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Executive Summary

The early learning landscape in Australia is poised to embrace new forms of service delivery and
supports 1 including inte grated child and family centres i that could significantly improve the lives
of our most disadvantaged children and families

This is critical, as w  hile the majority of children and families in Australia are doing well, many

experience disadvantage , with a number of key indicators point ing to pockets of high vulnerability.
One out of five children commence school with at least one area of developmental delay and one
out of six children  aged 0-14 years are living in poverty.

At a population level,i  nvestme nts in current models of  service delivery have notmade a
significant difference  to the lives of children and families experiencing  socio -economic
disadvantage . Alternative approaches are required . Rather than seeking to adjust services to
better meet need, such approaches focus on  reconceptualising service delivery to be centred
around the needs of children and families and to changing the conditions under which families

raise their children . Integrated child and family centres (ICFCs) are one ofth ese approaches .

ICFCs are a service and social hub where children and families can access key services and
connect with other families. They offer a range of integrated services, including early learning
programs, as well as h  ealth and social services. Beyond the provision and integration of services,
ICFCs provide a place within a local community for families with young children to meet and

connect .

A range of ICFC models operate across Australia , with different service mixes , funding
approaches  and conceptualisations of need . Some states and territories  fund and /or deliver
versionsof anICFCi | i ke Tasmani ads Cleardind Camres , With statd fynding for all
offered services and supports I though these canvary c  onsiderably. At the same time,

non -government providers ~ such as Our Place offer their own conceptions of integrated centres
(often with government funding for certain components) . The Child Care Subsidy (CCS) sees th e
Commonwealth Government provide a sour ce of indirect fund ing to ICFCs which deliver childcare
The current funding arrangements across these different models create sever al challenges for
ICFCs, including administrative difficulties related to siloed funding, and a lack of funding security.

Within this context, Social Ventures Australia and the Centre for Community Child Health (CCCH)

at the Murdoch Chi |l dr e nliage aBamlfoe aa natltonallearly ¢hidhoadt e
development policy framework and corresponding service system that provides high quality
integrated early childhood development supports to children experiencing socio  -economic
vulnerability from birth to six.

As part of this goal,  Deloitte Access Economics was asked to explore two elements of a national
framework forICFCsin Aus tralia:

1. Thelevel of child and family disadvantage across Australia as an indicator of
significant need for ICFCs , Where that need is situated, and how this interacts with current
ICFC supply .

2. Options for how ICFCs could be best funded at scale and embedded in the national early
years system . To consider different options for funding ICFCs, it was necessary to develop a
set of defining features and core components of a 6cont e mpl&CFCamogeb.

The approach taken to explore these elements included: ¢ onducting a workshop series with expert
stakeholders ; interviewing 20 stakeholders across government and non  -government sectors
(including a representative from every state and territory ); a review of existing material around
ICFCs; developing a quantitative model of need ; and a p rinciples -based assessment of funding
options .

This is a draft document. As it is a work in progress it may be incomplete, contain preliminary conclusions and may change. You must not rely on, disclose or refer to it
in any document. We accept no duty of care or liability to you or any third party for any loss suffered in connection with the use of this document.
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Modelling __ priority need for ICFCs

ICFCs seek to address many of the needs of young children and their families in a holistic and
integrated fashion.  In this context, need can be conceptualised along a spectrum from a universal
offering that would benefit all children and families, to a targeted model for the most
disadvantaged cohorts . However, ¢ hildren who experience socio  -economic disadvantage have the
most to gain fr om ICFC access and require prioritisation in order to achieve greatestimpact . This
modelling therefore focuses on a highly disadvantaged cohort , noting thatthe  ultimate policy
response for ICFCs requires consideration of a broader range of factors

It was determined that , for the purposes of analysing and better understanding the need for
ICFCs, need would be defined by the characteristics of families that reflect disadvantage . This was
explored through the de velopmentofa n interactive need model that :

1 estimates the quantum, nature and location of need, as it relates to the role of ICFCs, across
Australia. There are two elements to the analysis:

T geographic modelling T which prioritises locations for ICFC deli very ; and

T population and supply modelling 7 which estimates the potential scale of need in prioritised
locations , while considering current supply

9 is designed to enable key inputs to be changed for flexible use  going forward.
T ltisnotthe intention for the model to serve as a planning or decision -making tool; but
rather to bring a systematic basis to the measurement of need, such that priority areas can
be identified and further steps can be taken , In partnership with local co mmunities, to

determine the most appropriate policy and service design response.

The selection of data sources and indicators for the model followed a n iterative process grounded
in extensive literature on need and its manifestation i asitrelatestothe intended purpose and
goals of ICFCs . Itwas guided by the properties that data requires to be fit for this purpose ,
including that it is available on a national basis at a suitable level of geographic resolution (in this

case the Australian Bureau of Stati s t i Statigtical Area Level 2 (  SA2)). This process saw a long list
of potential indicators reduced to a shortlist and, ultimately, to a small number of preferred

indicators.

Geographic modelling: Prioritising areas of need

The geographic modelling utilises two well cited measures of  socio -economic disadvantage: AEDC
data on the portion of children developmentally vulnerable, and the ABS Census Socio -Economic
Indexes for Areas (SEIFA) deciles. On this basis, a shortlist of 706 SA2s (29% of all 2,470 SA2s)
was identified based on areas that  would most benefit from ICFCs. This listwas thenranked based
on the extent of  socio -disadvantage in those areas (see Figurei below) .

Regional and rural areas rank highly in terms of relative levels of need with, f or example, s ix of the
ten highest ranked locations situated in the Northern Territory . However, the results also show

that , within large cities and town s, a concentration of high need SA2s are evident in high growth
outer suburban areas (see close-up maps of Sydney, Melbourne and Brisbane in Chapter 3).

This is a draft document. As it is a work in progress it may be incomplete, contain preliminary conclusions and may change. You must not rely on, disclose or refer to it
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Figure i : National ranking results of SA2s by need for ICFCs, shortlisted SA2s

Source: Deloitte Access Economics (2023) based on Australian Bureau of Statistics and Australian Early Development Census

data.

Population  and supply  modelling:  Quantifying the level of need

The indicative level of priority need for ICFCs  was quantified by estimating the population of

children aged 0 -6 yearsin each SA2 whose families meet certain characteristics of disadvantage:
have a low income, have parents that are unemploye d, or who live in social housing . Ata
population level, nationally, these were seen as the best predictive indicators of the likelihood of
experiencing socio -economic disadvantage .

The population modelling identifies in the order of 100,000 children aged 0 -6 years,
across the 706 SA2s, who fall within the definition of those who would benefit most
from access to an ICFC . This represents around 17 % ofthetotal 0 -6 year old population across

the 706 areas.

Noting that the construct of an ICFC currently varies from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, the modelling
also finds that there is an existing supply of 10 4 ICFCs across the 706 SA2s  on the shortlist.  In
other words, 15% of the shortlisted SA2s currently  have at least one ICFC

A contemporary ICFC model

An agreed ICFC model is required to frame a national approach to ICFCs and was developed as

part of this process.  This construct is grounded in  the work done by = CCCH?! and was further
developed with the stakeholder group , and i s defined with reference to a set of core features and a
set of core components  as summarised in Figure ii , belo w.

! Moore, T.G. (2021a). Core care conditions for children and families: Implications for Integrated Child and
Family Services .
6
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Figure ii : Core features and components of the contemporary ICFC model

Core features of contemporary ICFC model Core components of contemporary ICFC model

~
Community level a Establishment process
* Families can connect in safe space even if not utilising services o * Participatory processes to plan for, design and establish an ICFC
* Participatory approaches to service design * Requires sufficient time, development of shared practices, and support for
* Ongoing community governance and ownership family and community involvement
* Effective integration beyond co-location
* Services adapt and respond to changes in community over time )
* Strong leadership in the community links services Infrastructure
* Establishment and maintenance of the ICFC capital (buildings and
( equipment)
Individual/family level A * Accommodates for co-location of services, includes open spaces outside of
* Outreach services connect to families of high need ! service spaces, and acts as an accessible soft entry point

* Culturally safe policies and practices
* Welcoming environment with simple to understand and easy to navigate

services Glue
5 ¢ Leadership, administration and other resources required to
[ Servicelevel operationalise and manage the ICFC
; . ) ; : * Requires staff dedicated to integration and coordination rather than
* High quality services with robust quality frameworks and standards g : : : e i
= service delivery, and includes continued active involvement of families

» Community co-designed, owned and delivered
Services cater to the additional needs of the community

Multi-disciplinary approach to care integrates service providers Flexible bucket for community designated activities

* Funding for services outside of core services, as determined by
community need
* May include mental health services, legal and financial supports etc

Core services

* Early learning programs, Maternal Child Health, family support
services and allied health services as consistent services
across all centres

Source: Deloitte Access Economics (2023).

Improving the state of funding for ICFCs

The conditions for success essential for the core features and components of the ICFC model were
transla ted into a series of funding principles, for the purposes of guiding the development and
assessment of funding options. The most important funding principles identified as critical for the

success of the contemporary ICFC model included

1 sustainability , given ongoing issues with funding security faced by current ICFCs
1 responsiveness , given the need for service delivery to respond to changes in need over time
1 equity of access , given the currently inconsistent access to and quality of ICFCs across

Australia, and the need for disadvantaged cohorts to be serviced as a priority.

Based on these funding principles, a preferred funding mechanism was identified for each of the
core components of the ICFC model. These are largely consistent with the funding arrangements
of most state -funded ICFCs. One -off establishment grants are recommended for the
establishment process and infrastructure , while recurrent block -based funding is
recommended for ongoing maintenance costs, the integration glue, and for

community  -driven services . Block -based funding, tied to critical factors like the size and
complexity of an ICFC, reflects the need for secure funding in the face of variable levels of
demand , especially in regional and remote locations which are shown to rank highly in terms of
need and where the limitations of activity -based funding approaches are well demonstrated

It is also recommended to leverage existing funding  where possible for service delivery ,
particularly in the short term . This is driven by insights from consultation on the limited fiscal
capacity of many governments, such that utilising existing funding is likely to offer the more
achievable path.

Guided by the preferred fundingm  echanism for each of the core components, and having regard

to the potential future funding role of the various levels of government, five funding options were
developed (options A -E). The options seek to illustrate how the ICFC model might be delivered
with varying levels of Commonwealth Government involvement ; varying levels of utilisation  of
existing funding; and various degrees of pooling . The options were assessed against  the funding

This is a draft document. As it is a work in progress it may be incomplete, contain preliminary conclusions and may change. You must not rely on, disclose or refer to it
in any document. We accept no duty of care or liability to you or any third party for any loss suffered in connection with the use of this document.
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principles, showing the various trade -offsinthe ir design and the conditions under which they may
present the preferred path forward.

1 Option A : Jurisdictions fund non -service aspects of ICFCs |, services are funded as they are
currently , and the Commonwealth develops a national funding model framework

1 Option B : Commonwealth funds the non -service aspects of ICFCs |, services are funded as they
are c urrently , and the Commonwealth develops a national funding model framework

1 Option C : Commonwealth funds non  -service aspects of ICFCs |, states/territories pool n on-core
services, core services funded as currently supported by aj oint commission model for
states/territories to enable pooling, and a national partnership agreement between
Commonwealth and  states/territories

1 Option D : Jurisdictions fund non -service aspects of ICFCs , states/territories pool non -core
services, core services funded as currently ,and jo int commissioning model to enable pooling

1 Option E : Commonwealth funds non  -service aspects of ICFCs , Commonwealth funds services
and n ational pooling app roach for service s with potential to transform current core service
delivery such as for childcare

Towards a new national model for ICFCs

Drawing together the implications of the need modelling and the funding analysis, the future of
ICFC delivery was conceptualised over the short term and the long term. Figure iii below illustrates
how the scaling of ICFCs  overtime could meet need, based on scenario analysis modelling related

to maximising the geographic spread of ICFCs or meeting thresholds of need based on the total
population inneed . The shortan d long term scenarios  could provide a basis for staging over time ,
in the event of  funding or other limitations necessitating a phased expansion

Figure iii : Core features and components of the contemporary ICFC model

In the current state:

/ﬁ\ There are 104 existing ICFCs in the 706 SA2s shortlisted. The shortlistec

How much need could potentially be met by adding more centres?

Scenario 1 Scenario 2
If we aimed to maximise the geographic spread of ICFCs: If we aimed ta meet thresholds of need based on population:
Assuming Assuming
W8] OnelCFC s added in 5425 without an existing supply of ICFCs, and (%] |CFCs are addedin: il a portionof thetotal population of all

childrenin need hav s, and

P Each ICFC ser accessed by 100 children, and #i#h Fach ICFC servic

T8 The addition
=a

be accessed by 100 children, and

S of SA2s by need . I
s prioritised by the ranking of SA2s by tlg The addition of new ICFCs is prioritised by the ranking of SA2s by need

Then: Then:
E Supporting at least N - A total of AEEE
(1) 50% Qe - O T foas H 290 H Qi
of shortlisted SAZ2s to have at . 3 additional
leastone ICFC Approximately T of the total population of |CECs in the Approximately
23,800 5 0-6year old childrenin need 115 highest 24,400
dditional children accessing an & by prioritising supporting children ranked .1'1,-? additional children
A total J;Mgla&?xg\j\ ICFCsin gddicpa h"ﬂlc‘ ccessing af i areas of b ghesr need 'Gf'eif 13;;2"“:}‘ §Iw"(;’§g
Or Or:
supporting A total of
ARAR Supporting at least 0000
- 100% e H 610 H Qi
] e of shortlisted SA2s to have at 50% additonal c
5 leastone ICFC Approximately of the total population of ICFCs in the Approximately
2 47,600 0-6 year old childrenin need 260 highest 50,900
5 Aot or610addiion additional children accessing an by prioritising supporting children ranked SAZs additional children
o D:\‘orﬂlj;ﬁc: ‘::’ ICFC in areas of highest need by need accessing an ICFC
Source: Deloitte Access Economics (2023) based on Australian Bureau of Statistics and Australian Early Development Census
data.
Figure iv depict s maturity pathways for funding ICFCs in the context of curre nt and upcoming
reforms in early childhood development , acknowledging that the various positions taken by
government s will determine the relative feasibility , desirability and impact of each option . It
8
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illustrates how both what is achievable varies over ti
how current policy developments unfold.

me and how what is preferred is influenced by

Figure iv : Short - and long -term considerations for funding options in context of current and
upcoming reform

Short term ! Long term
|
Creates momentum for the |
Commeonwealth to play a greater
role in funding integrated child Option E

Option B

Early Years Strategy,

Commonwealth
Government

and family centres

Commonwealth

funds non-services
and develops a

transformational change
independent of jurisdictio

Commonwealth
funds services &
non-services

national funding
maodel framework

|
| .
- . Commeonwealth and States and Option C
Productivity Commission |
! SSIE | Territories both signal 2 P
(PC) and Australian | ) Commonwealth
Competition and l u.f\lhng.ﬁess to work t;ge‘.her to fund non-services
miissi P deliver ear_fly learning and & jurisdictions
(ACCQ) reviews into I integrate with other services fund non-care
childcare services
Option A
Jurisdictions fund
non-services
Commonwealth
— develops a .
State and Temitory reforms | States and Territories express a | pational funding Option D
in early childhood Joint willingness to work model framewark lurisdictions fund
education and care together to develop nationally non-services &
consistent models | non-core services
|
|
|
It may be optimal ta l
not progress beyond |
Options A or B
Source: Deloitte Access Economics (2023).
Shortterm  horizon

In the more immediate future, it is recommended that ICFCs are targeted at high need areas

without existing supply and funding is adjusted through Option A or B to ensure
certainty  for the non -service components of ICFCs (the establishment process, infrastruc ture
and glue) .

Scenario 1 shows that in the short term, supporting at least  50% of shortlisted SA2s to have at
least one ICFC, prioritised by the ranking of SA2s by need, would result in approximately 24,000

additional children accessing an ICFC across 290 additional centres (if each ICFC was accessed by
up to 100 children) .2 Alternatively, under the Scenario 2 approach, to support at least 25% of the
total shortlisted population in need, approximately 290 additional ICFCs would be required in the
115 SAZ2s ranked highest by need. Similarly to Scenario 1, this would see an estimated 24,000

additional children accessing an ICFC.

Under both scenarios, in the order of 300 additional ICFCs a
need. If these were all new centres , t his is estimated to cost
(infrastructure and establishment process) and

re required to meet thresholds of
$1.3 billion in  upfront costs
$292 million per year inongoing costs (glue and

2 It should be emphasised that, in practice, the actual number of children per service may vary considerably
from this estimate (on average, and across different communities). The proportion of the population in need
that access ICFCs in an area is also not possible to determine based on currently available data
significantly impact on the additional services that could reasonably be developed to the benefit of a
community at a point in time. As such, these results should be considered as illustrative only.

9
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maintenance) outside of service delivery. 3 Over a 10 -year timeframe, 300 ICFCs represents
$1.9 billio nin all upfront and ongoing maintenance costs, and $1.7 billion in glue costs. If existing
infrastructure was leveraged through renovations or expansions, this could sizeably reduce the

upfront infrastructure costs.

In terms of funding, w  ith a strain on government budgets but growing appetite for integrated

services for children and families , the most pressing components of ICFCs to fund better are those

costed above i the establishment process, infrastructure and integration glue . Options A and B,

where the states/territories  and the Commonwealth respectively develop improved funding

streams for the non  -service components, may be relatively more or less preferable depending on

how the current policy landscape unfolds. Should the Commonwealth Gov ernment s endeavours
see it increase its role in and commitment to the national early childhood education and care

sector then Option B may prove feasible and desirable; alternatively the momentum evident across

many states may provide the impetus for A.

Long term  horizon

In the long term,  itis more feasibleto  establish ICFCsas a permanent offering withi n

communities experiencing socio -economic disadvantage ,and they should be supported
by a funding arrangement that captures the service and non -service components of
ICFCs (Options C, D or E) . Itis anticipated that ICFCs would become essential  infrastructure in

these communities, adjacent to schools , long day care centres  and similar .

More significant scaling of the number of ICFCs in Austra lia could have the following impacts (see
Figure iii ):
1 Under Scenario 1 , if 100% of shortlisted SA2s were supported to have at least one ICFC, an
estimated 48,000 additional children could access an ICFC across 610 additional  services.
1 Alternatively using the Scenario 2 approach , if a threshold of 50% of the total shortlisted
population in need was adopted, an estimated 610 additional centres would be implemented in
the 2 60 SAZ2s ranked highest by need. This would result i n approximately 51,000 additional
children accessing an ICFC. This differs slightly from the Scenario 1 resul ts due to different

population compositions of the SA2s with additional ICFCs added.

With approximately 600 additional ICFCs required under these scenarios, the upfront costs
(infrastructure and establishment process) are estimated to be inthe order of $2.4 billionand the
ongoing costs (glue and maintenance) at $569 million per year .

The current issue of  siloed funding across departments and government is more amenable to
resolution under a longer -term scenario . With greater appetite and intent to reconce ptualise early
childhood funding, this future could include the Commonwealth  funding all aspects of ICFCs, and
potentially transforming CCS and related funding (Option E) . Option D could also be desirable in
the long term with jurisdictional intent to pool funding for th e whole ICFC model

A more balanced future for the funding of ICFCs is Option C , where the Commonwealth

funds the non  -service aspects of ICFCs while the states/territories pool funding for

non -core services. Option C also performs well when considered against funding principles such
as sustainability, responsiveness, equity and accountability.

8 Costings are derived from operational budget s from existing ICFCs and stakeholder input . This total cost for
300 ICFCs assumes that 50% of hubs are in regional areas and 50% in metropolitan areas , and 25% are

small -sized (375 m ?), 50% medium -sized ( 750 m 2?) and 25% large -sized ( 1,020 m 2).

10
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Concluding reflections

There is a strong evidence base for the role that ICFCs can play in meeti ng the needs of vulnerable
and disadvantaged families in a uniquely integrated and efficient way T and, in doing so, helping to
bridge the gaps in development and wellbeing outcomes that have proven stubbornly persistent in
Australia.

The modelling condu  cted to inform this report suggest s that, regardless of precisely where on the
spectrum of need the threshold is set, there is a strong case for the expansion of ICFC provision
and access. In some cases this is simply about addressing gaps in service provision; in other

instances itis about improving existing provision for example by extending the array of services.

If ICFCs are to realise their potential, a stronger national funding approach isrequir ed. Australi ads
early childhood policy landscape is amid a period of review, reform and potentially overhaul . This
provides an opportunity and potential catalyst to significantly strengthen the basis upon which

ICFCs are funded. But, given the array of pos sible reform paths in play, it also creates a level of
uncertainty regarding  the preferred future funding approach to ICFCs .

What is clear is that it must be an approach that systematically underwrites the defining
characteristics of ICFCs in a way that p rovides national consistency and coverage, as well as

certainty and assurance in the face of the challenging delivery contexts in which ICFCs can and
need to operate . At that same time, it must be an approach which ensures ICFCs have the

flexibility requir ed to responsively meet the localised and changing needs of their communit ies.
This mix is best  recognised in  Option C , but a chieving this will require a stronger national funding
foundation 1 ideally provided by the Commonwealth Government T and a commitment from  states
and territories , as the primary agen  cies responsible for service delivery, to service provision in the

ICFC context.

Deloitte Access E conomics
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1 Introduction

Social Ventures Australia and the Centre for Community Child Health have a goal for a national
early childhood development policy framework and corresponding service system that provides
high quality integrated early childhood devel opment supports  to children experiencing

socio -economic vulnerability from birth to six.

As part of this goal,  Deloitte Access Economics  was commissioned to explore two critical settings
related to a national framework for integrated child and family cent res (ICFCs) in Australia: the
level of priority need for ICFCs , and options for better funding ICFCs. This chapter introduces the:

1 work of Social Ventures Australia and the Centre for Community Child Health related to
integrated child and family centres
1 current policy landscape for ICFCs

1 purpose and structure of this report
1 approach to the analysis across its two phases.
Social Ventures Australia (SVA) is a social purpose o rganisation that works with partners to

improve the lives of people in need. The Young Children Thriving program within SVA seeks to

create a more proactive and responsive early years system that delivers genuine prevention so

that families experiencing vu Inerability and  socio -economic disadvantage have what they need to
support their children to thrive.

The Centre for Community Child Health (CCCH) is a depart mel

Mel bourne and a research group of the Murdoch Childrends R
research, clinical care, training and evaluation to offer unparalleled e xpertise in childrends
development and wellbeing, to work towards equitable real -l'ife improvements in childre

development and wellbeing within a generation. The Policy and Service Development Unit within
CCCH works with families, profess ionals, organisations, communities and policy makers to better
tackle the complex problems facing children and families, supporting people to work in

partnership, use evidence, test ideas, and learn.

With a shared focus on creating more equitable outcome s for children experiencing vulnerability,
SVA and CCCH are working on a shared program of work to better understand and mobilise the
potential of ICFCs to provide high -quality, integrated early childhood services and supports to
children and families expe  riencing vulnerability.

The election of the Albanese Labor Government in 2022 brought with it a renewed political interest

in early years policy. This included significant funding commitments around childcare, the opening

up of conversations around universal access to early learning, and a commitment to develop a
National Early Years Strategy in consultation with the sector. These announcements coincided with
significant investment from the NSW and Victorian Governments in ear ly childhood education
service delivery, including the introduction of a new year of free early learning for all children in

both states in the year before school.

This is an opportune time to explore how our early childhood systems could better respond t o the
needs of children and their families, particularly those experiencing disadvantage. This strategy

could include a commitment to see ICFCs available to children experiencing socio -economic
disadvantage and optimised for the most impact and potential.

There has been recent interest from governments and stakeholders in identifying opportunities to
improve and expand ICFC service provision. Notably:

12

This is a draft document. As it is a work in progress it may be incomplete, contain preliminary conclusions and may change. You must not rely on, disclose or refer to it
in any document. We accept no duty of care or liability to you or any third party for any loss suffered in connection with the use of this document.



Exploring need and funding models for a national approach to integrated child and family centres

1  The Benevolent Society has developed an Early Years Impact Measurement Framework and
used it to collect pr  eliminary data from its EYPs in Queensland. It is now building a coalition of
partners to embark on a second stage to create a robust method for measuring the social and
economic impacts of integrated early childhood services in Australia.

1 Department for Education, Children and Young People (DECYP) in Tasmania has engage d
CCCH to develop a quality improvement tool to drive improvement in the CFLCs. It has also
announced plans to build six new CFLCs.

1 Queensland Department of Education ( QDoE) has engage d CCCH to develop a quality
improvement tool for the EYPs.

1  The NSW Government has significantly increased funding to NSW ACFCs through the Brighter
Beginnings Initiative. This also includes funding to establish more ACFCs and expand the
capacity of existing ce  ntres.

1 SNAICC i National Voice for our Children, partnering with SVA, has developed a national pilot
initiative (THRYVE) to support and represent Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander integrated
early years services in the delivery of high quality, respon sive, accessible, and culturally strong
early years supports for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children, families, and
communities to thrive. It is currently being piloted in NSW, Western Australia and Victoria.

1  The National Child and Family Hubs Network has been established by MCRI to bring together
relevant stakeholders involved in research, training, communication, and advocacy related to
innovative and sustainable integrated community -based Hubs, to support the health and
wellbeing of children  and families.

Within the contextof SV A and Cbh@&ddrggeal for incorporating ICFCs in the early years
system in Australia, Deloitte Access Economics was engage d to explore :

1. The level of child and family disadvantage across Australia as an indicator of significant need
for ICFCs , where that need is situated, and how this interacts with current ICFC supply

2. Options for how ICFCs could be best funded at scale and embedded in the national early years
system .

This report acknowle dges that there are  a variety of system  settings to consider in exploring a
more national model of ICFCs in Australia, beyond need and funding. F  or example, having clear
and aligned policy objectives, service design and development , and monitoring and eval uation
frameworks . Figure 1.1 below depicts a more complete understanding of the range of settings to
take into consideration for achieving this goal , and the focus of this report within this.

Figure 1.1 : The focus of this report within the settings required to embe d ICFCs in the national

early childhood system

Need and Funding model
opportunity design
identification

Source: Deloitte Access Economics (2023)
The remainder of this report is set out as follows:

1 Chapter2 outlinesthe nature of the policy  problem that ICFCs seek to address , the definition
of ICFCs and the current state of diff erent service models , including where current ICFCs are
located.

1 Chapter 3 presents the methodology and findings of the need modelling. It explores the
definition of need  and how this translates to data sources and variables and present s findings
related to: prioritising locations in Australia  that would benefit  most from ICFCs ; quantifying
the level of priority need for ICFCs ; and quantifyi ng the level of unmet priority need for ICFCs
(given estimates of  current capacity ).
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1 Chapter4 conceptualise s the future funding of ICFCs and what future ICFCs need to
encapsulate to  better meet the needs of communities. This is achieved by outlining the

defining features of the model, its core funding components, the key challengesto  current
arrangement s, and principles for assessing ICFC funding models.

1 Chapter5 provides an assessment of funding mechanisms for each componentofa n ICFC,
and estimates the cost of  this ICFC model

1 Chapter 6 considers a broader strategy for more optimally funding ICFCs in Australia,
outlining and assessing  five funding options by considering dependencies, benefits, risks, and
limitations.

1 Chapter 7 explores wh at a new national model for ICFCs could look like in Australia , by

stepping through options for scaling current supply and consider ing the future of ICFC funding
under various policy scenarios.

This report comprises two distinct bu trelated phases . The first relates to the development of an
interactive need model  to support the quantification of need for ICFCs, while the second concerns
options for the future funding of ICFCs . Both phases were guided by four workshops run with key
stakeholder s, and 20 interviews  with other government and non -government stakeholders (see
Appendix C for mor e detail).

Prior to commencing both phases of work, an initial workshop  was held to  define the policy and
funding priorities  for ICFCs and develop an analytical framework. This fram ework was used to
support the succeeding two phases of work.

141 Phase 1: mode lling the need for ICFCs

The outputs of Phase 1 were supported by aworkshop focused on defining need. The workshop
aimed to understand  what constitutes need in the context of ICFC provision, how need is identified
and gauged and what data might be available and suited to a purpose such as this . While this work
is able to provide  an illustrative estimate of the population that may benefit from access to ICFCs,

the level of demand for such services in a given community is not able to be determined bas ed on
the available evidence.

Following th e workshop, the need model was constructed and parameterised . The data selection
process undertaken for the need modelling is outlined in Figure 1.2 below.

Figure 1.2 : Data selection process  for Phase 1

Source: Deloitte Access Economics (2023)

This phase of work produce d an interactive model  to enable users to understand the quantum,
nature, and location of need across Australia and the recommended nature and scale of service
delivery required to meet this need.

1.4.2 Phase 2: assessing potential f unding model options for ICFCs
A desktop review , two workshops, an  d stakeholder consultations supported the second phase of
the work , which focused on exploring potential funding model options that could enable ICFCs to
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