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Writer’s Note: 
Logan East Community Neighbourhood Association (LECNA) has been the lead agency in preparing this 
submission on behalf of the Coalition of Community Boards, Queensland (CCB).  It has been developed in 
consultation with both the steering committee of the CCB and the management committee of LECNA.  It has in-
principle approval from both those bodies as representative of the main themes of their thinking on the matters 
discussed.  It is not however, the result of a wide consultation process with the member organizations of the CCB 
and therefore should not be read as a detailed representation of the views of all of them. 
 
The CCB make this submission with a desire to be part of any ongoing dialogue that is generated as a result of 
responses to the Future Directions Discussion paper.  LECNA, as a direct service provider in the Family Support 
Program (FSP), wishes to be associated with the submission. LECNA would also like to be part of any ongoing 
dialogue. 
 
Roger Marshall 
16th Nov. 2012 
 
 
The Coalition of Community Boards (CCB) was formed in January 2012 by representatives of small 
locally based community organizations from throughout Queensland.  We have three broad aims: 

1. Building a board level analysis of the current community sector environment; 
2. Strengthening the impact of Boards through campaigns and advocacy; 
3. Building the collective role of member organizations in shaping the sector’s future. 

Over 50 organizations, located in areas through Queensland are currently recognized as members of 
the Coalition.  Active support and sponsorship has been received from Peakcare, Qld. and through 
them Griffith University, for the work of the CCB.  

In responding to the consultation questions posed in the discussion paper we would like to focus 
upon the potential that small locally based organization with a community development 
focus(SLBOCDs) have to contribute to the Family Support Program. There is significant evidence that 
such organizations: 

  Provide placed-based programs ; 

 Are “community embedded”; 

 Engender greater level of community ownership of services than other forms of community 
organization; 

 Provide increased social spread (this means greater coverage across community divisions); 

 Are more likely to adapt services to be locally relevant; 

                                                           
1
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 Ensure greater likelihood of integration with other services, education and health strategies ( 
with cross-over of staff and management); 

 Have less staff and management turnover; 

 Have an overall commitment to building community – a communitarian approach. 

(J. Taylor, Wilkinson, & Cheers, 2008)    

We would also like to make government and the wider community sector members participating in 
the dialogue arising from this paper, aware of the deep concerns that we have for the sustainability 
of our member organizations and of our fears that resources that have historically made great 
contributions to family support and that have the potential to make even greater contributions in the 
future, will at best be considerably under-utilized and at worst could be completely lost in the near 
future.  

Section 5: How well does the Family Support Program provide a service response for 
vulnerable families? 

5.1. What would it take to create a better alignment of effort and investment in family 
support services in a community? 

5.2. What changes are needed within the family support sector to ensure a more 
comprehensive system of family support is achieved in locations of 
disadvantage?  

5.3. What needs to change in the relationship and engagement between 
governments, the Department, the sector and the community to achieve a 
comprehensive family support system in locations of disadvantage?  

5.4. What steps are needed to reduce ‘competition’ for resources and strengthen 
collaboration between services to minimise duplication, service gaps and 
inefficiencies for service providers and governments and maximise outcomes for 
families? 

 

In order to share our thoughts on these questions it is first necessary to share something of the 
CCB’s analysis of the role of its member organizations in the community sector and 
developments in recent years that have impacted upon their potential to contribute. We know 
that small, locally based organisations with a community development focus have a large and 
unique contribution to make to the achievement of the goals of the FSP. We see support for this 
line of thinking as being implied in parts of the rationale for the FSP and its current and emerging 
strategies as provided in the discussion paper. For example the discussion paper places emphasis 
upon the provision of programs that: 

 target vulnerable and disadvantaged families, through a more holistic understanding of 

the nature of disadvantage and its impacts; 

 support children’s social, emotional and cognitive development, as a pathway to lifelong 

learning and wellbeing; 

 deliver prevention, early intervention and secondary services, to support the safety and 

wellbeing of children; 

 provide support to parents, through counselling and parenting skills training; 



 promote the job-readiness of families, stabilising the home environment and improving 
their engagement with school, training and work. 

(Section 2) 
These are seen to be best done through “place based approaches to disadvantage which address 
issues that exist at the neighbourhood level” (Section 4) which implies the need for approaches 
that are organic to local communities. Small locally based organisations have a strong record in 
developing and implementing these kinds of approach (Judy Taylor, 2012; J. Taylor et al., 2008; 
Wiseman, 2009) . 
 
In investigating “The case for sustaining small NGOs in the Child Protection Sector” for Peakcare, 
Qld. Inc., Ross Wiseman (2009) cited evidence from nations that have opted to make the primary 
or prevention side of the continuum their main focus for preventing child maltreatment before it 
occurs. Details of what these kinds of prevention services should consist of were shown to 
correlate with the developmental and flexible nature and the strengths of small NGOs which are 
embedded in their local communities.  
 
An example of these sorts of service being provided by a small locally based organization with a 
community development focus and an idea of what they might look like in practice can be seen 
in the submission made by Logan East Community Neighbourhood Association (LECNA) to the 
Queensland Child Protection Commission of Enquiry in September, 2012 (Marshall, 2012).  A 
copy of this submission can be found in Appendix 1 of this submission.  LECNA serves the Logan 
City community, a recognized location of disadvantage. Its work has been supported very 
strongly by FaHCSIA.  The Knowledge Networking Information and Training (KNIT) parenting and 
relationships education support programme which is described as playing a central and critical 
role in their work in their submission has been funded by the department since 2006. The 
current commitment from the Family Support Program is until mid-2014.  The work of LECNA as 
evidenced in this submission aligns very strongly with the values and beliefs put forward in the 
future directions discussion paper. It is typical of many similar organisations. 

Another field where there are tensions between primary preventative strategies and policies and 
tertiary ones that lead to a preference for service management responses is health.  Here too 
there is a history of the latter being heavily resourced at the expense of the former which small 
locally based organizations with a community development focus are eminently suited to deliver. 
A recent study of the Healthy Lifestyle Program at the Charters Towers Neighbourhood Centre in 
North Queensland by a team from James Cook University (Judy Taylor, 2012) found it to be: 

“… an example of a community-based primary prevention program that not only ran 
‘interventions’ but also, as added-value, addressed the social determinants of health. The 
program provided opportunities for social connections (bonding social capital), built 
networks between disengaged groups (bridging social capital), added new skills to the 
community (human capital), contributed to new community narratives, and a sense of 
community (symbolic capital), contributed to new healthy programs and public policy 
(institutional capital), and helped support local businesses and clubs (economic capital).”(p.6)  
 

Indeed just the kind of community capacity building program that the FSP would seem to aspire 
to be achieving. Sadly this program has now ceased due a withdrawal of funding by the 
Queensland Government and the neighbourhood centre’s inability to find other means of 
resourcing it. 

Recent experiences in managing the readjustment to many parts of government services in 
Queensland following this year’s budget spending cuts is revealing the extent to which work in 
areas such as emergency services, child protection, health services and employment are reliant 
on small organization with strong local knowledge of and influence with disadvantaged people in 



their communities and neighbourhoods in order to be effective.  These observations are 
consistent with those made in several other countries(McDonald & Marsten, 2002). 

A second set of  key findings of Wiseman’s ((2009) research was that the sustainability of small 
NGOs was problematic.  Three broad categories of reason are put forward to explain this: (a) the 
impact of globalisation of world trade and economics, and the consequential introduction of 
National Competition Policy; (b) the relative vulnerability of small organization to the economic 
and political conditions which have prevailed in the aftermath of the global financial crisis; (c) a 
preference for “prescriptive forms of service management through programs that can be rolled 
out across the state, preferably by larger for-profit organisations and larger church and charitable 
bodies that are able to drive down costs through managing large contracts” (p.4-5) . In the child 
protection sector this trend has been encouraged by the heavy emphasis upon the tertiary end 
of the child protection continuum to the exclusion of the primary or preventative and early 
intervention end. This has resulted in a system that is mainly about managing child abuse and 
neglect after the event, rather than preventing it from occurring in the first instance. This focus is 
well suited to the top down strategic development approach of larger organisations that to the 
bottom up community development approach of smaller ones (Kelly & Sewell, 1988) . 

These findings resonate strongly with our member organizations.  They align closely with their 
experiences in recent years as they increasingly see programmes which they believe to have a 
significant role in the Family Support Program and other federal and state government strategies 
fail to gain support and be replaced by service programs offered by larger for-profit, church and 
charitable bodies. 

The conclusion drawn by those working in SLBOCDFs is that government strategies, like the FSP, 
increasingly give preference to individually orientated tertiary, service management approaches 
that large organizations can deliver and which are perceived to be easily measured; and that the 
kind of holistic family well-being, social cohesion and capacity building approaches that 
SLBOCDFs are good at providing are neglected.  We would argue that these kinds of outcomes do 
not come as by-products of programmes with individualized tertiary focus. Rather they are best 
achieved through community development approaches, the outcomes of which are measurable 
in their own right.  

Given this analysis, the CCB believes that an increased focus on nurturing the role of small locally 
based organizations with a community development focus in the family support sector would 
help to ensure a more comprehensive system of family support in locations of disadvantage 
(Consultation Question 5.2).   

We recognize that in part the trend away from utilising small locally based organizations is the 
result of the difficulty of reconciling the accountability requirements of the focused strategic 
approaches to community support seen as vital by governments and the existing governance 
culture and structures of many small locally based organisations.  One of the goals that the CCB 
has set for itself is to initiate and coordinate attempts to have our organisations address some of 
the issues in the area of governance that are perceived to be causing difficulties for governments 
in recognising and utilizing them in the implementation of their strategies in the community 
sector. The main way in which this latter objective is currently being addressed is via regionally 
based forums and work to foster collaboration by clusters of small organisations in various 
regions of Queensland.  The CCB is being actively supported in this work by Peakcare Queensland 
and parts of the university sector in the state. We believe that measures that see the 
Department taking a lead role in bringing together government, other parts of the sector and the 
community to join us in achieving this goal would be a change that would assist in achieving a 
more comprehensive and effective family support system in locations of disadvantage 
(Consultation Question 5.3).   

 



Section 3: Who does the Family Support Program support? 

3.1. What changes to the current placement and design of FSP services would ensure 
access to the range of services needed by vulnerable children and families? 

3.2. How could more intensive support be provided to address the level of risk and 
disadvantage experienced by some children and families, within existing funding?  

3.3. What improvements could strengthen the design of the Vulnerable and 
Disadvantaged Client Access Strategy (VADCAS) and its influence on organisational 
culture and service delivery? 

3.4. In addition to the VADCAS, what would help ensure all FSP organisations are 
reaching and responding effectively to the needs of vulnerable children and families, 
including Indigenous children and families? 

 

A subtle but highly important part of Wiseman’s (2009) analysis of the history of the 
development of child protection strategy in Queensland concerns the way it responded to 
overwhelming demands from the community for government to address concerns about the 
injustices apparent in the way it met its responsibilities to disadvantaged children in the decade 
leading up to the Forde Inquiry in 1999.  The imperative, perhaps justifiably, became to address 
the lack direct service to the disadvantaged.  A probably unintended and we believe a largely 
unrecognized, impact of this imperative was to place a great emphasis on services management 
that can be directed by government and rolled out across their jurisdiction.  This is often seen as 
best being done by organisations that are able to drive down costs through managing large 
contracts such as for-profit and larger church and charitable organizations. It is this phenomenon 
that has helped to put the sustainability of small locally based organizations like the members of 
the CCB in doubt. 

The CCB is very concerned that similar unintended outcomes, [the gross under-utilisation and 
perhaps ultimately the demise of SLBOCDFs (Wiseman, 2009) that have  a proven capacity to 
build social cohesion and community capacity and to nurture family well-being (J. Taylor et al., 
2008)] could arise from the desire of governments to address the injustices which become ever 
more apparent in our community as the gaps between rich and poor widen and the on-going 
ramifications of the global financial become clearer.  There is a clear tension between the top 
down strategic development approach of larger organisations and the bottom up community 
development approach of smaller ones.  To governments wanting to be assured of outcomes the 
former often seem more obviously attractive that the latter.   

The CCB does not see these two approaches as exclusive of each other.  We would like to see a 
“both/and” approach to them rather than “either/or”.  We would like any dialogue arising out of 
the consultation questions in this section to be cognizant of this point of view.  Ensuring that the 
design of the VADCAS strategy is fully comprehensive in that it utilizes both strategic 
development approaches that are highly focused and directed by government and bottom-up 
community development approaches that focus more on programs and activities arising out of 
organic local initiatives, would, in our opinion, strengthen their design and impact on the 
organisational culture and service delivery culture (Consultation Question 3.3) . 

Section 4: Where are Family Support Program services available to families? 

4.1. To ensure the FSP’s focus on supporting vulnerable children and families, 
especially those living in disadvantaged communities, should a larger proportion 
of FSP funding (under the Family and Children’s Services stream) be delivered 
through a place-based community-led governance model such as CfC FP? 



4.2. If the responsibilities of CfC FPs were broadened, are there improvements 
required in the design, processes, support for and accountabilities of CfC FPs? 

4.3. How well does the current CfC FP model enable collaboration and the integration 
of services delivered by community partners?  

4.4. How well is the capacity and capability of community partners strengthened 
through CfC FPs? 

4.5. Should CfC FPs only be funded in areas of high disadvantage and where existing 
service infrastructure is inadequate to meet local needs? 

 
 

Our members report that while acknowledging the potential for CfC-FPs to play a positive role in 
the FSP, they have identified some problems with the way that they operate in practice.  Most of 
these problems revolve around: (a) tensions which arise between participating organisations 
when decisions have to be made about the allocation of resources. These can involve doubts 
about the role of the organization in the role of facilitating partner, but also at times involve the 
organizations providing the services; (b) the belief that the organizations allocated the role of 
facilitating partner are predominantly either larger for-profit, church or charitable bodies with a 
service management, strategic development orientation.  There are often tensions between the 
approach taken by these kinds of organization and small locally based organizations with a 
community development orientation.  The outcome of these tensions is often seen to be 
marginalization and exclusion of the smaller organizations from the work being done. 
 
 As stated earlier in this submission (see response to Section 3 above) the CCB acknowledges that 
issues related to the existing governance culture and structures of many small locally based 
organisations need to be addressed in order to mitigate these sorts of problem with government 
and larger organizations.  Some key directions that we have identified for this work include: 

 Improving collaboration between groups of small organizations in neighbourhoods and 
regions and addressing concerns about the negative impact of a “competition culture” 
between them; 

 Widening the resource and funding base of organizations so that they are not dependent 
on just one source, particularly governments, in order to assure continuity in their work; 

 Improving planning, accountability and evaluation processes with a particular focus upon 
developing evidence based cultures in respect to these areas. 

 

Preliminary work has been done in developing models that encompass and work towards moving in 
these directions. We are aware of some trials already underway. Members of the CCB provisional 
steering committee are involved in some.   
 
One of the models we would like to see trialled is the setting up of what might be called a 
“Community Foundation” or “Community Trust”. It would operate in an area defined by local or 
regional geography.  The main purpose of this foundation or trust would be to capture contributions 
from philanthropists, the private sector, the community and government.  These contributions would 
be disbursed to local providers best equipped to deliver a range of services and programs designed 
to meeting community needs. 
 
The trust or foundation would be a way of bringing together and harnessing the contributions and 
capacities of a range of local/regional leaders including elected leaders.  An early role would be to 
develop a local/regional plan for the delivery of services and programs across three broad themes: 

 Service delivery 
 Community building 
 Social enterprise. 



 
Elements of the rationale for this kind of model include: 

 Diverse contributions are captured and synergised thus improving sustainability.  Each 
contribution is a basis for leveraging other contributions. 

 Local leaders including elected representatives drive planning and implementation based on 
their direct relationships with local needs and opportunities 

 Diverse providers are engaged based on strengths and expertise 
 Funding, program development and program delivery are all decentralised  
 Providers have a single line of accountability to the trust/foundation 
 It simplifies the relationship of government to the funding process 
 Overall it has the potential to reduce red tape. 

 
We would desire that a feature of this kind of model as being that it would be driven at all times by a 
commitment to an overarching commitment to an organic, bottom-up community development 
approach that nurtured local initiatives and problem solving, collaboration, and evidence based 
practice; whilst at the same time being open to being influenced and strengthened by the strategic 
directions determined by governments. 
 
Though this model has significant differences to the current CfC-FP one, we believe that it also has 
some similarities.  A commitment from the Department to work with small locally based community 
organizations in developing and trialling these kinds of model  has, we believe, the potential to widen 
and increase the capacity of the FSP to meet both its broad goals and those of the CfC-FP strategy 
(Consultation Question 4.2).  It would also help to address the issue of the loss of the resources of 
small locally based organizations by the community sector that we have written about in this 
submission. 
 

Section 6:  How does the Family Support Program use evidence to improve service delivery? 

 

6.1 How can the Government maximise flexibility and minimise red tape for FSP funded 
organisations, but be assured that vulnerable families are being supported through high quality 
services that make a difference to their life outcomes? 

6.2 What is the best way to capture data and information for evaluation and learning, and share 
this across the FSP nationally? 

6.3   Should the FSP play a stronger role in building evidence, driving innovation in the design and 
delivery of family support, and require all its funded activities to be implemented from a strong 
evidence base? If so, how could this be achieved? 

 

We believe that a stronger emphasis upon evidence based practice can only be to the benefit of the 
FSP and all other government strategies.  We also believe that achieving change in this direction can 
only be achieved to a limited extent solely via a strategic development approach in which 
governments make it a requirement of their supporting the work of community organizations by 
funding them.  Such an approach is often interpreted by those organizations as governments setting 
up red tape hoops through which they just have to jump, rather than a set of processes which will 
enhance the effectiveness of their work. 

We would argue that a more effective approach is to nurture a culture of evidence based practice 
throughout the community sector. This requires an educational approach in which organizations 
learn to recognize the benefits of evidence based approaches in their planning, assessment, 



evaluation and accountability processes.  Strategic development approaches have but a part to play 
in such learning processes, over emphasis upon them can be counter-productive.  What is needed in 
addition is support for best quality strategic leadership in organizations throughout the sector.  There 
is especially a need for this in the small locally based organization elements of the sector. 

The CCB submits that active participation by the Department as part of the FSP in nurturing the 
development and trialing of models of local collaboration between small locally based organizations, 
like the one described briefly in our response to Section 4 above, would be a productive way to 
encourage a stronger emphasis upon evidence based practice and thus to a more effective 
implementation of the FSP (Consultation Question 6.3). 

We believe that it would also have the effect of reducing the perception in many parts of the sector 
that evidence based evaluation and accountability processes are unnecessary red tape.  It could also 
reduce the necessity for some of these processes (Consultation Question 6.1) . 

Finally, to return to a the crux of the CCB’s concerns about the FSP and other government strategies, 
our analysis of development in the community sector in the past two decades is that there is an 
increasing preference for individually orientated tertiary, service management approaches that large 
organizations can deliver; and that the kind of holistic family well-being, social cohesion and capacity 
building approaches that SLBOCDFs are good at providing, are neglected.  It is the outputs of these 
latter approaches that the services of the FSP aspire to (Section 2).  We do not accept a view that 
these outputs will be achieved as outcomes of top down, strategic development tertiary approaches 
that are focused on individuals.  Rather we believe that they are better achieved through bottom up 
community development approaches as is evidenced in the evaluations like that of the Charters 
Towers Neighbourhood Centre’s Healthy Lifestyle Program (Judy Taylor, 2012) . 

We see a contributing factor in these developments to be in the view that is often taken to evidence 
based evaluation of the work of community organizations.  It seems that there is an assumption that 
it is possible to measure the outputs of individually orientated tertiary service management 
approaches but that measurement of outputs like social cohesion and capacity are more 
problematic.  This is clearly not true.  The Australian Bureau of Statistics can measure social capital 
and as the evaluation of the Charters Towers Neighbourhood Centre’s Healthy Lifestyle Program 
(Judy Taylor, 2012) shows, measures of bonding & bridging social capital, human capital, symbolic 
capital, institutional capital and economic capital can all be used very effectively to evaluate the 
community development approaches of SLBOCDFs. 

The CCB would like to see the Department, through the FSP, give leadership in moves to build 
partnerships between collaborating groups of SLBOCDFs and universities aimed at the development 
and use of these kinds of evidence based evaluations of their work focused directly upon the social 
cohesion, community capacity and family well-being outcomes that the FSP aspires to achieve 
(Consultation Question 6.1). 
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Appendix: 
 

Submission to the Queensland Child Protection Commission of Inquiry from: 
The Management Committee of Logan East Community Neighbourhood Association Inc. 

(LECNA) 
 

September, 2012 
 
Commissioner Carmody, Fellow Commissioners, 
 
On behalf of the management committee of Logan East Community Neighbourhood Association Inc. 
(LECNA) I would like to address the issue of “whether the current use of available resources across 
the child protection system is adequate and whether resources could be used more efficiently” from 
your terms of reference.  We do not wish to enter into the debate on the current use of resources 
but rather to make observations, based on our experiences in the Logan East community, on the way 
resources can be used very effectively to address issues of child protection and safety. Subsequently 
we will make recommendations on taking steps to ensure similar approaches can be used in the 
future throughout Queensland. 
We at LECNA believe that we provide highly effective responses to child safety issues that are 
frequently not recognized or acknowledged in public debate on these matters.  These responses are 
grounded in our commitment to community development, bringing people together to address 
issues of common concern to them (M. Taylor, 1992).  The overarching issue that brings us together 
and which is the focus of our organisation is building the capacity for resilience in families.  
Evaluation of our work indicates to us that we are effective in directly assisting families in which the 
Department of Child Safety has already had to intervene and in assisting families to prevent 
themselves from getting into that situation. 
The approach we use to achieve these results is to bring together people in the community, (we 
regularly have over 40 active volunteers involved in our work), under the leadership of a small team 
of full and part time community development professional workers to provide first of all “wrap 
around support” for people in the community who seek our assistance and then to provide them 
with information that will assist them in problem solving their way to better lives.  (LECNA’s vision 
statement is: “Building Better Lives”.)Referrals from agencies such as the Department of Chid Safety, 
the Support Link programme of the Qld Police Service and other community organisations and our 
“word of mouth” reputation in the community ensure that we have no shortage of people seeking 
our help. We currently receive in the region of 60 referrals each month from the Support Link 
programme of people troubled by their relationships with their children, mainly their young 
adolescent children.   
Our approach is grounded in Maslow’s theory of a hierarchy of human needs (Maslow, 1943, 1954); 
the idea that in order to function effectively and display qualities like morality, creativity, 
spontaneity, problem solving, lack of prejudice and acceptance of facts, people must have their 
physiological, safety, love/belonging and esteem needs met. If their basic needs are being met then 
people are in a position to take on board and make use of information from educational, counselling 
and other support services which assist them in pursuing the goals of self-actualization that are 
consistent with healthy and productive family lives.  
In collaboration with the Commonwealth Government, the Good Shepherd Foundation of Australia 
and the National Australia Bank, LECNA provides services such as Emergency Relief and No Interest 
and Low Interest Loan programmes which assist people in meeting the physiological and material 
needs of their families. (It is possible that demand for our emergency relief programme, which is 
already stretched at times, will increase following the Qld. Government’s decision to cease funding of 
similar programmes by other providers in Logan.) 



We strive to meet the psychological needs for safety, belonging, love and esteem of people who look 
to us for help by the way we seek to involve them in our sense of community and the respectful ways 
in which we behave towards them.  Feedback we commonly and consistently get is that people who 
come to us feel much more comfortable in working with us than they do when they seek assistance 
from government agencies and larger organisation. We see this as being a direct function of our 
deliberate policy of placing “respect” at the centre of our organisation’s values and of the way we do 
all our work.  
In practical terms we pursue respectful relationships with our community through a Life-skills 
Education programme (Rolls, 2006, 2012) developed and presented by David Rolls, B.Soc.Wk.  The 
programme is run in a series of 10 weekly 2 hour sessions.  They are repeated four times each year 
and people are invited to, and frequently do return to participate in the series more than once. The 
content of the course includes: 

 Understanding and managing our emotions and behaviours 

 Anger management 

 Understanding our relationships (Ways of Loving) 

 Understanding and managing inter-personal communication 

 Managing conflict 

 Assertiveness and empathy 

 Parenting and the impact of our being parented 

 Understanding and managing grief and separation 

The focus of the course is upon giving people information that they can use to better understand and 
manage themselves and build their capacity for building and maintaining respectful relationships 
with others. David has been running this programme at LECNA for some sixteen years now.  All of the 
permanent staff at LECNA and a majority of our volunteers have participated in it.  We believe that 
we have ample evidence that it has had a significant impact upon the culture of our organisation and 
subsequently upon the outcomes we are able to achieve. 
This same course provides the final and vital element in our “wrap around” approach to assisting 
people.  Having put in place supports that go some way to helping people to meet their physiological, 
material and psychological needs we use David Rolls’ Life-skills programme to provide them with 
information that will assist them in the self-actualization processes needed to form healthy family 
relationships.  Clients participating in this programme also have the individual support of one of a 
team of trained volunteer mentors under the leadership of one of our community development 
officers and access to counselling and other support services.  Together, all of this operates under the 
name of our K.N.I.T. (Knowledge, Networking Information and Training) programme which has 
operated at LECNA for nearly seven years now with funding from FaHCSIA (the Commonwealth’s 
Department of Families, Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs).   
A wide range of people participate, the great majority of whom report finding it extremely useful in 
helping them to improve the quality of the relationships they have with their families.  The average 
number of participants at any one time in 2012 has been approximately 32 people. Allowing for 
people who return to take part in the 10 week blocks a number of times; we conservatively estimate 
that in the past six years over 500 families have accessed the programme. They include parents in 
families where the Department of Child Safety have intervened and taken children into care.  Over 
the years many of these people have managed to re-establish functional relationships in their homes.  
They also include many people who are seeking to prevent problems they face in their family lives 
reaching such extreme levels.  The number of people accessing this programme is significant.   
Some measure of the success that the KNIT programme has had over the years can be found in the 
fact that evaluations carried out, both by LECNA and outside agencies, have satisfied FaHCSIA that 
they should re-fund the programme four times.  Current arrangements are in place until mid-2014.  
By then the total amount expended on the programme over eight years will be in the region of $1m.  



The evidence that the decisions to expend public money in this way are based upon includes the sort 
of feedback from participants which is attached as an appendix to this submission.  It is interesting to 
note that many people who make the kinds of comments made in this sample include those who 
have attended other, well regarded parenting programmes.  They consistently tell us that they find 
KNIT much more useful than anything they have found previously. 
As a result of this kind of work LECNA has established an excellent reputation in the Logan 
community and in informed community work circles throughout both Queensland and the rest of the 
nation.  We consider our work to be an outstanding example of what can be achieved by a small, 
locally based community neighbourhood organisation adopting a community development approach 
focused on building the capacity of families for resilience.  We would point out this this is achieved 
for the expenditure of a relatively small financial investment (LECNA’s total annual budget is less than 
$½ million of which the Qld Government’s current contribution is less than $135 000). 
Based on the evidence of these experiences we, the management committee of LECNA, recommend 
the following to you: 

1. That overt steps be taken to devote significant resources to policies and programmes that 

are focused upon the capacity for resilience of families with the aim of both preventing the 

need for intervention by government and restoring functionality to families where 

intervention has been necessary. 

2. That strong consideration be given to acting and building upon the findings and 

recommendations of the research report commissioned by Peakcare in 2009 entitled: “The 

Case for Sustainability of Small NGOs within the Child Protection Sector in Queensland.” 

(Wiseman, 2009) 

3. That  appropriate  departments in the Government of Queensland be encouraged to seek 

out, verify, document, support (logistically and financially), publicise and seek to replicate as 

part of government policy and programmes in other places, exemplar models of community 

development work like that being carried out at LECNA as noted in the submission above. 

Thank you for reading and considering our ideas, we trust that you find them to be of value. Please to 
not hesitate to contact us should you have any questions or if you require our assistance in any way.  
We wish you well in your work. 
 
 
Roger Marshall 
LECNA Management Committee Member 
  



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Before I would get cranky at the kids 
and now I am aware of my tone of 
voice. I am still a work in progress 

but I have learnt to think all the time 
before I react.  

“That’s just the way (I am /think)” concept has 
been very powerful in changing the way I think. 
It has made me aware that nobody can change 
me, I am the only one who chooses to do that; 
and now, thanks to KNIT, I have the steps to do 

this effectively.   

I did this to improve my relationship with my son. 
Respect chair comes into my lounge room. I have 

more self-awareness. I have learnt how to process 
my reaction to certain problems and triggers. The 
course has also helped me see what has worked 

and what hasn’t. I intend to do KNIT again.    

Thanks to David and Colleen who 
have supported me through 

homelessness and now I have a 
job. I have learnt in my 

relationship I can’t force 
someone to love me. Everything 
is coming together now and I’m 

at peace with my new knowledge 
provided from the program. 

It is a great program which 
includes interesting topics of 

self-awareness and self-
management. I also learnt that 

we can’t dwell on negatives. 
We all have the capacity for joy 

and happiness, it’s hard to 
change but worth the journey. 

.  

Four kids oldest 5yrs. Wanted to learn how 
to be a better parent, and I think I know how 

to do that now. I felt that I have made a 
change in my house especially with my 

husband.  
 

The information has been very valuable. I am 
thinking differently about things and learning 
to build a friendship with my son who is 23.  

Appendix: Typical Participant Feedback to KNIT Programme 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

For me it has been a tough year with many 
ups and downs. The course has allowed me 
to get through it and feel much better as a 

result of it. 

Enjoyed all modules of the 
course but especially learning 

about redundancy and building 
friendships with my children 

The course has enabled me to understand other 
people’s reactions and more importantly how I 
react to them. 

The program has helped renew my 
relationship with my Mum. We 

include each other in each of our 
lives more and talk more. 

The program has provided me with the 
insight to make my life better for me with 

change.  

Enhanced my self-awareness, how I 
come across to other people and the 

importance of tone of voice  

In 10 weeks we moved from power to respect. 
It’s amazing how lots of changes have 
happened. I’ve learnt not to be confronted and 
react. My relationship with my daughter is a lot 
more joyful and it has changed the dynamic of 
our family for the better.  I am building to 
friend capacity with my daughter who will be 
14 next month. 

Coming from a different culture 
it is wonderful how inclusive 
the course is.  

I have learnt the 
importance of logical 

thinking to face challenges. 
I feel I can cope regardless 

of the situation. 
Grandchildren are learning 

to be more respectful  

With the help of the course I have come from a 
very different unpleasant place to a much joyful 
one. I am loving this course. I have friends who 
ring me and I ask the questions in the model of 
communication we learn and I am able to help 
them with certain issues. 


