiMums and Dad&orever (MDF) MDF is offered in the same
locations as SCASP across metro Perth.

{7 v {t YR a5C NS NB3IIFNRSR ¢ISEAS™iS a progéarh BVAiladE fa2 T G
children and MDF is for parents. The intake process involves an interview with one or both parents. This
is carried out byractitioners in the MDF program whem@mongst other issuescreening is carried out

for violence. If appropriateparents are encouraged to attend the MDF program and intake workers
discuss the possibility of children being referred to SCASP. Chilell@ssessed by a SCASP practitioner

to decide whether the child attends the next available group, requires somenemge sessions before
attending a groupor that another program is more suitable.

Whichchildren are not eligibleor not suitablefor SASP

Sixteen services answered this question about which childrethaxgght not to be suitable for
SCASP. The main decision to exclude children is when a child is experiencing serious trauma
that requires a longer term intervention than SCASP can prowidether group of children

were those that that had behaviour issues or other issues that are not related to the
separation or predated the separationTwo programsspecifically noted thathey excluded
children whose parenttad complex needssuch as metal healthissues family violence or

alcohol and other drugs abus&everal services stated that children would not be taken into

the program if parents would make life difficult for the chilokr where only one parent
consented.One or two agencies specF A Ol f f @8 KAIKEf AIKGSR (GKS AY
and, if this could not be assured, then children would not be taken into the proghsnone

service said:

We do not want to put a child in a position where their counselling becomes another s6waeflwt
between their parents.

Institute of Child Protection Studies 20



Evaluation of the Supporting Children After Separation Program and Postp&ation
Cooperative Parenting fi®grams

TABLEB REASONS WHY CHILDREH NOT ELIGIBLE FBORSP

Reasons Percentage
Child requiredong-term 50%
support/intervention

Issues not related to separation 31%
Parents make life difficult/unsafe 31%
F2NJ OKAf R 2NJ R2y

Parent has complex needs 19%
Other reason (child too young, has 19%

a disability)

Perth participantsin line with the broader view expressed in the online survegntified
children where there iglomestic violencesexual abuse or mental health issues and those
gK2asS LI NByda R2 y23i I 3INBE& are onabizio biing $he dikiA f R Q
consistently as those children not suitable for SCA&®one SCASP practitioner nated

We are not a one stop shadp2 NJ OK A f R W&hyve Bad 1 $ef/ Rateful to be transparent and clear

with peoge that the focus is on the sefadion. This has taken timewe have to be careful that if there is

a longterm issue that needs to be dealt with, we have to be transpt ¢ can we offer what this child

needsc we can make good connectiarfSCASPractitioner)

FDRpractitioners in Sydney noted that some clients were deemed unsuitable for SCASP, or FDR
ddzOK a LI NBylda ¢6K2 RAR y2i HRHNS (6KS KENOKI
FSSRolF Ol YR O2dzZ R LRGSYGAFIffe YAadzyRSNAGLI YR

What children are offered if there is a waiting list
Nearly half of the SCASP agencies (48%) indicated theyhiddkenon a waiting list.

Tenagencies saithey offered children a group work program (implication being most families
wanted counselling information kits, referrals to other services or telephone suppwttile
being on the waiting list

Marketing the program

Services used a number of different ways torked their program. Most relied on written
material but agencies also used partnerships with other key services as a critical way to solicit
referrals. Joining service networks was also used by most services. Several services mentioned
that they networkedwith schools.
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TABLE MARKETING STRATEGEASP

Strategy Percentage
Pamphlets, posters 95%
Partnerships/collaboration with 91%
key services, eg schools

Presentations 77%
Joining local service networks 86%
Advertisements i local media 32%

Summary findings

To what degree and how are SCASP achieving their objectives?

U Services are clearly working with the target group of children who are experie
issues as eesult of the separation of #ir parents.

U The outcomes expéed from SCASP align with the project objectives wi
fundamentally aim to increase the capacity of children in some form (resiliq
confidence, wellbeing)

U There are aange of different approaches taken to the mogilese include theoretica
and pracical differences that reflect the context of the organisation and possibly
location

U Services provide a range of activities which differs across the program but all 4
meet the individual needs of childrerfhose services thatvork in school prograns
provide a service to a wide range of children that may not be linked to a formal ser

U There are some groups of children who are not seen as appropriate for SCAS
need longer term assistance or the issues are not related to the separatioeior
Ayo2t dSYSy (i ¢62dz R OF dzaS Y2NB AaadzSa

How appropriate and effectiveis the SCASRervice model in supporting target
groups?

As described aboyeSCASP services provide a range of different activities to Insstre the

wide engagement of children. This section aims to answer the second evaluation question by
examining what services think are the key elements of success, how they monitor the
effectiveness of their model, what clients say about their experierares the challenges in
providing a high quality program.

Hements of the program that work best

Twentythree agencies identified the main elements th#tey considerwork best in the
program. Thisnainly focused on elements in the program itself. Thep aslued having well
trained, quality staff and were positive about the range of different strategies available to
children. One practitioner summarised:
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It is time limited tofive weeks, v@ have good processes and stwre for intake and assessment antaet
practitioners have a good rapport with children and are aware of the emotional complexities of the
children they see

The servicefrom the online surveyndicated these strengths of the program:

e program content, structure and resources (69% or 18nags). Including being time limited,
low cost, providing early intervention, evaluation, intake and assessment, bilateral parent
involvement, age appropriate activities, being multidisciplinary and holistic

e the support provided to parents and children €8%r nine agencies)

o well trained, quality staff (31% or eight agencies)

o effective group work (27% or seven agencies)

¢ individual counselling (19% or five agencies)

o effective referral network (15% or four agencies)

e complements other ifhouse agency progran{$2% or three agencies)

e provides positive relationship outcomes for parents, children and siblings (4% or one agency).

The two case studies identified a range of other aspects that were critical to the success of the
program. A number of these strengthseadiscussed in the sections on collaboration and
engaging vulnerable and disadvantaged children and families.

Flexibility and variability responsive to need$oth Unifam Fairfield andAnglicare Perth
pointed to how the flexibility of this model allowsdm to be responsive to individual needs.
For exampleFairfield outlined how they are able to do more f@wer sessions with clients
depending on their neds. They are abl® include a diverse range of people in the process
who are significant in the liveof the children

Perth practitionerspoint to how the model allows both early intervention (school program)
and targeted approaches. As the program is available across Metro Perth the caodelflect

local needs. For example in Joondalwghere thereis very high demand for SCASRke
practitioner can increase the number of groups by slightly reducing the number of weeks for
the program. Although not ideait does allow support to be provided tmore children. This
variety of strategies alsawges stdf a good mixture of work.

Havingskilled practitionersvas also highlighted by both case study respondents as a critical
element to the effectiveness of SCAJ¥hglicare have deliberately attractedrained and
supported practitioners whohave showed aninterest in working with children. As one
AnglicarePerthmanager said

WS KIFI @S | OKAfRNByQa O2yadzZ GFyd G2 NFXrAaAasS GKS | dz+ f
ANRB G 2dz2NJ 26y d 2SS YIRS | O2YYAGY Sgrioleiwas tofodildtke |j dzl £ A
OF LI OAdGe 27F {KSwh® KekefreRilN@lyy @i grasl® Ml vBthNa passion to work with

children

As a resultthere has been very little turnover in the team. Anglicare staff identified a strong
supportive culture which invohgegood supervision, strong management support, (open door
policy), group and individual supervision, professional development and acknowledgement of
their work.

The Unifam Fairfield SCASP workers were regarded as very competent and skilled
professionalswho brought a wide range of qualifications to their work. Most were qualified
social workers and psychologists, or held degrees in counselling. As indleatie additionally
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provided with an extensive training program in therapeutic work with childreiorpto

dzy RSNIF{Ay3 62N] Ay GKS {/!'{t LINBINIYDP ¢KS
personal attributes aregegarded asa significant component of the positive impact SCASP has

had on the lives of the children, families and also in effecthange in the workplace.

The young people interviewenh Perthwere very positive about their experience with the
SCASP practitioners. They could identify clearly what the practitioners didviguseful or
that they liked about the experience. Theselude

The practitioner demonstrated strong listening skitsnot judging

tKSe fAaliSYSR>X (GKS@ RARYyQU o0FNHBHS Ay> aleée az2ySiak;
talk ¢ they would ask questionsit was well worded, simple, summed aperything in one sentence

(YP1)

I knew he was listening to me well®ause when we run through things at the end he would remember
all the things we talked aboutY i)

Provided new ways to think about the circumstancesew skills

Just like how to dd with things betterc instead of like keeping quiet now it is better to talk to other
people. | could talk openly with hemgetting used to talking to someone else. Made it easier to talk to

my mum (YP3)

A comfortable and safe environment where the yog person felt able to talk that was not attached

to other parts of their life (eg school).

It was relaxed; it was like a second home, comfortalgléke some kidSlay room, stuff for little kids, it
NEYAYRSR YS 2F Yeé fAGGEB) arAadSNRa NR2Y>X Al 41 & K
L fA1SR Al K2g¢ Yeé YdzY ¢2dzZ R ¢ A ¢Bodaiexcdur Bearlagd (1 K S
no one could interrupt and it was like | was in this parallel world when the door closed no one could
enter. (YP4)

Someone outside of the whos#tuation to trust¢ not a family member or a staff member at school
because they are still connectedvay outside the box that could help and influence either party or
dad if necessaryYP5

It is real comfortable place to meeshe is a really nigeerson (YP3)

How do services know they aree T SO A @St & YSSiAy3a OtASyidaq
Twentythree agenciegprovided examples of how they monitored their practice. This included:
o Direct feedback to the service (81% or 21 agencies). Of this, 69% (18 apewrcitsned direct
client feedback from either parents or children, 62% (16 agencies) outlined a formal evaluation
process both before and after the program, including a complaints process if needed, 31%
(eight agencies) cited adhoc feedback from schools, rafgr agencies such as FDR and
children. Finally, 12%hfee agencies) noted the number or referrals from the legal system and
schools, repeat referrals, word of mouth referrals and-seférral for siblings
e AYLINR@SYSyila Ay GKS QrdidaiofshipsaviEhkparehts BotdzNdhongY 2 G A
and at school (12% dinree agencies)
e follow up (12% othree agencies)
¢ by following a comprehensive assessment process (12#se® agencies)
e attendance at the service (8% two agencies).
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Perth SCASP providad example of how they usefiction ResearcljAR)to evaluate and improve
practice SCASP practitioners were worried about time taken with intake and assessimganrtents.
They initiated an étion Research cycle to make modifications to the mogelrticdarly the intake
processes and how SCASP relates to M4y, were very positive about how AR assists their practice.

Client satisfaction

Based on client satisfaction ratings entered onto FRSRe, clients are generally satisfied. In
addition, reasonsdr completion of service are largely positir the 2280 registered clients

for whom data were enteredn outcomes(48%) the most common reason for completion

ga WAYGSYRSR OftASyl oSYySTAG | OKASOSRQr 6np2
closure far outweighed the other reasqns A i K WAYGSYRSR OHgreéngrii 6 Sy
NEIF OKSRQXZ WO2dzNES O2YLX SGSRQX Y@kervaYtdzy A O @
FY20KSNJ &SNIAOSQS YR WNBT S NN for 882N edsan® K 2 f
for completion(see Table Appendixl).

On a Likert Scale of 1 (never) to 7 (always), in response to the questio® S NI  f yoK2 6 & 2
rate any benefityou received® 64: OK2 4SS GKS KAIKSald LRAYyIH «
benrSTFAGSRQ® LF GKS (62 KA IK Seambinet)zhd nésulis ard ¥6. (G K S
Clients wereasked whether they would recommertte service to others and 88 saidWé S & Q%
with 37 answering? y A fallle showing the breakdown of results on meecific scales is
included in Tabl®, Appendixl.*?

Changes tahe program
Twenty-one servicesutlined the modifications they have made to SCASP.

Providing flexible and individualised responsédmost all agencies indicated they provided a
responsive sevice to meet the individual needs of children and families. For many this involved
FFAOGSNI K2dzNBE | LILRAYGYSyGa a2 OKAf RNBY RARYQI
visits or providing the service at school.

A

Some services provided exampleko2 4 (1 KSe& YIRS OKlIy3Sa G2 o0Sai
cultural meanings around family and separation. Thaig theyrecognised the need to provide

a service that represents culturally sensitive practice for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
and CAD families. For examplene service mentioned thgprovided counselling in a Turkish

Islamic School for children whose parentsre not able to bring the children to the office.

Providing supportto parentswas identified by about half the respondentsasecessary part

2F 0KS LINPANI YD ¢KA& adzZlJ2 NI KIFA&A 0SSy LINROJA
YANNERN) GKS OKAfRQa LINPINIYSEZ NBFSNNIfa G2 20
(eg effects of separation on children, child dgment).

Continual improvement processeseemed to be the key in providing flexible and
individualised responsesioted by about a quarter of the services who said tlieyquently

made modifications. They did this by actively seeking feedback from ehikind parenton

how to best meet needs. One service identified a commitment to Action Research and how this
assisted with the continual attention to improvement of the program.

Reasons for discontinuing participation i8CASP

2 A small percentage of registatelients provided client satisfaction data on FRSP Online.
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Twentyone services provide reasons why children may stop attending SCASP. Only one
service indicated that a young perstiremselveshad decided not to come. The most common
reason given was that parent®r a range of reasonsvithdrew their children. Sometimes this

was becauselpNBy & FSt G GKI G inforBvedakdisd dohselling Bd6 @ A 2 dz
longer required. More commonjybecause of high conflict between parentonsent for the

child to attend was either not given or withdrawn. Services also outlinedymeralbusiness

2NJ OKIF 230A 0 yI G dzNBwhiEFmadeit¥lBostishphssSilyleif@ theirfcrildied o

be brought to appointmerg Children were also withdrawn when parents may have had
unrealistic expectations about the speed of change.

Improvements to enhancethe effectiveness of SASP

Twentytwo agencies responded to this question and highlighted a comprehensive list of
factors that could improve the effectiveness of their program. About half of services
commented on the need to reviewhe targets, primarily to have more time to engage and
work with parents.

The need to include parents as clients (8349 agencies). Almost all agencies called
time spentg A G K LI NByida (G2 06S SyO2dz2Ny 3SR | yF
currently spendingitme with parents (intake process, getting permission for other par
feedback to parents etc) and this work needs to be fund&tey arguedto be more
effective for childrenthere is a need to workn a holistic family systems way. As one age
said:
To provide a whole counselling package to children and their parents by thepsanigioner who
will then havea complete idea of the family sifiion and can suggest a singérectional approach
towards resolving the problems rather than different ceeifors suggesting different things. Tt
could also include personal counselling for parents, support groups for parents and support grc

the whole family. It has been proven that when the worker engages with the parent and the
from the begiming to the end, the program is more effective.

Staff issues (50% or 13 agencies). For example, an increase in funding, mor
(particularly in group work as it frees up staff for individual counselling), gre
administrative support, simplifying & administrative work load, improving the flow
information from the funding body, supervision of staff and professional developme
therapeutic techniques for parents and children

Better partnerships/collaboration with schools and communities, légal system, (31%r
eight agencies). Onegency suggested that court mandated services for children
parents needed to be better synchronised

Better engagement, more appropriate strategies with adolescents (12%e@ agencies)

Extend the lengtland scope of counselling services, for examf@enclude more outreact
from major cities, issues of family violence and enhanced engagement with CALD ar
clients (8% otwo agenciesrespectively.

Finally 18 agencies responded to an opportunity add any further comments about their
program. Almost all responses spoke positively about SCASP and the important role it plays in
supporting children and families after separation. As this practitioner comprehensively
summed upSCASP
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The program is)d@remely beneficial to families experiencing one of the most difficult transitions that they
will encounter throughout their parenting life. Early intervention is clearly the most effective form of
supportc¢ It benefits Australia financially in the lottgrm and builds for a better more resilient future for

our young people. The program has the potential to prevent mental health issues, relationship difficulties,
and government financial support for treatment later in life. If parents and their childrempraraded

with early intervention through therapeutic family support then they will grow to contribute more to
society both personally and by modeling resilience to their children

Or anotherwho spoke about the significance of the program

SCASP providesucial services to children who require additional support during what is often a highly
conflictual and difficult time for parents. This has in the past been a major gap in services for children,
particularly for those who cannot afford to pay for highadjty, timely services such as through a private
practitioner.

About equal numbers raised the ongoing concerns altbeatfact thatwork with parents is not
WYO2 dzy U $hex@ showdRbe. A number of respondents also raised concerns about how
unregisteral clients also do not seem to be counted as outputs. One practitioner said
Some people are very suspicious, especially if the separation is acrimonious, and do not want to be
registered clients and have their details on the database. The counselling patided and we are

unable to count these client numbers despite the fact that the same service is being offered to these
families.

Challenges in @livering services

Agencies were asked specifically if there were challenges in recruiting and retataififig
Twentytwo agencies respondedwith almost two thirds saying they had difficulties in
recruiting staff with specific skills (such as child counselling, family law experience). The lack of
specialised and appropriate training programs was also meatoby almost half of the
services. About a thirdf agencies pointed to the disparity in salaries between the government
and nongovernment sector andkmut aquarter pointed to the high levels of stress involved in

the work that impacted on staff reterdn.

The mainchallenge other than staffingdéntified by SCAS&ervices were program factqrs
particularlythe need to increase the funded program hours to meet the nédtke ability to
count the work with parentavas again commonly mentioned. Agencies ggested that to
provide a more holistic service SCASP should lm®-located with the POP or PSCP program
(31% oreightagencies).

Just under a quarter of agencies identified the location of the service as a major challenge for
both clients and workerg¢hat entailed substantial travel About the same number of agencies

felt that there were challengesin working with other agencies. For examplihey identified
waiting lists for specialised services awtvice gapsfor examplea need for domestic violence
counselling for children and families
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TABLE CHALLENGES TO WORKIN SCASP

Workforce challenges Percentage Other challenges Percentage
Difficulties in recruiting staff 58% Need for more funding hoursa 31%
with specialisal skills include work with parents

Lack of specialised training 58% Location of the program t(avel for 23%
programs staff and clients)

Lower salaries 35% Other agency factors (waiting lists, 23%

engaging key stakeholders, lack of
particular services)

Workload 23% Parent factors (expectations, 19%
emotional cost)

Retaining staff in remote areas 12% Cost of meeting diverse clients 4%

(high cost of living) needs (ATSI, CALD)

TKS ySSR F2NJ Y2NB &dzZLJLJ2 NI F2NJ LI NBy waikerss Alsthregd S Sy |
PYATFEY {7/ {t 62N]JSNA AYGSNWBASHSR alAR (KlTae G KSe@
(/1 {t @2NJSNII{ CIAKIFABEQ Q2&FaFgeiiz2 KI P8I i KS NI WIA 3
Fairfield SCASP worker oftgrends a lot of time talking to parents after CIP feedback. This can involve
talking to each parent separately. This can be very time consuming and intensive. SCASP workers need
the support of counsellors and therapists to work with the parents of therehilds this is a time
consuming task that is worthy of attention. The children are the primary client of the SCASP workers and
this needs to remain the case. It was suggested that if there was a counsellor/therapist for parents they
could sit in on the CHeedback from the SCASP worker and then they could continue to work with the
parents once the SCASP worker has left.

Perth SCASP has moved towards dealing with this issue by integrating their SCASP and POP
services. However this remains an issue forman { /! {t &SNWAOSa K2 Y
houseQ LI NBYy dAy3a LINRPINIYY &dzOK & tht o

Summary findings

How appropriate and effective is the service model in supporting target groups?

U Services are able to identify key elements that make the program effectigd
flexibility, higHy skilled staffchild centredness

U Services have some mechanism for monitoring their program which provides evi
for changeghatare madel 2 0 SGUGSNJ YSSG Of ASydaQ y
based on this feedback

U FRSFOnline indicates that 77% of registered cliem#$o provided client satisfactio
data rated the benefit receivedrery highly and 63% said they would recommend tf
service to others

U Services identified a range of challenges to providing this semgattracting skilled
staff, recognition of work required with parents, access issues for parents.

U Many services argue that a more holistic approach that works with children and
parents would lead to more effective outcomes for children.
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What are the linkages betweenSCASRiInd other agencies including=amily Law
and Family Support services?

A key principle underpinning the Family Support Program and a key interest of the evaluation is
how SCASRan provie& more coordinated and flexible approaches to detimg support to
children andamilies. Agencies were asked to identify examples of effective collaborations with
other Family Support Services. They were also asked to provide examples of wider
collaborative workingTheselinks with other serviceare fundamentally about networking to
ensure referrals are made to the prograas well as having good relationships with services
that parents might be referred to.However there are examples of wherthe collaborative
activity goes further than this most baslevel to partnerships that aim to provide a more
coordinated approach for families.

Referrals in

The single most fregently referring organisatiotfafter the category2 Fothéf18.5%)was the

Family Relationships Centresiccounting for 17% of referrals This was followed by
Pamily/Friendat 15.9% and8elfreferral)14.3%) The referral profiles of each organisation

did vary considerably. For examplg8% of2 Yy S 2 NH | Yy A & WelieAeftgfddzas sBIf A Sy i
referred, whereasanother organisation identied only1.9%of referralsasselfreferred (FRSP
Online2009-2010)

Referrals out

For the vast majority of registered clients (93.3%), no referral to another service was recorded
(FRSP Online data for the period 261210 chta 15 March 2011). The sindgéeggest category of

service to which they were referred was another funded FRSP (2.2% of clients). Only one SCASP
organgation recorded more than 10% of clients as having been referred; dot all others it

was less than 10%. This may be because soMdZse OS LINE OARSNE RAR y2i
5SGFAftaQ F2N¥Y 2y Cw{t hyftAyS YR YI& y20 0S5
The data on which FRSP services the 2.2% of clients who were referred to is somewhat
confused by the greatesttegory being identified as SCASP itself.

Effective partnerships/collaboration between SCASP and other Family Support
Services

Agencies were asked to identify examples of effective collaborations with other Family Support
ServicesTheir answers were arala SR dza Ay 3 2 Ay | ¢ 2 dpindatal ImgdRl o2 K A { ¢
collaboration™

Level 1 Networked This type of collaboration has the purpose of gaining a better
understanding ofthe service system andimsto build trust between services

In contrast to the FRSBnline datg most agencies described how they networked with a wide

range of FSS and other services. The services identified include FRCs, other family support
services as well as mental health, domestic violence services and schools. The reasons given
were primarily to ensure a two way referral process. This is mainly done through information
sharing activities (eg at staff meetings). As one agency @@provide information about our

services to other organisations that do not have the ability to prodide NJJA OSa & dzOK I :

B2 Ay 162NIK YR 2KAGSQa [S$0Sta 2F /2tt+02NIGAZY OHAMMOO®
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About a quarter of agencies gave examples of where they were part of a service network (eg
Law Pathways Network). A small number of agencies mentioned shared training with key
services as a way to build relationships.

Level 2 Coddinated working haghe main purpose of making information and services more
accessible for children and families

Over a third of agencies provided examples of how they worked with others to coordinate
services. SCASErvicesare sometimes cdocated wihin an agency that provides other Family
Relationships servicesgvenagencies) or other broader welfare services. Thidocation
provides a more seamless referral process for children and their parents.

The cdocation with Fairfield FRC has led tpraductive collaboration with the other services offered, in
particular the FDRractitioners. These services work together to inform and engage parents about the
diverse roles of SCASP.

About a third of agencies described partnerships which involved B&8 and other serviges
eg cofacilitation of groups with school staff, shared group programs with Community Health
agency, joint programs with servicdsat provide similar services to SCASP.

A small number of services described how they worked with iofleevices including schools to
better meet the needs of children. One agency described how they used partnerships to
actively outreach to ATSI (eg holiday program with HACC) and CALD children (eg outposted
counsellor in a Turkish School).

The Perth progim has developed a strong partnership with the Family Court. A Family iGagigtrate

is on the SCASP reference group and a MOU has been developed to outline the referral process. This
includes the mandated attendence of parents to MDF and the assessienidren to SCASP. Court

staff are confident about the skill level and the advice theyewecfrom SCASP practitioners and
frequently refer families.

Range of services SCASP is in contact with

As indicated in the previous discussi@most all service had regular contact with a wide
range of Family support/relationship and other services. The table below skewges that
SCASP has regular contact with. Almost three quarters of services have regular contact with
legal services and thepurts. Abouta third of services said they had regular contact with child
protection services and 40% said they had regular contact with youth services.

TABLE SERVICES IN REGUCARITACT WITH SCASP

Services Percentage
Family support/relationsip services 86%
Legal services and the courts 73%
Health and mental health services 41%
Cultural and welfare support services 36%
Child Protection (statutory and noigovernment) 32%

Barriers to working with other services
Twentytwo agencies respondketo this questionwith one agency indicating that there were
no barriers to working with others. Howevdor others a number of barriers were apparent.
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Lack oftime to build partnershipsvas mentioned by about a third of services. This included
the observation that it took time to build relationshipsut then staff from other organisations
would change and more time was required to build new relationships.

Other services have had a large staff turnover and therefore we have to start again in edseatiicg
providers about what our service can offer and what the parameters of our service are.

Competition was identified as a barrier to collaboration by around just over a quarter of
services. It was felt that some agencies compete becausepitoeyde similar services to SGR

and hence are reluctant to refer potential clients. One service voiced how competition was
exacerbated by the need to meet program targetsth agencies reluctant to engage in joint
projects due to competition, anthe perception2 ¥double dipping of clients.

Ideological or practice difference8 small number of agencies identified differences in ways of
working as a major barrier to collaboratiobne service provided this example

2S gSNB OSNE 1SSy @2 nd2odilheyaant KorkavithXathery @@ naleLdhBréhNJI:
over the age of 15 years because they have a very strong feminist view about family violence.

One service pointed to ideological differences in cimidusive versus child centrgatactices
which wasa barrier to workingogether™.

Summary findings

What are the linkages between SCASP and other agencies including Family Law and
Support services?

U FRSP Online indicatesv levels of referral of families to other servicédwever, the
online surey indicates that attention is paid to developing relationships with of
services.

U Most services indicate they work collaboratively with others at the networking lev
ensure referrals in and to build relationships to make referrals

U There are signifant coordinating activities being carried out with servicesl¢oation,
shared activities) that aim to ensure services are more accessible to familieg
includes other FSS prograjves well as other services such as schools, health
welfare. Mary services have significant and important relationships withdrt and
other parts of the legal system.

U There are still barriers to working with otherscluding the time it takes to buil
relationships, competition with other agenciesd the issues ith waiting lists or lach
2T aSNIBAOSA (2 YSSi OKAfRNBYQad YySSRAC(

To what extent does the SCASP modeéngage at risk families/disadvantaged
families?

One of the key questions framing the evaluation was to explore to what extent services are
successfully i BSUGAYy 3 OKAEf RNBY FNRBY TFlFYAfASE GK?2

14 (hild-focuseddispute resolution is where parents are focused on howdaosider the uniquaéeeds of each of
their children whereas childentred or child inclusive practice is where children are directly involved in the
intervention.
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RAAFRGIYGFr3ISQao {/ )lohthe whdeNitate§icalBlocatdd @ $ocatoBSsIhat
have some level of disadvantage. Using a crude measure of disadvantage (low income, ATS
CALDeducation we analysed service data with ABS data.

Low incomeln terms of income levelfS,in each service location the percentage of clients on
lower incomes was commensurate wjtbr exceededthe percentage of people on lower
incomes in the d@hment areas. This analysis is based on small numbers because clients under
15 were excluded from the analyses were those for whom no income was stated. Similarly,
clients under 15 were excluded from the analysis of employment status. Hoyavéne basis

of available data it seems that in most, not all locations, a sizeable proportion of clients are
unemployed(See Table,Appendixl).

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander clieBtsme service locations record a higher percentage

of ATSI clientshian those found in the catchment areas and some record a lower percentage.
For example, in the Statistical Subdivision of Bundaberg, 3.06% of the population are
Indigenous. Howevelthe SCASP service there has recorded 10.29% of its clients as being of
Indigenous status. Conversely, the Statistical Division of Darwin has an Indigenous population
of 9.68% and the SCASP service there recordfietss as2.91% Indigenous. As we see above,
overall the percentage of clients who are recorded as of ATSI stagusongruent with the
Australian average.

CALD client€Except for Sydney and Melbourne, very small percentages of clients were
recorded as speaking a language other than English at home, indicating that generally across
Australia CALD families tend notaccess this program.

Acknowledging that we have data only on registered clients and that some registered clients
did not provide data on some items (for example, income, educational j@egdhomically and
educationally disadvantaged people do seem ¢éogarticipating in SCASP. On the basis of these
data, CALD groups do not seem to be accessing this program. This is discussed further in the
online survey results section.

Specific strategies to reach particular groups or families

Thirteen agencies in theonline survey described the specific strategies they used to reach
particular groups. The most frequently mentioned strategy was to attend network meetings
(egLaf I YAO 2 2YSe@dg Ababid MePvdck Meting). A number of services
indicated they wee in partnership with targeted services to ensure more disadvantaged
families had access to SCASP (eg child protectnestic violenceervices).

About half the services referred tthe fact they used outreach to disadvantaged aregas
particularly schols, as a key way to attract more vulnerable children into the program.
lGG0SYRAY3I LINRPFSaaArzyl f RS@OSt2LIYSyd e¢la +fa
knowledge was up to date in working with culturally diverse families.

Unifam Fairfield identifiedulturally and linguistically divers€ALD groups as frequently not accessing
SCASP. Fairfield is situated within a remarkably culturally diverse context and it was noted that more

> The markerchosen was the percentage of clients on individual incomes of $599 or less perTégkook into account the
1. { Q&4 RSaONR Likekezofid ahdrthirt i&e6ile &if iScoreyas bieikg of low income and median disposable household
income of $692 (ABS Household and Income Distribution AustraliaZIs).
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g2N)] ol & YySSRSR G2 Sy3ar3asS gAlGK dntK SéwBverdtiisPcdacdan | y R
was not unanimous. The SCASP worker at Fairfield noted that she saw a diverse range of cultural groups
and that the links with the community within Fairfield are strong. Yet other workers at Fairfield
perceived that more work meled to be done in engaging with a wider range of cultural groups.
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders were consistently noted as not accessing SCASP.

The Perth program was felt to not be necessarily suitable for ATSI and CALD communities and therefor
the level of diversity is low. Anglicare staff argue a community development approach with particular
communities is required to design a culturally appropriate model. They have dosadbéssfullyvith

the Indigenous commmity with their Mums and Dadferever program.

Summary findings

52 {/!{t &aSNBAOSa Sy3aFr3aS ALK Wi NRaA] Q]

U These findings are based on registered clients gmiyore disadvantaged clients ma
be less likely to agree to being registerdlderefore these findingsnay not show ar
accurate picture of clienfbackgrounds.

U Locations of servicesre in areas with high or mixed levels of disadvantagech has
the potential to assist in attracting clients from diverse backgrounds.

U Economically and educationally disadtegedfamiliesdo seem to be participating i
SCASP.

U High level of engagement of parents experiencing high levels of conflict.

U Mixed picturein attracting ATSI clients. Some sites are engaging ATSI clients bu
are programs with lowepresentation neaning some children are not being reached.

U Overall low representation of CALD groups accessing this programaaning these
children are not being reached.

U Services are aware of the need to implement specific strategies to engage with d
groups (eg paritising schools in disadvantaged areas, building relationships with
service$. About half of the service indicated they have specific strategies in place.

U More work is requiredo assess whether low diversity of clients is due to progran
outreachmechanismsSome agencies argue there is a need for SCASP to be modi
be more culturally appropriate to ATSI and CALD cli€fitiss needs to be done
partnership with different communitiesServices recognise particular attention
required to en@ge diverse families. It would be expected if strategies are impleme
there would be an increase in ATSI and CALD children accessingssarerdeme.

5. POSTSEPARATIOKLOOPERATIMBARENTING

PSCP was established in October 20G& funding for 28 serices at 42 outlets nationally.
They are located in regional areas across Australia.

As with the SCASP discussion ab@eange of datds used to assist in answering the key
evaluation questions. We udedata from the desktop analysias well as the ome survey
with practitioners to assess the progress of PSCtal of 21 services completed the online
surveyq a response rate fo/ % of servicesalthough there were 26 responses which included
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some outlets Case studydata are usedo provide a morean-depth description of the model in
practice in three different locations.

To what degree and how areSCRervicesachieving their objectives?

Objectives

The program objective of PS@Ro assist highly conflicted separated parents in regional areas
toYlFYyF3S GKSANI O2yFEtAO00G: F20dzaAy3a 2y GKS OKA
understand the effects of entrenched conflict on children and that their children need them to

be supportive of their relationship with the other parent. It albelps parents develop
strategies to deal more constructively with eadther, be aware of the importance of
adzLILR2 NI AY3 GKS OKAfRQa NBf and Aeads at&ohange gnA G K
behaviour/attitudes as a result of participating in the seminar.

Target groups for service delivery
Overal| for the financial year 2062010, the following clients accessed PSCP

e 3854 registered clients (data 8 Mar2b11) and 1771 unregistered clients (data 9 March 2011),
a total of5625. The proportion of registeredients (69%) to unregistered clients (31%) is much
higher than that in the SCASP program

o of theregistered clients2096 (54%) were female and 1758 (46%) were male

o of the registered clientsl95 (5%) were Indigenolfsee Table HAppendix 1)

e of the registeed clients 440 (14.2%) of working age were unemployed.

Not surprisinglyagencies identified their target group as separating parents. Howenere
specific targets were also identified. These included:

¢ high conflict parents (46% or 13 agencies)

o families at risk (29% oeight agencies), which included lower socioeconomic, homeless and
Indigenous and CALD clientients who hadnental health, drug ad alcoholissues

e grandparents and carers (25%smvenagencies)

e parents who have been involved in thanfily law court system and/or had undergone Family
Dispute Resolution (25% sevenagencies)

e oneagency mentioned that they have also workeithaseparated fathers in prison

e new partners (7% dwo agencies)

What are services hoping willchange for chitiren and families as a result of this
program?

There was a variety of responses to the outcomes agencies expected to see as a result of PSCP
The changes identified involved changes for both parents and children. The changes include an
increased understaridg or awareness of the effect of conflict on childres well as skill
development around parenting and better communication.
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TABLEH EXPECTED OUTCOMES

Outcomes Percentage
Improved childfocused parenting skills 68%
Increas in both parents working constructively together, 64%
including better communication with each other

Improved parenting relationship with their children 61%
Increasing understanding of parents of the effects of 50%
conflict on childreng leading to reducectonflict

Positive child outcomes 43%
LYONBFaAy3 LI NSyidQa NBaAf. 39%
support

Ongoing parent learning 11%

Program approach

Activities
Thedominant model of services a comprehensive intake and assessment session feddyy
attendance atahalRl @ SRdzOF GA2y It &ASYAYFINE Ay | 3INERddzL

NBlI REQX 2NJ 608 AYRAGARdAZ f AYGSNBDASGDP ¢KS aSy)
was developedBuilding Connectionshas the overall purp& 2 F WA YLINR GZAYy 3 2
OKAf RNBY Ay &aSLINIGSR FILYAfASAQ

All services offered followp, but of different types. Some may be group, some individual and
some more intensive followip. Some services offered outregadbr some this was in the form

of home visits, others by phone.

Berri PSCP identified how follow up phone calls and coaching sessitatse issues brought up by the
seminar to be worked through in a supportive manner. This assists with mediation and child contact
arrangements. Parents apmmted having a nofjudgmental and supportive facilitator who then acts as

a coach, listens and assists them to come up with strategies.

A small number ofervice providerssaid theyconsidered the cultural needs of Indigenous
clients in their service delery and one had a comprehensive service delivery model for
Indigenous clients

Data from FRSEenline showed that the most frequently delivered service activity was intake
and assessmer{B6%) followed closely by educatiof32%) These figures reflect theature of
the program as described above.
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TABLEB PSCP ACTIVITIES ABRTOHE PROGRAM

Activities Number Percentage
Intake andassessment 2312 36
Education 2158 32
Support 678 10
Counselling 485 7
Information 404 6
Referral 298 4
Skills training 224 3
Community development 49 1
Preparatory 80 1
TOTAL ACTIVITIES 6688 100

What PSCP providers say they do?

The online survey asked agencies to indicate their approach to R®ECRBurprisingly rost
agencies described the serei as having aeducationfocusvia workshops, group work and
seminars. In addition, both followp (18%)and ongoing supportl14%)was highlighted by
agencies

Around two thirds of the respondents indicated that they provided a comprehensive approach
to service delivery. Around half of these services outlined their case work approdath
includedintake, assessment and referral, with an emphasis on counsefirggnall number of
services specifically mentioned the importance of networkingth within and outside their
agency Some agencies specifically mentioned being eloitdised (25% osevenagencies) and
almost half indicated they offered individualised support (46% or 13 agencies).

The tree case studiesvere Berri (RA), Shepparton (Berry Streeand Coffs Harbour
(Interrelate). All three hadomesimilar andsomedifferent approaches to PSCP. What they had
in common was that all parents who came to the service (for other reasons or are referred)
were expected to complete the workshopefore they engage in dispute resolution for
example PSCP isSr3 | NRSR | a | Y PdstiseparatiénServicgsge? case stidp NJ
material forBerriand Coffs Harbou@s well as about a third of services indicating the strength
of PSCP is how it links to ethagencies and programs and how it complements other in house
programs (25%)
One parent said:
ANBIF G O02dzNEST 0SOFYS Y2NB adz2ll2NIAGS 2F Y& OKAf RC
get help; motivated me to ol in the longergixweek) course that Interrelate offers

{ KSLILJI N2y t{/t O2YL}X SYSyiGa GKSANI LI Ndgsdsedeto LINE I N
12) called Kids Turn Around. This is made available to chitdfreaeparated parents after parents have
participated in he Cooperative Parenting Program. It includes six sessions on a weekly basis for one and

a half hours and is conducted once each term.

Coffs Harbour underpins their program with a case management appréaaallows one person, the
case manager, to havaverall responsibility for ensuring the best possible package of support to a client
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FYR GKSANI FFEYAf@d hGKSNI LYGSNNBfFGS LINFYOQGAGAZ2YS
FYR &aLISI]1 2F KAY Fa GKS f A yjdsJogethér $his @ity deSsared K I
information between practitioners without breaching client confidentiality is yet another of the benefits

to this program of céocated services under the one agency umbrella.

What criteria are used to accept clients oprioritise clients?

Half of the agencies commented they used minimal criteria for accepting chhemegard no

one as ineligible This included agencies whose only crgarvas separationor those that

stated they specifically aim to be as inclusigepassible. Five of the agencies indicated they
assess prospective clients for their appropriateness for programs. Appropriateness tended to
be judged during intake, assessment or screening as group readiness or an ability or willingness
to participate inthe program. Seven agencies commented they required priority criteria
manage the demandThese criteria included family involvement with the court system or
contact agencies or high levels of risk, conflict or distress.

Two programspecifically notedhat they excluded clients with complex needs such as mental
health, family violence or alcohol and other drugs abuse. Eight programs responded they have
had prospective clients attempt to access their program who domeet their criteria These
included complex needs, judged not group ready, were grandparents or pregnant or other
programs were viewed as more appropriate or urgent.

Berri PSCP and their external stakeholders indicated that providing this program to some more
vulnerable groups is diffidulThis included for exampleyounger mothers with drug and alcohol, mental
health or other issues are not well servéld.il Q&4 (22 YARRE S é(RAIstafa T2 NJ 6 KSa

Shepparton PSCP indicated that parents with very complex lies experience gh levels of
entrenched conflictequire a higher level of support and service than the PSCP allows. PSCP workers
observe that although parents do manage to take on some of the messages of the Cooperative
Parenting Seminar, it is difficult to sustain teashanges;

...perhaps they then know what they have to do, but do they have the inner strength to sustain those changes or
be selimotivated...If we were able to provide extra support from the service further down the track, we may be
able to better suppi the development of that inner strengttPSCP workgr

Waiting lists

Only six agencies indicated they had a waiting list for the program. These agencies said they
provided general support either by phone or fateface, referred to an outside service or

tried to link parents to other internal programshile they waited (although they sometimes

had waiting lists too).

Marketing the program

Services used a number of different ways to market their program. All had written material but
agencies also used pgaerships with other key services as a critical wayehgage families.

Joining local &mily Law Pathways Mtworks was also used by most services. One agency
YSYyGdA2y SR GKSe KFIR 22AY SR with arOtkek infiddfy & & S
importance ofword of mouth for referrals.
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TABLEB MARKETING STRATE&REBSP

Strategy Count  Percentage
Pamphlets, posters 24 100%
Partnerships/collaboration with key 23 95.8%
services

Presentations 23 95.8%
Joining local service netwés 22 91.7%
Advertisements in local media 16 66.7%

Summary findings

To what degree and how are PSCP services achieving their objectives?

U The program is attracting parents with high levels of conflict to complete this pro
anditisbeingt SR o6& a42YS LINRPANFXYa Fa F w3l {
other family relationship services

U There is some difference across services that say they include parents with cc
needs and those who do not

U Although most services provide a simitange of activitiesthere are some difference
in practice approaches (case management, comprehensive approacnd half of
services who responded conceptualise their program as more than a workshaeg
comprehensive approach to parents.

U Services ave identified a clear set of outcomes that align with the objectives of
program

U Around a quarter of services said they had a waiting list but provided support or re
to parents while waiting.

How appropriate and effective is the PSC&ervice malel in supporting target
groups?

Elements of the program that works best
Twentyfour agencies respondetb this questionwith the program content and structure

regarded as a critical element of the program. Services also appreciated the flexibility of th

programtod SG SN YSSUG Of A&y maadgemérd SR amiwkrk2 dz3 K
The main elements that work best in the program arentified as

e the program content, structure and resources/fact sheets, as well as the experienced staff (61%

or 17 agend@s)
e 0SAY3 F0fS G2 YSSU GKS OtASyiQa ySSRa oé
case management and multidisciplinary team work (57% or 16 agencies)
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¢ links/networks with other agencies and programs, including FRC and CSS (28ghtor
agencies)

¢ the program compliments other thouse agency programs (25%sevenagencies)

e the program provides followp (4% ooneagency).

Berry StreetSheppartorstaff report beingiastounded by the impact of thehree hour seminarboth in
the sessiols (G KNRdzZK GKSANI 20aASNBIGA2ya 2F 0SKI @A 2dzNJ
through feedback they get from parents and other services.

They(parentg literally K @S f A3KG o6dz 6 Y2YSyda Ay GK
S 2

KSNE 0SOlIdzaS GKS O2daNI G2fR YS L KIR aar
GKS Y2G0KSNJ I a2 FTyR &2 GKS fA3IKG odzZo 3I2Sa 2y | yR
behaviour is impactingon MK A f RQ® ¢ KSNB KI @S 06SSy &2 thBehbuisedsibng 3 & dzO
(PSCP worker)

Interrelate Coffs Harboumlso identified the overriding focus on theeds and wellbeing of children as
critically important All the practitionerswe spoke @ view the program as being about helping highly
O2y FEt AOGSR LI NByGa G2 YIylFr3aS GKSANI O2yFtAO0G oAl
F20dza Aa GSNE ¢Stf adzZlR2NISR o6& LYGSNNBfIGSQa
children in separating familiesOne parent made the following commentn this aspectThe staff at

Interrelate are very, very good, as they should be. The children are i€ d® endall, anyone who thinks they

can use Interrelate against the partneordet about it! They are there to help-partners get on the same page.

They are very good, from reception right through.

How do services know they areeT SO A @St & YSSiAy3a OtASydaq
Twentyfour agencies responded tthis question indicating they hal at least one form of
feedback from clientsA number of measures were discussed, including:

e regular surveys and evaluations (71% or 20 agencies)

e verbal feedback from clients individually and in groups (40% or 11 agencies)

o feedback from other services (B6or 10 agencies)

e noticed positive changes in parent behaviour, including general wellbeing, communication and
more emphasion childfocused parenting (18% @iwe agencies)

e anincrease in referrals and follayp conversations (both 7% two agencies, repectively)

e one agency (4%) noted an increase in the development and implementation of successful
parenting plans.

Outcomes of intervention and satisfaction
The data available indicate positive outcomes for intervention, and high levels of client
satisfation.

Of the 2160 registered clients for whom outcordata are availablethe biggest category for

whyi KS I QUGA@GAGEe o602dzNES 2NJ OF aS | OWeR®WAThGe) & |
were wide differences betweenorgasi 1 A 2y a2 &2 yi RI2ZINI DRNAI SNB 2y D
a range of 0% to 100% across services. This variation may reflect differences in how service
providers interpret these categories, or the emphasis they place on coasegainstollow

up and individual work with PCSP cliea® ¢KS 20KSNJ f ljdaBS Ol
client/professional decisioq intended client 5y ST A i | O %ATBeZE8nibiRed kotal ot n
iKSasS fFrNBSftf& LRairuA@S OFdS3a2NxAsSa 2F wWO2dz
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W INBSYSy(d NBI OHe§dRed waks $IR. TaWE F Sphaddixt 1shéws a more
detailed breakdown of client outcomes.

A varying proportion of registered clients in 260910 provided client satisfaction data,
depending on the item (minimum number of respondents for PSCP was 498 @amaatximum
828). These data reflect high levels of satisfaction.

In response to the questigilh GSNI t £ K2 ¢ | §RdzZoRS ySHde (i NBBR Sz NB
OK2aS (KS KAIKSad LRAYyOH 610 2y GKS aolFftsS w3
scale 6 and 7) arecombined, the results are 87%. Fina®8% of clients who provided a
response to the questigi¥’2 2 dzf R €2dz NBORYYS Y R2 i K& BE W& NIK & 6
more detail on client responses, see TaB]éppendixl.

In the 2010 PSCP reviétvJuly 2009 to 28 April 201®6% of clients (registered) felt that their
expectations of the program were mostly met and 91% felt they were mostly able to apply new
skills and knowledge (FRSP Online Client Satisfaclibis)iscommensurate with theifhdings

for SCASP and higher than those for some other FRSP programs (this measure combined the
upper 3 points of the rating scae 6, 7).

Parents interviewed who were PSCP clients had a range of very positive thingsy about the
program:

ltgivesydz I O NBI RSNJ dzy RSNRGFYRAY3 2F gKSNBE &2dz | NB
heard about it | thought oh no do I have to do this? But | went through with it and | was really glad | did
and | thought gee, | can see why you are doing thisalt I 322 R adGSL) 6ST2NB R2A
(PSCiparent)

LG YFRS YS Y2NB F20dzaSR 2y Yeé OKAfRXe&2dz 3SiG az
GKI G 22d2QNB R2Ay3 YAIKG | OGdz f(Asepa@d) YIF {Ay3 GKAY

A lawyer interviewed said

£

The reason | know it is working is that every client that comes into this practice that has kids and is
separating is referred to the programs and now we litigate hardly any kids matters because it is so
successful at getting peopte stop think reflect and look at what they are doing...| have also seen
people comfortable so if there is a change in the family instead of running to me as a lawyer they will go
back to the centr¥you can feel that change has happermar the last coup of years.

Reasons for clients discontinuing their participation in PSCP

Twentyfive agencies gave reasons for why they thought clients discontinued their
participation. The main reason (43% or 12 agencies) was for a range of emotional barriers such
asbeing overwhelmed, a lack of hope or motivation to change and the other parent perceived
asbeing at fault.

Other common barriers to participation included more practical access issudack of
transport, a lack of access to chitdre, limits to coundkng sessions and other parent
competing demands (29% erghtagencies)

Over a third of agencies (37% or 11 agencies) felt they either had few clients who discontinued
and that when they did it was because the parent now had all the information theget

had resolved the issues or felt that they could now manage on their own. Two agencies
reported that it wascourt orderedparents who were more likely to drop out.
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Changes tahe program

The PSCP was rolled out in 200&sed on a program developed Interrelate. After this time
gauging a sensef what changes have been made is important. Alongside the question about
what changes have been made is what services believe would enhance the model.

Nineteen agencies responded to this question.

Althe @Sy OASa GKI G NBaALRYRSR y208SR (KFd Tt SEA
needs. This flexibility of the current model was identified by most serwdeish allowed them

G2 YIFI1S Y2RAFAOIFIGAZ2Yya G2 GKS LINR 3JMeeds. The/ R (2
specific changes included:

Providing individual supportFor exampleF 2 NJ 1 K2aS ¢gK2 I NB y20 WINJ
from a CALD background who may need an interpreter or for those in small ttavessure
confidentiality (29% oeight agercies); the use of telephone, email to provide support (14% or

four agencies)

OutreachFor exampleunning groups offsite (21% sixagencies) or running smaller groups to
provide a service more often.

Expanding the target groupo include grandparents ahparents with preschool aged children
(14% orfour agencies); also reviewing written material for a range of different grpups
including people with a disability

Qreating partnershipshas been identified as a key modification over time. Partnerships have
been developed with a range of external organisations (eg CALD and ATSI, Earlytiaterven
LINE 3 NI Y & Zrefuged By&4Poifour agencies). These partnerships are to provide the

program to theLJ: NJi y' S N@n@to nmiakekeSeyfalsio them after thprogram.

Administrative changesSome services mentioned they had streamlined or reviewed agency
policies, such as intake processes. Staff training around domestic violence and the legal system
was also mentioned as a change (18%w@agencies).

Improvements to enhancehe effectiveness of PSCP
Twentyfour agencies responded to this question and highlighted a comprehensive list of
factors that could improve the effectiveness of their program. These included:

More resourceswere called for by around hatif the agencies. This included more funding
generally (21%) or increased funding for more staff, better pay and conditions, training, more
resources, financial support for travel, including outreactd child care and better marketing

of the program

Widening the scopein some direction was called for by a third of agencies. This included
working with other groups such as stepfamilies, children and families with complex needs,
including material in the workshops to deal with a broader range of issues datihi
parenting or child development).

Increased collaboratiorwas regarded aan area that required further attentiooy around a
third of agencies.Their responsesevolved around increasing referrals from key agencies
especially thecourts and improed partnerships with competing services.

Meeting particular groups needgproviding more support folndigenous and noiitnglish
speaking families, particularly in remote asea
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Simplifying reporting requirementsand improving the client management systewas
mentioned by several agencies.

Case study respondents indicated the following would also enhance the model:

Concurrent support for children of parents participating in PSCP was identified as a high priority by
parents, staff and external stakeholderBerri (RAY Cdzy RAy 3 F2NJ 620K &aLISOAL f
and structured play sessions, assisting parents to develop skills in playing with and communicating with
their children, would be beneficial. Parents also identified that they would appredgie gender

sessions prior to meeting in a mixed gender PSCP seminar, as well as a follow up and refresher PSCP
group session arounsix months down the trackCoffs Harbour(Interrelate)participants said it would

be good to have some additional funditmyprovide an outreach service to particularly isolated clients

such as women who have very little money, live out of town, and have no transport or babysitting. A
number of workers also consider that it would be helpful to have a little additional futalipe able to

offer an extra individual support sessisixto 12 months after first joining the BSF progra@offs

Harbour also emphasised the importance of concurrent support for children of PSCP parents; it is already
funding its own support group fahildren, but considers that PSCP funding should be available for this
purpose.

More support for childrert although Berry StreeSheppartorhave developed and funded separately a
small group program for children, they see a need for more support am$eling for children in the
Shepparton area given the limited and expensive referral options and the low income levels of most of
their clients

Finally 23 agencies responded to an opportunity to add any further comments about their
program. A very smallumber of agencies raised concerns about the imphat targets had

on their practice and their worry about a lack of referrals from tbeurt. However
overwhelmindy the responses highlighted the positive aspects of the program, eg providing a
compreheansive suite of services that focus on flexibility to support parents through the
complex maze of services. About half of the agencies believed the program also helps to meet
OKAf RNBYyQa ySSRa 0AyOf dzRA Y Iy impawhy Sotnuvagtian T I ( K
between parents and a reduction in conflict.

One response summarised these comments

Feedback from staff at FRC is that they can tell parents who have attended PSCP groups due to their
increased understanding of children's needs and ability toausemmon laguage to discuss parenting
plans.

Challenges in @livering services

Agencies were asked specifically if there were challenges in recruiting and retaining staff.
Twentyfour agencies respondedvith over half of agencies indicating they had ashge of

staff and difficulties in retaining staff. Just under half of agencies pointed to the disparity in
salaries between the government and ngovernment sector and a third of agencies pointed

to the high levels of stress involved in the work thapamnted on staff retention.

Other challenges raised also included the stress of travel for both staff and clients as impacting
on retaining staff and had implications for cli@rézcess to services.
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TABLAOCHALLENGES TO WORKI

Workforce challenges Percentage Other challenges Percentage

A shortage of qualified staff, 57% Need for more flexibility in 25%

difficulties in retaining qualified funding model (need for

staff staff training etc)

Lower salaries 43% Keeping clients mtivated 21%
and able to access service

Workload 29% Meeting diverse client 14%
needs (ATSI, CALD)

Travel 11% Travel for staff and clients 50%

Costs of recruiting and training 11% Lack of privacy for clients 7%

new staff in rural communities

The challenges identified by the case study sites were similar to those raised by the online
survey respondents.

Berri noted the key challenge of providing the service in a dispersed population across a large
geographical area. For example, there are @appmately 900 people who identify as ATSI in the
Riverland, so obtaining the critical mass in order to tailor a group for separated parents in such a small
population has inherent challenges including timing, location and delivery of the programprivacy
concerns.

One of our challenges is how do you deliver the program to lots of small satellite towns so they get the full impact?
(PSCP worker)

Summaryfindings

How appropriate and effective are the service models in supporting target groups?

U Very strang view that PSCP is a flexible program that enables services to respond
needs of parents and for some services a comprehensive service response is proy

U Most services have methods for monitoring the success of their program and
made change to better meet a range of circumstances (esreone education,
outreach, key partnerships)

U PSCP as a short terimited intervention can have a strong affect on some pare
although for others, often due to complex needs finéervention is not enougho lead
to enduringchange.

U 87% of registered clientsvho provided client satisfaction dateated the benefit
received fromPSCRery highlyand 98% said they would recommend the program
others

U Possible suggested changes included widening the scopechode other people ir
OKAf RNByQa fAGSas LINPOARAY I o6 NRB]SNI I

U Biggest challenge remains attracting skilled staff, retaining staff due to nature ¢
work and the travel involved in delivering the program
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What are the linkages betwee®SCRnd other services including-amily Law and
Family Support services?

A key principle underpinning the Family Support Program and a key interest of the evaluation is
how PSCP can be part of providing more coordinared flexible approaches to delivering
support to families. Agencies were asked to identify examples of effective collaborations with
other Family Support Services. They were also asked to provide examples of wider
collaborative workingThese data indicatbtow PSCP works with others to ensure increased
access to services that may assist families.

As with SCASHinks with other services are fundamentally about networking to ensure
referrals are made to the progranas well as having good relationships wittke services
parents might be referred to. Howevethere are some examples where services go further
than just networking towards more coordinated activity. The purpose of forming thess &ind
partnershipssto make a wider rage of services more acsgblefor families.

Referrals in

Belf-NB F SthlRICP @as the common referral sour(@¥%6) and as with SCASP the next
largest referral source i#amily Relationships Centr@20%). In total courts referred 9%of
parentson a court order and made farther 5% of referrals. Prate legal practitioners made

7% of referrals. Once again the profiles of referrals show variability between the sefvares
examplg 70% of2 y S & SréfgralOve@ @ntered ascalny 3 FNBY | CSRSNI f
Court(FR® Online data fothe period20092010).

Referralsout

Three quarters of registered clients were not recordedamgreferred out to another service

(data as of 15 March 2011). The highestgemtage of referrals made (¥d) was again to

Wi y2i KSNDCH$ t LDREeMmunib&Ndiedeonsistent with tRSCP 2010 review data

(1 July 20028 April 2010 whichindicated thatthe vast majority (67%) of clients were not
referred out to another service. However, theedata also indicate that the majorityf @lients

were utilising at least one other Family Relationship Service. Referrals are only useful when
based on need and these numbers do not indicate whether or not clients needed referral to
other services.

Collaborationand partnership workingbetween PSCP and a) other Family Support
Services and b) other organisations

Level 1 Networked This type of collaboration has the purpose of gaining a better
understanding of service systesand to begin to build trust between services.

FSS Other services

Most sevices provided examples of where tht Almost all services gave examples of succes

networked with other Family Support Servige networking wheh has led to referrals from a wid

they did this by presentations at their sta range of services most commonly mentionegre

meetings or expos to heighten awareness of P! Legal Aid servicessolicitors or thecourt. Other

and what it could offer. services included Statutory Childrokection and
domestic violence services.
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About a quarter of agencies gave examples Several agencies mentioned joint events wither

where they were part of a service network (¢ servicesegproviding informationat KA f RNB y

Law Pathways Network). One agency descri with otherlocal providers

how they established a joint reference group wi About a third of agencies mentioned participation ir

the local FRC to work towards a more suppor a wide range of service networks to provide

referrals. information, training and possible ideas for new
service delivery iniatives.

. S NJ¢fereala into the program come primarily through tBk A f RM&&BagtSsdvice (CCS), solicitors

and services such as the Riverland Advocacy Service, Families SA and Mental Health services. There are
also an increasing number of sedferrals attributed by program staff to word of mouth. RA reported an
increase in referrals into RA since the introduction of the PSCP program. Sometimes workers from other
services attend PSCP seminars as support people for parents. RA also hires roogisgbiel other

services to conduct their outreach seminars in Renmark and Waikerie, hoWesyeseems to be the

extent of collaboration with those services.

Level 2 Coordinateavorking hasthe main purpose of making information and services more
accestble for families

Over a third of agencies provided examples of how they worked with other FSS to coordinate
services. Many PSCP a®locatedwithin an agency that provides other Family Relationships
services, while others have formalised their partieps through the development of
Memorandums of Understandingarticularly around referrals.

About a third of agencies indicated that they werelooated in other agencies or part af

group which provided a wide range of family relationship and otlaeifare services. Most
mentioned that this cclocation provided a more seamless experience for clients, they were
able to share resources (such as joint training and supervision) and some mentioned how FDR
and FRC intake systematically invited parents toradteSCP as a first step before engaging in
other processes. As one respondent nated. S A yiagated thakes it easier to offer a
AUNBIFYEAYSRE AYyUS3aANI¥ISR aSNWAOS (G2 OtASydao
In Coffs Harboumuch of the referral and limkg for this program occurs within the -tmcated services

that make up the FRC and the Interrelate Family Centre. There is ongoing collaboration with a number of

other community agencies, both informally through the BSF case manager and more formiadly in t
context of the Coffs Harbour Family Law Pathways Network (FLPN).

A small number of services described how they worked with other seriockstter meet the

needs of parentsOne agency had developed an outreach pilot programich was being
deliveredg A G K (G KSA NJ Cw/dwhdIhayJothieSvied diss Ot lh $h¢ satne vein

another agency described how they worked with a consortium partner to provide group work

to parents living in another towrwhich meantparentsRA Ry Qi Yy SSR {(#e GNI @
service.

The partnership with Shepparton PSCP and FRC demonstrates what a small provider can achieve in order
to provide a seamless service for parents. Berry Street and the FRC (Centacare) have a joint intake
process, so families now go througheintake process for both agencies. Berry Street has also recently
started accompanying FR&Eaff on outreach visits to smaller communities to give braie(hour)

sessions communicating the key messages of the PSCP/Building Connections seminar. The PSCP i
compulsory for parents undertaking mediation at the FRC.
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28 Grft1 F t2d YR GKSNBQa y2 LINBOA2dzaySaad LGQa o2 dz
o2dzi GKS OKAfRNBYy:Z a2 6SQNBE JSNE edulein®2(Exermal dtafeRold&rt A Sy (
on collaboration with Berry Street)

{ dz00SaaFdzZ O2fftl 062N GA2y A& Ftf o2dzi FGdAGdzZRSD® L R?2
.SNNE {(iNBSi® 2S5 OFIyQil f SikteB@stakehdddry Ay GKS gl & 2F GKE
There were fewer examples given of this level of coordination with other non FSS services
although, as outlined abovgethere was strong networking activity to ensure referrals into the
program. There were several examplebere PSCP avkshops were held in other agencjes

such as a Domestic Violence service.

Two agencies provided detailed exampleshofv the PSCP has partnered with mental health
services

An example of collaboration would be a recent case where we worked with thelnieyatith team to

provide support for a dad who had attempted suicide. We worked closely with dad and his mental health
worker to develop a plan that incorporated mediation, post separation parenting support, and access
visits with his children in the cRINBY Qa O2y il OG &ASNBAOS® ¢KS 2dzi 02YS
mum and dad to resolve lots of outstanding issues which eventually saw the family restored with the
understanding that they could return to us at anytime to address any further fanalyoreship issues.

Berry Street at Shepparton have also identified that there is a significant group of separated parents in
prison. The local low security prison has a population of separated fathers who are transitioning into
moving back into the comuamity. Berry Street are currently developing a program to work with these
fathers to enable them to reconnect with their children. The program will focus owaselfre
establishing relationships and maintaining cooperative parenting relationships incdheext of
separation. It will be modified to cater for very low levels of literacy and to be father focused;

It will also help them to develop skills to deal with theipartners, who have often moved on and have
new partners. The seminar will still\rethe same flavour and focus and will have a very hands on
discussion as many of the fathers are illiterate. (PSCP worker)

The second example is where a service has partnered with another agency and a community
organisation. This is an example of creafpagtnerships which are fun and nestigmatising.

Thethird example is where a service has partnered wittoenmunity organisation

We deliver a 'whole of family' weekly group program for disadvantaged/at risk families using 'social
circus' to enhance faity interaction, confidence and resilience. We do this in partnership with another
agency and Circus Company

The table below indicates regular contact with othiamily support/relationships services,
followed by legal services and the courffiese da point to a considerable amount of contact
with child protection and health and mental health servicedich indicate that reasonable
connections have been made with these types of services.
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TABLA1 MAIN SERVICES REGRIGONTACHSCP

Service type Percentage
Familysupport/ relationshipsservices 92%
Legalservices and thecourts 83%
Cultural andwelfare support services 58%
Childprotection 33%
Health andmental health services 25%

Barriers to working with other services
Twenty-five agencies responded to this questjomith three agencies indicating that there
were no barriers to working with others. Howeyarnumber of barriers were outlined.

The most commonly mentioned barrier was a lack of success in engaging padgeniaes as

a source of referrals. Agencies mentioned lawyers or other family relationship services as not
being a referring source even though services felt they had made repeated efforts to make
connections. Competition between services in a competitaredering environment was also
sometimesseen as a barrieilOther factorsincludeda lack of services in regional areas, time
constraints and travel and differences in the operation between Federal and State programs.

Summary findings

What are the linkage between PSCP and other services including Family Law and F
Support service®

U FRSM@nlinedoes not reflect high levels of referrals out of PSCP

U0 Most PSCP providers engage in strong networking activities to ensure informat
available to other sevice providers including membership on appropriate servi
networks, presenting information at expos

U Where PSCP istmcated in a FRC or other family relationship agency it is thoug
provide a seamless service experience for parents in accessieg BRSs and god
partnerships to increase access for parents

U There aresome excellentexamples of morecoordinated ways of workingeg with
statutory or targeted services to increase outcomes for children and famitielsiding
partnering with communityorganisations

U Services identify major barriers in working with others that revolve around t
competition and the time it takes to build relationships.

To what extent are PSCPservices able to engage at risk/vulnerable or
disadvantaged parents?

One of the key questions framing the evaluation was to explore to what extent services are
4dz00SaaFdzZ te GFNBSGAYA FILYATASA 6Kz | NB Wi
services are located in regional areas that have some level of disadeaatapotentially a

limited service system. Using a crude measure of disadvantage (low income, ATSI, CALD
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education level we compared FRSP Online data with ABS data to analyse demographic
features of clients who are using the service compared to thoskeersurrounding population.
Services were also asked how they targeted families who may be experiencing disadvantage.
More detail of this analysisan be found ifableH, Appendixl.

Disadvantaged families

Indigenous clients in many of the locations weepresented proportionate to the general
population in that area. Howevethere were some locations in which no Indigenous clients
were identified despite a high percentage of Indigenous people in the surrounding popujation
and some where the proportits were higher than those in the general population. Few
locations recorded seeing the percentage of CALD clients commensurate with those found in
the surrounding population.

The percentage of clients with educational level of Year 10 or lower was ggnsirallar to

that in the broader local population. The proportion of clients on incomes of $599 per week or
below were overall on a par with the proportion of peopltethe general population in that
income group, with someareas recording considerable higr percentages of people in this
income group than found in the surrounding populatioHigh levels of unemployment
amongst clients were recorded (for those over 15) in most service locations

From the FRSP data availghteappears that overall PSChrograms are seeing clients who

are disadvantagedconsistent with their local contexts. Groups which seem to not be accessing

this service include CALD communities. The online responses indicate that most services are
aware that they are noproviding support for Indigenous andCALDfamilies, particularly in

remote areas. Some agencies indicated that theyndbhave to resources to ensure that the
t{/t A& NBtSOIydG (2 RAGSNES 3INRdzLJA FyR (KASZ
needs.

Specific stategies to reach particular groups or families

Eighteenagencies identified specific strategies they used to reach particular groups. The most
frequently mentioned strategy was that of working in partnership with particular CALD and
ATSI agencies.

One a@ncy said they were currently carrying oup#ot of the program with a small group of
Indigenous clients with elders in attendance to support and guide both the facilitators and
participants. They wantedto recruit one or more eldergo train as a facilator, thereby
attracting more Aboriginal parents to the programnother program iswrently deliveringa
modified parent education seminar arnsllooking to develop a more substantial example over
the next 12 monthsOthers mentioned outreach as a keyawto ensure the program is more
accessiblgthis involves going to smaller towns or outreaching to schools.
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TABLE2 STRATEGIES USED EAQGH PARTICULAR GRSU

Specific strategies Percentage

Networking/partnership with other sevice providers, in 50%
particular CALD and Indigenous agencies or workers

Outreach or going to where clients are 29%
Culturally specific resources 18%
Mention of specific agency programs and policies, suc 18%
as cultural action plans and language servipaicy

Arranging interpreters for CALD clients 11%
Working with local schools 7%

In Coffs Harbourhigh violence families usually do not come, but high conflict families do, and these may
be anywhere on the socioeconomic spectrunen®iwith drug and alcohol and mental health issues are
routinely referred to BSEg by the FRC, CCS or legal practitioners, and some practitioners noted that in
such cases, clients tend to obtain more benefit from the BSF program if they are recdpingtine
these other issues.

The Berri participants said thaATSILJF NEy Ga R2y QG I 00Saa YFIAyadaNBlyY
content of the seminar can be used, a completely different style of delivery is needed.

Culturally and Linguistically Diverse (CB)parents, particularly from New and Emerging Communities
6b9/ Qalv NINBfe | 00Saa GUKS t{/td ¢KSNBE NS5 2@SNI
YdzZYo SN 2F 6K2 | NB FTNRBY b9/ Qaod 2 KAfald wirecaygiseR dzO G 3
that there are many complex cultural issues which also need to be effectively addressed in order to assist
separated parents from CALD backgrounds

Summary findings

To what extentis the PSCP able to engage at risk/vulnerable or disadvantagarents?

U Success in attractingeople with low incomes and lower educational levels in m
areas

U Less success in engaging ATSI and CALD chempsired to those on low income ar
education levels

U Most services indicated they had strategies in placebétter target ATSI and CAL
clients.

U0 Most services argue that providing culturally appropriate services takes time
resources to develop appropriately. This occurs in some services through
development of partnerships.

0  Acknowledgement that more workas to be done to provide culturally appropria
servicesalthough there are some structural barriers to this occurring.
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6. KEY MESSAGES
This evaluation study aimed to assess the current state of practice of SCASP and PSCP.
Particular attention was paid tbow the programs were achieving their objectivas well as a
focus on understanding how the service models work with children and families. Currently the
Commonwealth is carrying out a major reform of service delivery and the new framework of
the FamilySupport Program (FSP) is underpinned by several principles that aim to develop
services to better meet the needs of children and families, particularly those more vulnerable
children and familiesA further focus of the evaluation was to examine how thggegrams
are aligned with the principles of the FSP. The key principles of particular interest are the
collaborative working of SCASP and PSCP and how they give priorityisiq &tilnerable and
disadvantaged families and children.

The evidence sourcder the evaluation included an analysis of secondary data including FRSP
Online, an online survey of service providers and the developmerfivefcase studies to

explore in more depth the critical elements of success. Based on theseid&teclear that

SCASP and PSCP are vital programs in the suite of Family Relationship services. They are
working with children and their families to assist them in a range of flexible ways to better
manage the transition of family separatioHowever these services ar@tyet available in a
comprehensive way across Australia.

SCASP is an important and ground breaking initiative that works directly with children to
support them and to help them develop skills in managing the often difficult processes of
understanding andNBS O2 Yy FA I dzNAY 3 FlF YAf & NBflIGA2YAKALEA®
G2 dFrf]1 Fro2dzi GKSANI f A@Sad LG I2Sa ,m8eéagyy R (K
SyrofS OKAfRNByQa @ASgar (K2dzaAKGA QF viRa B&S fI
LIN} OGAGAZ2YSNEQ LN} OGAOS® ¢KS SEA&GSYyOS 27 i
a1 Attt SR OKA f{whiNsondes ngt 2riViigFatyNard&ice with childrdaut who are

a critical resource to orgasdtions to further devéop the child centredness of services.
However as discussed below there are still groups of very vulnerable children whoseaneeds

not being met through SCASP.

t{/t Ay a2YS ¢l e&a WLldzyOKS& o0Se2yR Ada ¢SAIKiI
t2 ANI O LI NBYyGaQ FdadSydAzy lFoz2dzi K2g O2y Ff A O
are using this program creatively. Itheing used by some servicasa hook for parents to be
engaged in other programs that can assist them further to foausvbat is important: their

children and how best to work together to be the best parents they can be.

The following provides a discussion of the key messages from the evaluation and points to
possible enhancements of the models. It also specifically si&su some of the issues
confronting particularly vulnerable children and families.

Parallel programs for children and parents

Many SCASP and PSCP services have identified the need tactakkecentred family focused
approach to service delivery. SCABRs established with the primary aim of supporting
children during separation. It is understandafile what is otherwise an adult focusestciety

that the design of SCASP was underpinned with a commitment to focus more directly on
children. Accordingly,the programguidelines have not viewed work with parents as a key
priority. However services argue strongly and convincingly that time spent with parents is
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critical to the ability of SCASP to effectively work with their children and should therefore be
v fdzSR yR O2dzydSR Fa Wg2NlQ 2F GKS LINBINIY
theories of bonding and attachment, grief and loss invariably underpin therapeutic programs

for children in other welkstablished contextssuch as Child and Family MahHealth and a

range of other health and welfare programs. These theories recognise the complexity of bonds
between children and their parents and extended families, including the need for children to

be assured by parents that they support their invohent in the program.

There is a risk when focusing only on children of compromising the endurance of any gains that
are made. It also greatly reduces the likelihood of engaging vulnerable and disadvantaged
children. When families have high and complexdseonsiderable time and skill is required to
persuade parents to allow them to join therapeutic programs and to sensitively provide
feedback so that they will allow continued involvement in the program.

Some services have found a possible way forwargrbyiding parallel programs for children

and parents. Perth SCABPan example of where, usingtfon Research, they aimed to solve

the problem of reducing the time SCASP practitioners spent with parents and at the same time
providing a program for parés (Mums and Dads ForeverParenting Orders Program). Now
MDF practitioners carry out the adult work while SCASP practitioners focus on children. With
this co-locatedparallel model there are opportunities for collaborative work between the adult
andchRNBy Qa LINI OGAGA2Y SN

Shepparton PSCRecognising the need to work with the children of their adult clientss a
sixweekO K A f R NB KifsaTurd AldundiilEh doesgroup work with childreragedseven
to 12 after parents have participated in tHécoperative Parenting Program

There are other examples of where services provide a parallel program for parents and children
that recognise the need for childentred family focused programs that meet the needs of
children and parents. As one service said

If children are in a program and parents are ,ntiten nothing is changing for childrethis is very

unhelpful for childrenUnless parents aren board and acknowledge their role in the conflict then nothing
can change for children.

Currently this dos not occur systematically across both programs and is reliant on a creative
use of resources to carry out this more holistic work. In the meanti&@ASP practitioners
continue to spend significant time with parents to get children into the program arkkeep

them throughout. This is time that is then not available to children.

Vulnerable children and families

Overal] both programs demonstrated a focus on the provision of services to vulnerable
families. Howeverwe noted that for some children and famei$ there are constraints on the
availability and/or appropriateness of servic&vidence suggests that the most disadvantaged
children typically live in families whose complex needs (eg mental health issues, abuse, neglect,
trauma, drug and alcohol issglelead them into chaotic livesvhich make them unable or
unwilling to attend services regularly. In other words, factors that make these children more
vulnerable, at the same time make them less likely to access the services they need, such as
SCASP oesrices complementing PSCP. It is apparent that the capacity of SCA$® some

extent PSCP serviges currently heavily absorbed by clients who are able to use services, can
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reliably bring themselves or their children to participate, and in the as8CASP, who self
refer and where both parents consent.

Location, transport, child care and costs

Critical structural factors such as the existence and location of services pose barriers to the
ability of some families using SCASP and PSCP servicessSam not available in every city,
suburb and town and common access issues such as transport, distance between services and
the cost and time of getting to services affect whether families can access them. Invariably
families with least resources, infmation and family support networks will be the most likely

to miss out. Some services argued for brokerage money to be made available to parents to
assist with the cost of transport or child care. Some programs, in response to these access
issues, provide outreach to smaller towns and to schools and also offer services in partnership
with other services.

Competition and reluctance to refer

Another structural issue that affects service access is an apparent competitive climate between
some Family Relati@hip agencies. Although there are examples of this being overcome
through successful partnerships, in some situations competition has affected the willingness or
otherwise to refer children and parents to the services they need. It also remains unclear why

so few referrals are recorded on FROPt Ay S® { AYAf I NI & dNKGSF SININSEERS
suggests services may not know how families find out about their program. This information is
important if services are to know how to target a wider range ofeptal referral sources,
especially agencies that are in contact with vulnerable families.

Building culturally safe and appropriate programs

The data indicate variability in the ability of services to access a wide range of CALD and ATSI
families. Many srvices noted the need to further attract clients from diverse backgrounds.
Some services have built partnerships with ATSI or CALD services. Hangwestion remains

as to how culturally appropriate the current models are in reflecting a wide rangelogs,

norms and practices that encapsulat&kw G A G YSIFya (2 0 SreléignshipA t & Q
breakdown and separation.

To work with different culturally and linguistically diverse groups requires knowledge of the
existing sets of values, nornand practices of the family and the broader cultural setting.
However, in each instance child centred practice endeavours to introduce a potentially new set
of values that can reframe a family discourse to improve the outcomes for children and
families. Fbw easily a family adopts or incorporates this new family discourse will vary from
family to family. It remains unclear whether the model of SCASP and PSCP in presenting a
particular set of norms and values is the barrier to diverse families engagingsa fervices

or whether it is more about the need for significant outreach to connect with a wider range of
families. It may well be that both are required; the development of more culturally appropriate
models and increased outreach.

Children who miss ot

Services are very clear about the eligibility criteria for participation in SCASP. Hpwever
although SCASP meets one set of needs (around the separation), there are groups of
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vulnerable children who miss out because they are not deemed suitable folPS@Afse not
able to access it.

Children whose parents are in conflict and refuse consent

The need for consent from both parents, particularly where there is high conflict, can prevent
some children, who would benefit, not being able to access the seridbese situations the
SCASP worker and the provision of timely feedback about how the child is benefiting from the
program can make considerable progress through individual approaches to each parent.

Children who have suffered trauma

Children who havesuffered severe traumaincluding through family violence and/or sexual
abusemay also miss outRecognition that SCASP, a short term program, is not sufficient to
meet longer term needs and that specialist skills may be required, SCASP services often try
unsuccessfully to refer children to more suitable services.

Participants report that speciaéd, therapeutic longer term treatment either does not exist,
there are long waiting lists or the fees required by the private sector are too high. It is
particularly concerning that these children with the highest levels of need are not able to
benefit from a therapeutic opportunity, however short term. This is a problem which requires
more extensive analysis. In many instances children in these situations miefitb&om
therapy, and early intervention may prevent the onset of more serious mental health and
behavioural problems.

This does not obviate the need for more leteym treatment services for children; rather it
suggests the importance of training foCASP workers in how to assist children in the short

term, as well as good supervision and support as they undertake this difficult work. Although

not raisedspecificallyin this evaluation there are examples of servicélsat have developed
strategies such & WYaSO2y RI NB O2y a,def ekamplad Ghijd@ndAdoless&hSy {
Mental Health Service€ AMHS) This arrangement enables SCASP practitioners to seek advice
about how to best support children and young people who are experiencing difficuttiésis
example,some clients may never be seen by a G#8&\practitioner, others will be assessed but

may continue to receive most of the support they need fré@ASRyhile a small numbeare
transferred into CAMHS™®,

Children in families with high and canplex needs

Children of parents who have a range of high and complex needb as drug and alcohol or
mental health issuescanfind it difficult to organse for their children to regularly participate.
Services indicate a number of ways of respondinth&se childrensuch as providing services
in schools and using other more accessible locations.

Other examples are also provided where child protection authorities or domestic violence
services work together with family relationship services. Thisti@moiticism of SCASBuUt the

fact remains thatagain the most vulnerable children appear not to be fully engaged in
therapeutic supportive workDue toi K SA NJ LJ NB y (i athey &énwtiséerSte beh & & dz€
appropriate for SCASP and yeay not alwaysbe able to access support elsewheMorking

with these families gain relies on strong relationships being built with mental health services,

child protection and drug and alcohol services to work alongside SCASP and PSCP practitioners.

*FRSA (2010) What Helps and HindeRSA Linkages and Collaboration Project Report
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Workforceissues

The case studies and the online survey indicated a number of workforce ,issigdsas the
recruitment, training and retention of high quality staff. The evaluation team were very
impressed with the level ofrpfessionalism and the high knowledge base Wwiegisted about
working with children and families, especially vulnerable families. This has been assisted by the
good networks that many have with other agencies and the prior work experience in critical
agencies such as child protection and mental hdaltlt is also due to the commitment of
agencies to suppownd buildthe skill and knowledge of practitioners.

However many agencies said they had difficulty in recruiting staff with specifils skich as
child counselling andamily law experience There is a lack of accessible, specialised,
appropriate and accredited training programsheT disparity in salaries between the
government and nofgovernment sectoremains a problem and service®iced concerned
about staff turnover, particularly among yognqualified professionals who leathe non
government sector for better paid jobs in the public service.

Critical partnerships can help

The issues discussed above about how to best engage and work with vulnerable families are
best situated in the argunmés about collaborative working. As stated abpwee of the key
principles underpinning the FSP is the need for more coordinated and collaborative working to
better meet the needs of vulnerable families. The findings of the evaluation point to a number

of very good examples of how services network with FSP and other service systems to ensure
parents know about SCASP and PSCP. There are also some very good examples of partnerships,
co-located services and joint working that provide families with a highlle¥&oordination

that is, seamless service provision to a range of services.

As stated abovgthere are also some instances of where SCASP and PSCP work with statutory
and targeted services to meet the complex needs of parents arsipport children There is

no doubt thatdifferent levels of collaboration should align with the vulnerability of children
and their familiesas Winkworth and White arguéhe greater the level of risks to children, the
greater the level of collaboration needed within andtlveen systems to keep children safe
(Winkworth and White, 2009)The same argument can be made about how the most
vulnerable children can be provided with the therapeutic support they need. More work is
required to build stronger relationships with chifgrotection and other support services to
YSSG GKSaS OKAfRNBYyQa ySSRad® ¢KAA NBIdzaNBa |
established in the policy and practice of the Family Support Program reform and the National
Framework for Protecting dza G NI t A Q& / KAf RNBy ®

Finally some comment is required about the role of the court as a critical parthRer.many

high conflict parents, FSP programs coupled with the authority of the court may be an effective
strategy for building posseparation reltionships. There were several examples where the
relationship with the court led to parents being encouraged andsome casesnandated to

attend PSCPor their children to attend SCASP. This approadtere it existsprovides an early
opportunity to aRNBaa GKS FNHZAGNI GA2Y yR O2yFfAOG |
mandated to attend SCASP this too can play an early intervention role in supporting children.
This can lead to better outcomes for children in both the short and-teng.
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7. APPENDIX1 PROGRAM TABLES

TABLEA REGISTERED CLIENJ@LY 20030 JUNE 2010: AGENRATSI STATUS SCASP

Ages Total Indigenous % Indigenous

0-9 1643 41 2.5

10-14 1104 46 4.2

1517 285 11 3.9

18-21 28 3.6

22-29 117 6 3.4

3049 1509 15 1.0

50+ 121 6 49

Total 126 2.6

TABLE B SCASP STRAHES 2002010

Strategies Counselling  Education Information Intake and Skills Support  Total
Assessment training

All clients 2995 50% 767 12% 470 8% 1601 27% 9 2% 15 2% 5982

entered

Children 2100 57% 674 18% 144 4% 666 18% 79 2% 6 2% 3681

aged 17 or

less only
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TABLE REASON FOR CLOSUBRASY REGISTEREDNIISEDATA

SCASP Reason for closure Count Percentage
Client decision; did not show/attendance discontinued 360 15.8%
Client decisiorg practical issues (eg times, distance, 68 3%
cost)

Client decisiorg unable to reach agreement (applies to 15 0.7%
dispute resolution activities)

Communitydevelopment activity completed 17 0.7%
Course completed 428 18.8%
Internal referral 21 0.9%
Joint client/worker decisiong agreement reached 226 9.9%
Joint client/worker decisionc intended client benefit 1027 45%
achieved

Professionaldecision¢ FDR inappropriate 2 0.1%
Referral for psychological assessment 24 1.1%
Referral to another service 88 3.9%
Service decisiomg catchment area 4 0.2%
Total 2280 100%
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TABLE [3CASP LEVELS OFNOLEATISFACTION

Statement

% answering % answering 6 ol
ALWAYS (pt 7 on 7 on Likert Scale
Likert Scale)

You were treated with respect

You received an explanation of the
nature and limits of confidentiality
surrounding the service

You received competent and
professional service

You were clear about the
expectations you and your
practitioner were working towards

Your expectations were met

You are able to apply new skills and
knowledge to your relationships or
situations

You would use thiservice or
another FRSP service in the future

You were shown respect for your
cultural back ground and tradition

75.1% 81.9%
68.2% 80.4%
12.™% 82.2%
69.24 78.6%
67.4% 79.™
61.3% 71.9%
67.%% 78.8%
74.0% 82.1%
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TABLE E DEMOGRAPHDIESCLIENTS AND ARSEASP

ASGE  Location SCASP Service Provider  Unemployment?® ATSI Language other than Weekly income $599
English at home or below’
% Clients % Clients % % Clients % % Clients %
location location (no. of location
clients)
ACT
SD Canberra Marymead Child and Family 33.3 4.88 1.19 0 19 33.3(1) 40.72
Centre
NSW
SD Sydney UnitingCare Unifam Counseliin 6.1 4.28 1.06 8.76 20 54.7 (99) 49.94
and Mediation
SSD Newcastle UnitingCare Unifam Counselling 5 1.79 2.49 0.89 8.3 55.1(27) 60.10
and Mediation

" pustralian Standard Geographic Locations. Given that catchment areas for each service location varied (between onel3HtasisticébD), several Statistical Subdivisions (SSD), and one
Statistical Subdivision), the most practical was used, notingvdidtion may occur within the classification usedr Fore information see ABS (ZB)0Australian Standard Geographical
Classification (ASG@anberra: Commonwealth of Australia. Data about locations are from ABS Quickstats, Census Tables andneéPatdabmkport on the 2006 Census.
http://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/d3310114.nsf/home/census+data

18 Comparable proportions of unemployment in the surrounding population aregivetn due to limited relevance caused by the nature of unemployment rates and the length of time since

the Census data were collected.
¥ The count was included due to the numbers being so small in some locations. There was data for 4770 SCASRctiegistéoedhis analysis. Of these, 2659 (55.7%) were excluded from

the analysis because they were under 15 years of age and 731 (15.3%) were excluded because their income was not statethtdpespare based on the remaining 1380 registered
clients.
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ASGE  Location SCASP Service Provider  Unemployment?® ATSI Language other than Weekly income $599
English at home or below’
% Clients % Clients % % Clients % % Clients %
location location (no. of location
clients)
SSD Gosford/ UnitingCare Unifam Counselling 10 3.65 2.16 0 9.3 75.2(85) 59.59
Wyong and Mediation
SSD Wollongong UnitingCare Unifam Counselling 12.2 1.26 1.80 1.26 18.4 55.6 (45) 59.28
and Mediation
NT
SD Darwn Centacare NT 0 2.91 9.68 0 23.2 100 (2) 38.29
QLD
SD Gold Coast  Centacare Brishane 8.3 3.28 1.20 0 25.8 100 (6) 54.5
SD Brisbane Lifeline Community Care QLD 6.3 3.28 1.73 2.97 16.1 54.3(44) 51.68
SSD Bundaberg Lifeline Community Care QLD 0 10.29 3.06 0 8.4 100 (5) 65.66
SSD Caboolture  Lifeline Community Care QLD 11.3 0 2.29 0 9.1 64.3 (27) 61.10
SSD Ipswich Lifeline Commuity Care QLD 16.7 8.46 3.37 0 12 75 (3) 55.9
SSD Toowoomba Lifeline Darling Downs and Sout 0 5.22 2.88 0 8.2 100 (90) 58.29
West QLD Ltd
SSD Cairns Relationships Australia (QLD) 4.5 2.63 7.8 (21.7 0 18 58.9(33) 49.35
v F;r (61.88 in
SOSrD Far Noth
) SSD)
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ASGE  Location SCASP Service Provider  Unemployment?® ATSI Language other than Weekly income $599
English at home or below’
% Clients % Clients % % Clients % % Clients %
location location (no. of location
clients)
SA
SD Adelaide Relationships Australia SA 4.7 1.86 1.13 2.35 20.6 61.3 57.26
(119)
TAS
SD Hobart Relationships Australia Tasmani 15.8 4 2.86 0 10.1 66.7 (4) 57.64
VIC
SSD Geelong Bethany Community Supportdn 0 1.92 0.75 0 14.2 100 (1) 59.97
SD Melbourne Family Mediation Centre 13.1 0.9 0.39 39.32 31.9 51.2 53.13
(133)
WA
SD Perth Anglicare WA Inc 9.5 1.08 1.48 0.56 20.1 62.6 50.98
(129)
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TABLE REASON FOR CLOSUBREFPREGISTERED JISEMA 15 MARCH 2011

Reason for closure Count Percentage
Client decisiort did not show/attendance discontinued 175 8.1%
Client decisiort, practical issues (eg times, distance, cost) 31 1.4%
Client decisiorg unable to reach agreement (applies to 4 0.2%
dispute reslution activities)

Community Development activity completed 4 0.2%
Course completed 1340 62%
Internal referral 55 2.5%
Joint client/worker decisionc agreement reached 65 3%
Joint client/worker decisionc intended client benefit 440 20.4%
achieved

Professionabdecision¢ FDR inappropriate 5 0.2%
Referral for psychological assessment 1 0.0%
Referred to another service 31 1.4%
Service decisiolg catchment area 3 0.1%
Service decision safety concern 6 0.3%
Total 2160 100%
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TABLE @LIENSATISFACTION WITHCPS

Statement

You were treated with respect

You received an explanation of the
nature and limits of confidentiality
surrounding the service

You received competent and
professional service

You were clear about the expectation
you and your practitioner were
working towards

Your expectations were met

You are able to apply new skills and
knowledge to your relationships or
situations

You would use this service or another
FRSP service in the future

You were shown respect for your
cultural back ground and tradition

% answering ALWAY
(pt 7 on Likert Scale)

92.1%
83.7%

85.%%

75.3%

68.1%
56.3%

68.6%

84.8%

% answering 6 or
7 on Likert Scale

97. 7%
95.9%

97.2%

93.0%

86.8%
80.1%

86.7%0

95.9%
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TABLEH DEMOGRAPHICS OF QI AND AREASCP

ASGC Location PSCP Service Provide % Clients ATSI Highest Level of Weekly income | Language other
unemployed® EducationYear 10and | $599 or below | than English at
below home
% Clients %location | % Clients| %location % % % | % location
Clients | location | Clients
NSW
SSD Gosford/ Interrelate Family 9.3 4.37 2.16 38.1 51.10 62.4/ 59.59 4.40 9.3
Wyong Centres (Wyong)
SD Wagga Wagg Centacare Wagga 10.3 471 4.1 48.1 53.82 58.6) 60.32 5.33 9.7
(Murrumbidgee) Wagga
SSD Tamworth Centacare New Etand 14.5 6.74 7.49 41.9 54.13 56 60.98 3.14 5.7
NW
SSD Port Interrelate Family 18.2 6.37 2.59 40 52.97 80.9 65.79 1.91 6.3
Macquarie |Centres
SSD Bathurst Oran| Interrelate Family 20.2 6.63 4.05 50.6 51.49 62.8/ 57.22 1.10 8.1
(©Orange | 9€ Centres
SSD)
SSD Coffs Harbour Interrelate Family 20.9 7.25 3.63 46.5 51.24 46.5 66.05 1.45 8.3
Centres
SSD Dubbo Interrelate Family 14.9 9.26 11.13 49.2 51.56 58.1 55.81] 1.32 9.8
Centres

20 Comparable proportions in the general population are not given due to limited relevance caused by the nature of unemplatgaemtd the length of time since the Census data were
collected.
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ASGC Location PSCP Service Provide % Clients ATSI Highest Level of Weekly income | Language other
unemployed® EducationYear 10and | $599 or below | than English at
below home
% Clients %location | % Clients| %location % % % | % location
Clients | location | Clients

SSD Bega Sydney Anglican Home 19.0 6.45 3.6 38.6 51.88 685 68.80 0 7

(L.South Mission

Coast)

SSD Nowra Sydney Anglican Home 14.2 7.43 5.80 41.1 54.42 56.1| 63.28 0 8.4
Mission

NT

SSD Alice Springs | Relationships Australia 6.7 4.55 38.3 42.9 43.31 154 49.72 0 38.9

(Central NT

NT)

QLD

SSD Caboolture |Lifeline Comunity Care 20.0 2.70 2.29 44.3 59.68 75.00 61.10 1.43 9.1
QLD

SSD Ipswich Lifeline Community Cat 16.9 1.59 3.37 31.7 56.44 50.00 55.90 1.59 12
QLD

SSD Toowoomba | Centacare Toowoombg 5.5 5.43 2.88 31.9 53.11 56.3| 58.29 0 8.2

SSD Hervey Bay |Lifeline Commuity Care 18.5 11.03 2.50 49.6 52.64 78.0f 68.72 2.76 7.3
QLD

SSD Mackay Lifeline Community Cat 3.8 0 31 42.9 59.03 56.5| 49.31 0 11.7
QLD
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ASGC Location PSCP Service Provide % Clients ATSI Highest Level of Weekly income | Language other
unemployed® EducationYear 10and | $599 or below | than English at
below home
% Clients %location | % Clients| %location % % % | % location
Clients | location | Clients

SA
SD Mt Gambier |Anglican Community 221 3.03 1.57 38.6 39.61 69.3] 59.02 0 7.3
(South Care Inc
East)
SD Berri Relationships Australia 16.2 1.72 3.11 56.3 457 70.3] 66.12 1.72 10.5
(Murray SA
Lands)
SSD Port Augusta | Uniting Care Wesley 7.3 0 16.59 60 40.1 87 57.97 2.44 11.6
(Flinders Port Pirie Inc
Ranges)

TAS
SD Devonport |Centaa@are Tasmania 13.5 5.39 4.42 48.1 66.69 65.3] 65.54 0 54
(Mersey
Lyell)

VIC
SSD Shepparton |Berry Street Victoria Inc 13.8 0.7 3.77 48.6 52.34 50.7| 60.20 1.39 15.6
SD Bendigo Centacare Diocese of 8.4 0.53 0.9 27.1 39.17 61.9f 62.01 0.53 6.6
(Lodden) Sandhurst
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ASGC Location PSCP Service Provide % Clients ATSI Highest Level of Weekly income | Language other
unemployed® EducationYear 10and | $599 or below | than English at
below home
% Clients %location | % Clients| %location % % % | % location
Clients | location | Clients
SD Ballarat Child & Family Services 18.4 3.77 0.9 51.5 38.06| 61.37 24.44 0 7.7
(Central Ballarat
Highlands)
SSD Warrnambool| Community Connection 6.5 1.86 1.29 29.3 47.51 58.6/ 60.18 0 7.1
(Vic) Ltd
SSD Mildura Mallee Family Care 9.1 3.7 3.03 41.2 5568 21 62.8 0 13.1
WA
SSD Albany Anglicare WA Inc 14.4 4.76 25 60 43.82] 74.6/ 60.76 0.48 8.4
(King)
SD Geraldton Centacare Family 9.3 8.61 10.1 55.3 45.20 66.7| 54.35 0.49 12.2
(Central) Services
SSD Kalgoorlie Centrecare Inc 25.8 0 7.28 48.4 54.93 519  38.79 0 16.9
' No client income stated
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8. APPENDIX2 ONLINE SURVEY
Online survey
Dear Participant,

You are invited to participate in an evaluation project. The purpose of this evaluation is to
explore the appropriateness and effectiveness of services that are prowdeeér the
Supporting Children after Separation ProgréBCASPand thePost Separation Cooperative
Parenting Program (PSCPhe report about this research will be provided to Department of
Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs.

This study has been approved by the Human Research Ethics Committee at the Australian
Catholic University.

We are asking agencies about their approachegleébvering services; their target client
groups; partnerships and referral pathways; strengths amallenges in providing services;

and ideas for improving services. We would very much appreciate hearing about your
a S NWdpdachés and ideas.

The research involves taking part in one online survey. The survey consists of 19 questions
and we expecthis survey will tak@about 40minutes of your time.

Participation in the research is voluntary and you can withdraw from the research at any
time without giving a reason, including after the survey has begun.

If you cannot complete the survey in one atipt, you are able to r@ccess the survey using
apasswordthe system will ask you to provid¥our original responses will be displayed and
you will be able to continue from where you left off.

Your responses will be anonymous. The responses will be gaggre and no personally
identifying data will be used dre accessible to anyone outside the research team. The data
will then be used by the researchers for data analysis, for writing the research report and
preparing articles for academic journals.

Thesurvey needs to be completed by Tuesday 19 April.
If you have any questions regarding this research, these can be directed to

Dr Morag McArthur

Director

Australian Catholic University
Institute of Child Protection Studies
Phone: 02 6209 1225

Or to:

Kate Butler

Researcher

Australian Catholic University
Institute of Child Protection Studies
Phone: 02 6209151
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Email:kate.butler@acu.edu.au

If you have any complaints or concern about the way you have been treated during this
study, or if you have anyugstiors that the Investigators have not been able to satisfy, you
may write to the chair of the Human Research Ethics Committee, care of the nearest branch
of the Research Services Unit:

Chair, HREC C/o Research Services
Australian Catholic University
Stathfield Campus

Locked Bay 2002

STRATHFIELD NSW 2135

Phone 029701 4093

Fax: 02 9701 4350

Any complaint or concern will be treated in confidence and fully investigated. You will be
informed of the result of your complaint.

All participants will have # chance to wirf100 voucherfrom Seekbooks (an Australian
online bookshop). If you would like to enter this lucky draw, please give yame and

email address at the end of the survey. Also, do the same if you would like a summary of the
evaluation repot.

Please ensure you have read and understood this information letter. If you agree to
participate, completing and submitting the survey indicates your consent.

Name of your organisation

Type of program offered PSCRSPcifcle ong

In what town or suburb is your program/service delivered?

Please complete a survey for each outlet

1.LY ONBIR (GSN¥Xaz gKIFG INBE GKS 1S& TSI Gdz2NBa
program?

2. What are you hoping will change folhddren and familiesas a result of this prograrh
3: Who would you identify as your target client groups for your service?

4. What criteria do you use for acceptinglients, eg criteria for prioritising prospective
clients?(This includes referrals fronther agencies and setéferrals from families)

5. Are there anyprospective clientswho have tried to access your program but do not
meet the criteria, eg are not eligible or suitable for participating in the progr@Please
give examples
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6a.Doyou have any people on a waiting ligt

Yes[ ] No[ ]
6b. What, if anything, are you able to offer clients on the waiting i8St

7. What strategies do you use tpromote your program?(Please tick strategies that you
use)

Partnershipd collaborationwith key serviceseg schools

Pamphlets posters
Presentatiors (to whom)
Advertisementsin local media

Joining local service networkgrovide detail3
Other(please statg

HinIninnn

8. Do you use any specific strategies teach particular groups or families? For example,
CALD families, ATSI familiest,risk andor disadvantagedamilies?

Yes[ ] No[ ]
8a.If yes please describe below

9a.Have you found it necessary to modifgour practiceto better YSSiG Of ASyGaQ yS¢
Yes[ ] No[ ]

9b. If yes please describe below

10. What do you think are some of the reasons forecits discontinuing their participation
in your program?

1la. Pleasedescribe examples of effective partnerships / collaboration between your
organisation and other Family Support Services (FSS) in your area (eg Family Relationship
Services and Childrennd parenting services). For example: referrals, combined projects,
joint events, celocation, interagency arrangements.

11b. Pleasedescribe examples of effective partnerships / collaboration between your
organisation and other services (ie NOT FSS). &@ample: referrals, combined projects,
joint events, celocation, interagency arrangements.

12. What, if any, are the barriers you face in working with other services?
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13. Please indicate the frequency of contact you have with the following serviedsted
to your clients:

No Contact | Occasional | Regular

Aboriginal support
service

Care & Protectiorm
Government agency

Care & Protectiorm
NonGovernment

Child & family service

/| KAt RNBy Qa
Service

Children and Parents
Servicegeg C4C)

Community Legal Centr

Disability service

Drug & Alcohol service

Family Court of Australig

Family Law Pathways
Network

Family Relationship
Centre

Family Relationship
Counselling Service

Family Support Service
(Stae funded)

Family, parenting,
relationship Education
service

Federal Magistrates
Court

Legal Aid Service

Local Court

Maternal & Child Health
Care service

aSyQa aSNDA

Mental Health service
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No Contact | Occasional | Regular

Migrant service;
settlement or resource
centre

Welfare/Emergency
Relief service

22ySyQa KSI
housing service

22vy8yQa f$3

Youth Service

Other services and/or
professionals

14.Howdo you know that you are effectively SSG Ay 3 Of ASyiaQ ySSRak
(Pleasedescribe below)

15a. What do you consider to be the main challenges in recruiting and retaining staff in
your area?

15b. What do you consider to be the other main challenges in delivering services in your
area?

16. In your view, what are the threghings that work best inyour program?

17. In your view, what are the three most important things that could improve the
effectiveness of your program?

18. Please provide any other comments you would like to make abdhe services you
provide (specificaly\GCASBr PSCP program

If you would like to enter the lucky draw please provide your email details.

Please tick the box if you would like FaHCSIA to send you a summary of the findings when
available[ ]

Thank you for yourfeedback and youttime. Your contribution to this evaluation is very
important!
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9. APPENDIX8 CASESTUDIES

Criteria for case study choice
The case studiesere chosen based on the followiegteriato maximisediversity:

e mixture of states and territoriediye states)

e mixture of service providersie large and small providergofr national providers,
onelocation only)

e level of disadvantage in catchment area

o staff were available and willing to be involved in assisting with the recruitment of
young people and theiparents We neealed this availability and willingness as the
evaluation team spentwo days in each site.

e gpecific criteria for SCASPservices that attract large enough numbers of young

people aged 120 17 to increase the possibility of engaging young people in the
evaluation.We were aware that the majority of children who attend SCASP are aged
younger than 12.

SCASP Case stugysydneg/, New South Wales

Overview

This case study focused on Fairfield Unifam SCASP but draws on the different models and
contexts of otherUnifam SCASP services operating from locations in Parramatta, Gosford,
Campbelltown and Bankstown FRC.

The Unifam SCASP in Fairfield is located at thadtdiFamily Relationship Centreairfield

City is a western saurb of Sydney. It isne of the laged local government areas in NSW
and one of the most culturally diverse locations in Austr&dairfield Citys a comparatively
young population Income levels in Fairfield represent some of the lowest in Sydney and
unemployment is much higher than @hmetropolitan areas in Sydney.

Data collection

Interviews were held with the following: Unifam SCASP Child and Family therapists (from
Parramatta, Fairfield, Gosford and Campbelltown); Unifam Fairfield SCASP practitioner;
Unifam manager clinical progranUnifam Manager SCASP, Unifam area manager; Unifam
SCASP senior clinical supervisor; Unifam FDRPs (internal stakeholders from Fairfield and
Parramatta); Fairfield FRC manager (internal stakeholder); and a manager of an external FRC
which uses SCASP sees.

Unfortunately we were unable to interview young people from this program.

Current model
Aims, objectives

TheFairfieldSCASPBrogram aims taaddress the needs of children and young people in the
context of parental separation and family conflict. Tgtegram provides a means to support
young people to adjust to and cope with changes in their family amviges the
opportunity and meandor their voice to be heard. Whilst the focus is on the children as the
primary client of SCASP, they are seen withe context of their family, in recognition that
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parental and family wellbeing fundamentally affects the influence that the SCASP program
Oy KI @S 2y OKAfRNBYyQa ¢StftoSAy3ao

Key elements and practice model

The Fairfield SCASP worker noted thideir model of practice is summed up by the
aSyiSyoOSY da¢ K& Tidskiefageutid riode? alzhdctiod akrS 16 provaleafe

place for children taleal with issues of loss and greeid toseparae themselves from their

LI NEBydaQ 02y Tfolgha dkiled lihician asin@amNgutside FofNthe family

that is WeutralQand who cand 3 A @S G KSY | OKI y OSandieémnotiéng LING & &
FNPdzy R &aSLI NXGA2Yyéd ¢KS LINRPINIY FAYa G2 FRR
help kidstodealwithw I &G A G A& tA]1Sé®

The Fairfield SCASP service model is adaptive and responsive and can be catered to the
needs of children and their familieShe celocation of SCASP with the FRC at Fairfield has a
significant impact on both the work of the SCASP andk$St Cw/ ® ¢KS { /! {t
proximity and close working relationship with the FDR practitioners at the FRC shapes the
intake process and the way that the work is dofieK S Wg I NY NBEFSNNI f 4Q g A
facilitate collaboration and dialogue betweemernal stakeholders and increases the range

of opportunities for assistance available to children and families.

Intake and assessment

At the Fairfield FR@ssessment for SCASP services largely occurs as part of the FDR process.
After intake with the Farly Advisors, suitable families are referred to FDRPs Family
Dispute Resolution Assessment (FOQR#hich screens their suitability for FDR it is
decided that they are suitable for FDR, further consideration is given as to the suitability of
ChildInclusive Practice (CIR)sually the children are not referred to SCASPCIP or for
therapy or group worluntil it is clear whetheor not they are going to be involved in CIP.

This delay of referral to SCABRnh place so that therés some clarityabout what kind of
involvement the childwill havewith SCASP, ie CIP, therapy, group work or no involvement.
Although not usually the case, some children are directly referred to the SCASP worker by
the Family Adviser following the Family Assessment m®c€hildren and families are
referred to Fairfield SCASP from several sources that include the Parenting Orders Program
OYSSLIAY3a /2yl OiGuvxE LYRSLISYRSYy:G [/ KAfRNByQa
counsellors), FRCs and FDRPs.

Interventions
Child consultation SCASP child consultation is referred to as Child Inclusive Practice (CIP)
which gprovides the opportunity for children to be seen as part of a dispute resolution
process ® / Lt LINPGARSa | YSIya F2N GKS iMdEkif RNBY
how they feel. This assists parents and families to make decisions in mediation. As noted by
one of the FDR practitioners:
LF LI NByda 02YS G2 YSRAFGAZ2Y IyR GKS& INB &addzO1 |
their kigs, or how thg)perceive tAheir ,kids are co,pipg, ip orQer to get unstugk, forAwant of a bettef i
g62NRXxlG2 oS lotS G2 KH@S GKS 1ARa 02YS Ay | OSNE 3
GKSYXF2N) GKSY G2 FSSt fA1S (KPeatdringghtAy O2y G NRE XL

Individualtherapy Individual therapy helps the childreseal with issues of loss and grief,
separating themselves 6 G KSANJ LI NByidiQa O2yFtAOGZ odzAf
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someone outside of the family thas neutraland unbiased The Fairfield SCASP worker
usually works with children for around eight sessions with the option to continue this
contact if needed.

Group therapy Group terapyis availablefor children who are being impacted by their
LI NBy (i aQ The bilerNdo idiffeReyit @roups one for children coming from high
conflict families and another groupfor children comingrbm lower conflict families Both
cater mainly for primary school aged childréFhe high conflict group, Connect Kids, is
based on the work of dmgon and RosebyJohnston & Roseby 1997)he groups aim to
provide (amongst other things) a safe place for the children to understand their emotions,
be introspective and examine their needs in the context of the separatamily conflict
validate tte feelingsand discuss the role of parents and children within a family.

CommunityoutreachThe community outreach of a SCASP worker includes:

e Information seminars to schools, community and youth services to inform people who
work with children about the GASP program and encourage identification and referral
of children in need of support.

e Resources and information kits are developed for schools (particularly school
counsellors), ICL, and other services to support them in dealing with children
experienciig separation.

e Seminars aimed at parents, titled Talking widldls, aim to provide information, skills
and resources to parents to address the impact of separation and conflict on children.
These seminars endeavour to assist parents to communicate betteeduce conflict,
and to provide them withthe toolsto help their children.

Referral and linking

Fairfield SCASP effectively collaborates with and refers to both external and internal
stakeholders and services. The-looation with Fairfield FRC has léd a productive
collaboration with the other services offered, in particular the FDR Practitioners. These
services work together to inform and engage parents about the diverse roles of SCASP.

The Fairfield SCASP worker noted that they have good comntionicdinkages and

networks within the surrounding community. They have working relationships with a range

of services that they can refer and link clients with to address issues outside of their
expertise. Fairfield SCASP refers clientBrighter Futurs, Headspace, GRS, Community

Health and school counsellors. It was noted that there are a lack of services for young
people between five and 12 years of age, especially for those who are victims of sexual
abuse. The SCASP workers we spoke to activeBupueferrals and support from other
AaSNIAOSazr odzi 2F0Sy KIFI@S G2 06S ONBIGAGS |yR
lack of services to refer to.

Important success factors in the current model

Engaging vulnerable and disadvantaged childredh familiesFairfield SCASP demonstrated

many examples of disadvantaged children and families successfully engaged by the
program.When askedwho was best served or benedd most from SCASP the common
responseg & AaFl YATASEA Ay KNBERAZ Y FRA Gligh @nildatiOl K A @F
families were characterised by one FIPRactitioneras less able to consider the perspective
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