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D ear S ir/M adam ,

T ogether thanks the H ealth, C om m unities, D isab ility  S en d ees and D om estic  and  Fam ily  V io lence 

P revention  C om m ittee for the opportun ity  to  m ake subm issions regard ing  th e  D irec to r  o f  C hild  

P ro tection  L itiga tion  B ill and the  C hild  P ro tection  R eform  A m endm en t R ill.

'I 'ogether is the union for all s ta ff  em ployed  by C h ild  Safety. T o g eth er m em bers w ork ing  in C hild  

Safely  a re  em ployed as C hild  S afety  O fficers, C hild  S afety  Support O f f  cers, Team  L eaders, S en io r 

P ractitioners, C ourt C oord inato rs, M anagers, A dm in istra tion  O fficers and C ourt Seiwices O fficers, 

am ongst others. A  significant p ropo rtion  o f  C hild  Safety s ta ff  are 'fo g e th e r  m em bers. Court 

C oord ina to rs and C ourt Services O fficers w ill b e  d irec tly  im pacted  by  th is leg isla tion , and o th e r  C hild  

Safety  S en d ee  C en tre  (C SSC ) based  s ta ff  w ill a lso  be im pacted.

As w e understand  the D epartm ent o f  C om m unities, C hild  Safety  and  D isab ility  Services and  the 

D epartm ent o f  Ju stice  and A tto rney-G enera l have p resen ted  both  these  b ills as a ‘suite" o f  leg isla tion , 

and  the  m atters raised  by  th ese  b ills  are in m any w ay s inex tricab le , I 'o g e th e r  o ffers th is  subm ission  as 

com bined  com m ent on both bills.

T ogether m em bers agree that the child  pro tection  system  is under im m ense stress, and note the  

g o v ern m en t's  com m itm ent to  the C hild  and Fam ily  R eform s, stem m ing  from  the Q ueensland  C h ild  

P ro tection  C om m ission  o f  Inqu iry . T h e  m atters identified  in th is subm ission  have been raised , as per 

p roper processes, th rough  departm en tal consu lta tive  m eetings and o ther rela ted  forum s. T o g eth er
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m em bers m ake th is subm ission  in order to  liighliglit the  risks th is  leg isla tion  poses, as w ell as the  lack 

o f  appropriate  resourcing  p rovided  to  the D eparP nen t in o rder to  im plem ent and support the C h ild  and 

F am ily  R eform s to  the level required , w h ilst still p rov id ing  essen tial serv ices to  fam ilies and 

supporting  at-risk  children . T ogether delegates feel that they  are responsib le  fo r raising  the  concerns 

that stem  from  the  im plem entation  o f  th is leg isla tion  regard ing  its im pacts on C ltild Safety  staff, 

particu larly  those w ho w ork  in CSSC s.

T he C h ild  and F am ily  R efo n n s , o f  w hich these  p ieces o f  leg isla tion  underpin , w ill s ign ifican tly  change 

the w ork ings o f  child  pro tection . W hile  T o g eth er m em bers a re  cognisan t o f  the  need fo r child 

p ro tec tion  to  change, the D epartm ent w ill - fo r  the fo reseeab le  future -remain the largest ac tor in  the 

tei1iai7  ch ild  pro tection  sector and are concerned  that appropria te  resourcing  has not been considered  

as part o f  th e  im plem entation  o f  these re fonns. 'I'he feedback  contained  w ith in  this subm ission  re la tes 

largely  to  the  d isso lu tion  o f  the C ourt S en d ees unit and  subsequen t creation  o f  th e  D irec to r o f  C hild  

P ro tection  L itigation  (D C PL ) and O ffice o f  the  C hild  and F am ily  O fficial S o lic ito r (O C FO S ), its 

po ten tia l im pacts upon  s ta ff  and risks for the  D epailm en t. T h ese  bod ies have been recreated  as paid o f  

one o f  the recom m endations that falls under the  heading o f  C ourt W ork R efoim .

Invo lv ing  fam ilies in  the en tire  child  pro tec tion  p rocess is fundam ental to the success o f  keeping 

ch ildren  safe. T ogether m em bers w elcom e th e  recent im plem enta tion  o f  the slrengths-based  p rac tice  

fram ew ork, and apprecia te  its poteiitial to  positively  involve fam ilies in the process. H ow ever, the  

litigation  fram ew ork  p roposed  by  th e  nature o f  th e  C ourt W ork  R eform s is incongruent w ith  the  values 

and tenets o f  tlie p rac tice  fram ew ork. W hile  there is hope that co llaborative  w ork w ith  fam ilies w ill 

lessen  the  num ber o f  ch ildren  in care, there w ill con tinue to  be som e cases w here children need 

p ro tec tion  that can  only  be p rov ided  by a C hild  P ro tection  O rder.

T h e  po ten tia l im pacts o f  th ese  re fonns, as supported  by this leg isla tion , on Oweenslaiid com m unities 

are a serious concern  for T o g eth er m em bers. R egional areas in paidicular w ill b e  affected  by the 

sh ifting  o f  responsib ilities to  the D C PL. In reg ions, it is fo reseeab le  that the officers representing  

D C PL, as applican t, w ill b e  required  to  te leconference in to  hearings in front o f  m agistrates. T h is  cou ld  

serve to  fu rthe r d isenfranch ise  fam ilies involved  in  the process, som e o f  w hom  often  have tlie ir first 

experience o f  understand ing  the  im pact o f  court ac tion  at th e  liearing, w hen cu u e n tly  they  speak  to  

C ourt C oord ina to rs at the appearance. T his link betw een  fam ilies and the departm ent could 

conceivab ly  be severed  by  th is  new  approach.

W ith  th e  creation  o f  th e  D C P L  and O C F O S , and subsequen t abso ip tion  o f  ex isting  C ourt C o o rd ina to r 

and  C ourt Serv ices s ta ff  in to  these structures. C ltild  Safety  S erv ice C entre  s ta ff  are concerned  tha t the 

level o f  support ava ilab le to  fron tline C hild  Safety  s ta ff  w ill be lessened  and  m ore d ifficult to  ob ta in . 

W hile  m em bers n o te  the in tention  o f  the leg isla tion  o f  p ro v id ing  legal adv ice  to  C hild  Safety s ta f f
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earlier, rciiioviiig  the C ourt C oord ina to r position  from  a C S S C  w ill be detrim ental to  da ily  functions 

and ac tiv ities o f  the C SSC . T lie w ork  o f  C SO s contains som e legal aspects, and C ourt C oord ina to rs are 

essen tial in  p rov id ing  C S O s and T eam  L eaders w ith  adv ice  that is both  legal- and child  p ro tec tion - 

focused ; C ourt C oord inators cu iren tly  have d irect access to  casew ork , ca se  consu lta tions and  fron tline 

s ta ff  in o rder to  o ffer im m ediate advice that is consisten t w ith  seek ing  the  best ou tcom es fo r fam ilies 

and ch ild ren . T h is direct access to  casew ork  is critical to  the  streng then ing  o f  ou tcom es fo r fam ilies 

w ith in  flic new  C hild  Safety p rac tice  fram ew ork.

T he C ourt C oord ina to r ro le  is integral in CSSC's and the  rem oval o f  this ro le  w ill lead to  a lread y  tim e- 

p ressured  C S O s and  o ther s ta ff  lacking a key resource  in llie ch ild  pro tec tion  process, 'fo g e th e r  

m em bers are concerned  that the disconnect betw een  fro n tlin e  C SSC  s ta ff  and litigators w ill resu lt in 

delays and com plications, as w ell as an increasing ly  litig ious rela tionsh ip  betw een  c lien ts and  the 

D epartm ent. F urther, there are key functions cu rren tly  undertaken  by  the  ex isting  C ourt C oord ina to r 

s ta ff  that have not yet been identified  as being  p erfo rm ed  by  e ither O C FO S or D C PL  staff. T hese  

functions w ill still be required  to be undertaken by the D epartm en t. T here  are sign ifican t concerns that 

the d istance betw een  D C PL, O C FO S and C SSC  s ta ff  w ill lead to  h igher w ork loads, w hich is 

som eth ing  that C S S C  sta ff  can hard ly  absorb. R educing  the resources ava ilab le to  ch ild  safe ly  

p ro fessionals w ith in  the  D epartm ent w ithout also  reduc ing  case loads w ill only  further com pound  sojiic 

o f  the serious issues faced in C hild  Safety.

T h e  recom m enda tions regard ing  C ourt W ork R eform  m ade by  the  Q ueensland  C hild P ro tection  

C om m ission  o f  Inquiry  do not m atch  the lived experience o f  o u r Ciiild S afety  m em bership . W h ile  once 

again accep ting  that w ork  m ust be done to im prove the  sector, it lias been noted that court p roceed ings 

and ou tcom es undertaken  by the D epartm ent is. in fact, one o f  the better functioning aspec ts o f  tlie 

child  p ro tec tio n  continuum .

T ogcthei' m em bers a re  also  concerned  that th is leg isla tion  g ives m ag istra tes the ability  to  becom e 

sign ifican tly  m o re  instructive in term s o f  casew ork . W ith  all due respect to  m agistrates, m em bers are 

concerned  tliat a llow ing  th is  w ill m ean lliat child  p ro tec tion  decisions w ill be m ade w ithout fu ll access 

to  the histoi7  o f  th e  case. F u rth en n o re , court d irectives o r o rders, once im plem ented , w ill b e  re ta ined  

until th e  end o f  the  order. C h ild re ti's  and fam ilies ' needs are dynam ic in natu re  and a current so lu tion  

or d irec tive  m ay not be helpfu l to  the fam ily  in to  the fu ture . A  case in exam ple  is the  setting  o f  fam ily  

contact a iT an g em en ts  fo r the life o f  th e  order. T o  request a change to such an order to  m eet a ch ild  or 

fam ily 's  cuixenl needs, w ill require significant add itiona l w ork  on b eh a lf o f  the departm ent, w h ich  m ay 

detract from  o th e r  casew ork  and case m anagem ent responsib ilities . It has been  the experience o f  som e 

'I'ogether m em bers that pro tracted  court p roceed ings can  add  to a child  or fam ily ’s distress.
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T o g e th er m em bers seek to  reiterate that the  pu rpose o f  th is  subm ission  is m ost certain ly  not to raise 

opposition  to the idea o f  im proved ou tcom es fo r ch ild ren  and fam ilies through the  litigation  process. 

T o g e th er m em bers, w ho are those at the fron tline  o f  child pro tection , rem ain unconv inced  that these 

refo rm s, as facilitated by th is leg islation , w ill ac tua lly  im prove ou tcom es for fam ilies, and are 

co n cern ed  about the negative im pacts tha t th is legislation  m ay have for at-risk ch ild ren  and fam ilies.

T o g e th er m em bers do not support the  in troduction  o f  the Court W ork  R efo n n s as underp inned  b y  the 

p roposed  D ireclo r o f  C h ild  P ro tection  L itig a tio n  and C hild  P ro tection  R eform  A m endm en t B ills. 

F urther, T ogether recom m ends that:

T he stale governm ent retain  C ourt S ervices and C ourt C oord ina to r positions as current;

T h e  D epartm ent undertake a full and thorough  cost/benefit analysis o f  the  C ourt W ork 

R eform s; and.

M ore resources be m ade im m edia te ly  ava ilab le to C hild  Safety  S e iv ice  C en tres, particu larly  in 

the  fonn  o f  m ore funding fo r C S O  and  o ther C S SC -based  positions in o rder to m itigate the 

risks and allow  the  p roper im p lem enta tion  o f  the C hild  & Fam ily  R efonns.

A gain , I 'o g e th e r  w ould like to  thank  the  C om m ittee  for the  opportun ity  to p rov ide a subm ission  on 

these  bills. Should the C om m ittee  require any  c larifica tion  or fu rther in form ation, p lease  do not 

hes ita te  to  contact A /L ead O rgan ise r D ee S p ink  on  .

S incerely ,

A lex  Scott 

B ranch  Secrelar>'
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