
May 2026

Connecting What Frontline 
Workers Know to Tangible 
Evidence: Examples of What 
De-Identified Linked Data Can 
Help Us Understand

Jessica Dobrovic



We respectfully acknowledge the Kaurna, Boandik, and Barngarla First Nations Peoples and their elders past 

and present who are Traditional Owners of the lands that are home to our campuses across South Australia. 

We also acknowledge the other First Nations of lands across Australia with which we conduct business, their 

Elders, ancestors, cultures and heritage. 

Sovereignty of these lands has never been ceded. It always was and always will be, Aboriginal land.

We are committed to social justice and equity.

We would also like to extend our respect to any First Nations people here today



• BetterStart Group is an interdisciplinary team with backgrounds in epidemiology, public 

heath, psychology, and social work. 

• BetterStart Group is co-directed by Associate Professor Rhiannon Pilkington, Alicia 

Montgomerie, Associate Professor Catia Malvaso, and Professor John Lynch.

• Our expertise spans the first 1000 days, early childhood education and care, child 

maltreatment, justice systems, housing and homelessness, mental health, substance 

misuse, domestic, family and sexual violence, and social, health and economic 

inequalities. 

• Our aim is to generate evidence that is useful to inform policy and practice and that can 

improve health and wellbeing of children, young people, families, and communities.

• We have extensive experience of partnering with the government and non-government 

sectors using our data platforms to inform policy, practice, service delivery and system 

improvement. 

BetterStart Group
About us







OUR MOTTO: 

Try to be useful
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OUR DATA

The South Australian BEBOLD platform – started in 2011
And a bit a of governance



SA BEBOLD PLATFORM

• De-identified linked data

• All birth cohorts from 1991 born or living in SA 

• 1.5 million individuals including children, siblings 

and parents

• ~ 20,000 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

children

•  ~ 75,000-100,000 CALD children   

• Enduring and updatable data asset
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Applications of this platform with 

homelessness services



Our team was funded to partner with community organisations 

under three broad areas –

We can leverage the BEBOLD platform to investigate:

1. Opportunities to scale existing programs, or propose new interventions
• What are the characteristics of clients or a priority population?  
• How many people in the broader South Australian population have similar characteristics to the clients 

you are working with, or to a proposed priority population?

2. Building capabilities to understand individuals accessing organisation services
• What are the characteristics of clients accessing a program of interest?  
• What is the pattern of co-occurring conditions experienced by clients (e.g. history of out-of-home care, 

mental health, and drug and alcohol, and domestic and family violence) ?
• What government services do they access prior to 

3. Investigating longer-term outcomes/impact of a program
• What happens to clients after they leave the program? Are they better off than if they didn’t receive any 

support? Are they better off than if they received support from a 
comparison program?



Terminology moment!



Example 1

Exploring evidence to scale a long-term homelessness 

support program from the metro to a rural area.



Purpose of the study 

A homelessness service, providing up to three years of intensive case management for people experiencing chronic 
homelessness, was seeking to build an evidence base to support the potential expansion of its service delivery 
model to the Riverland region of South Australia. 

This analysis explored the extent to which populations experiencing homelessness in the Riverland align with the 
program's eligibility criteria, providing insight into the scalability of the model in a rural context. 

It also examined patterns of contact with justice, child protection and health systems across metropolitan and 
Riverland, and an area-level comparison group (ALDC) to better understand differences in service needs and 
system interactions. 



Populations

Program Group: Individuals who accessed the homelessness program between FY 2020/21 and FY 2022/23.

Riverland: Individuals in the Riverland who accessed Specialist Homelessness Services (SHS) and met the 
program eligibility criteria.

Area-Level Disadvantage Comparison (ALDC): A comparison group dram from the South Australian Population, 
representing individuals from areas of the highest socioeconomic disadvantage, with characteristics similar to the 
Program Group.



Demographic Characteristics

Characteristics 
Program Group Riverland ALDC

2020/21 FY 2021/22 FY 2022/23FY 2020/21 FY 2021/22 FY 2022/23FY 2020/21 FY 2021/22 FY 2022/23FY

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

Age Group
18 to 24 56 17.7 44 15.3 42 15.3 130 26.6 105 23.7 102 20.8 48,604 17.4 46,380 16.5 45,165 16.1
25 to 34 108 34.1 100 34.7 85 30.9 172 35.2 155 35.0 176 35.8 78,201 28.0 78,226 27.9 77,659 27.6
35 to 44 90 28.4 82 28.5 83 30.2 123 25.2 108 24.4 131 26.7 76,863 27.6 77,361 27.6 78,176 27.8
45 to 55 63 19.9 62 21.5 65 23.6 63 12.9 75 16.9 82 16.7 75,219 27.0 78,538 28.0 80,042 28.5
Sex*
Male 180 56.8 167 58.2 158 57.9 153 31.4 127 28.8 139 28.4 135,666 48.7 136,301 48.6 136,468 48.6
Female 137 43.2 120 41.8 115 42.1 334 68.6 314 71.2 351 71.6 143,107 51.3 144,088 51.4 144,456 51.4

Aboriginal
Yes 47 14.8 46 16.0 50 18.2 161 33.0 148 33.4 158 32.2 16,813 6.0 17,449 6.2 18,015 6.4
No 270 85.2 242 84.0 225 81.8 327 67.0 295 66.6 333 67.8 255,523 91.6 256,537 91.5 256,553 91.3
Unknown - - - - - - - - - - - - 6,552 2.3 6,520 2.3 6,475 2.3
Total 317 288 275 448 443 491 278,888 280,506 281,043
*Sex was the only demographic variable available variable in the current dataset; gender and other identity variables were not available for analysis. 



Key Messages: 
• When compared to the ALDC group, both the Program Group and Riverland groups had higher proportions of individuals who had child 

protection contact across all financial years, and all child protection contact levels, from notification through to out of home care. 
• Comparing the Program Group to the Riverland group: Individuals in the Riverland group had higher proportions of individuals across all 3 

financial years who had experienced a notification, screened-in notification and investigated notification. 
• Except for the 2022/23 financial year where proportions are more comparable, the Riverland group had a higher proportions of individuals 

who had an OOHC placement. 

Ever 
experienced 
this level of 
CP contact

Program Group Riverland ALDC

2020/21 FY 2021/22 FY 2022/23FY 2020/21 FY 2021/22 FY 2022/23FY 2020/21 FY 2021/22 FY 2022/23FY

n
Yes 
% n Yes % n Yes % n

Yes 
% n Yes % n

Yes 
% n Yes % n Yes % n

Yes 
%

Notification 98 30.9 86 29.9 79 28.7 194 39.8 173 39.1 212 43.2 39,119 14.0 41,989 15.0 44,690 15.9
Screened-in 
notification 78 24.6 72 25.0 71 25.8 168 34.4 154 34.8 189 38.5 29,448 10.6 31,565 11.3 33,551 11.9

Investigated 49 15.5 51 17.7 50 18.2 123 25.2 114 25.7 123 25.1 18,822 6.7 19,803 7.1 20,697 7.4

Substantiated 27 18.5 27 9.4 31 11.3 71 14.5 73 16.5 63 12.8 9,876 3.5 10,461 3.7 11,019 3.9

Ever OOHC 13 4.1 16 5.6 20 7.3 41 8.4 45 10.0 32 6.5 3,986 1.4 4,209 1.5 4,430 1.6

Total 317 288 275 448 443 491 278,888 280,506 281,043

Child Protection System Contact



Flow through the Child Protection System

2020/21 FY Program Group Riverland ALDC

• Of individuals notified, x% 
were screened in

• Of individuals screened in, 
x% were investigated

• Of individuals investigated, 
x% were substantiated

• Of individuals 
substantiated, x% were 
placed in OOHC

80%

63%

55%

48%

87%

73%

58%

58%

75%

64%

52%

40%

Key Messages: 
• The Riverland group had a higher proportion of individuals whose CP contact continued progressing to more 

serious levels, compared to the Program and ALDC groups. 
• A higher proportion of individuals in the Riverland Group experienced all CP contact types than both the Program 

and the ALDC group. 



Notifications to the Child Protection System

Key Messages: 
• Individuals in both the Program and Riverland group had higher proportions of individuals who had 1 or more CP 

notifications before the age of 18 across all 3 financial years when compared to the ALDC group. 

Total no. of 
notifications 
received 
before age 
18

Program Group Riverland ALDC
2020/21 FY 2021/22 FY 2022/23FY 2020/21 FY 2021/22 FY 2022/23FY 2020/21 FY 2021/22 FY 2022/23FY

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

0 219 69.1 202 70.1 196 71.3 294 60.2 270 60.9 279 56.8 239,769 86.0 238,517 85.0 236,353 84.1
1 28 8.8 20 6.9 13 4.7 33 6.8 30 6.8 31 6.3 15,249 5.5 15,982 5.7 16,610 5.9
2 13 4.1 13 4.5 11 4.0 18 3.7 18 4.1 30 6.1 6,730 2.4 7,121 2.5 7,467 2.7
3 to 5 22 6.9 19 6.6 16 5.8 39 8.0 38 8.6 46 9.4 8,390 3.0 8,965 3.2 9,522 3.4
6 to 9 8 2.5 6 2.1 9 3.3 30 6.1 25 5.6 39 7.9 3,879 1.4 4,279 1.5 4,682 1.7
10 to 14 ## ## ## ## ## ## 21 4.3 12 2.7 18 3.7 2,183 0.8 2,469 0.9 2,718 1.0
15 to 19 ## ## ## ## ## ## 18 3.7 16 3.6 14 2.9 1,078 0.4 1,226 0.4 1,411 0.5
20 or more 16 5.0 17 5.9 17 6.2 35 7.2 34 7.7 34 6.9 1,610 0.6 1,947 0.7 2,280 0.8

Total 317 288 275 488 443 491 278,888 280,506 281,043



Imprisonments

Key Messages: 
• Across all 3 financial years, the Program group had a higher proportion of individuals who were imprisoned 1 year 

before their support period when compared to the Riverland group. 
• Across all 3 financial years, the Program group had a higher percentage point difference from before to after their 

support period when compared to the Riverland group.
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Hospital Admissions

Key Messages: 
• The Program Group had an overall percentage point reduction of 11% in hospital and ED attendance from 1 year 

before service contact to 1 year after, in the 2020/21 financial year. 
• The Riverland group had a larger overall percentage point reduction in hospital and ED attendance in the 2021/22 

financial year. 
• Both the Program and Riverland groups had approximately double the hospital and ED attendance of the ALDC 

group. 
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Main Finding

The report demonstrates that there is a population of clients in the Riverland region 
who would meet the Program eligibility criteria and experience similar service contact 
patterns to the Program group with the justice, child protection and health systems. 

To note: There are some systematic differences in the groups of people accessing the Program and Riverland 
support. These differences may require consideration from the organisations as to whether more tailored support 
may be required for the Riverland group.



Example 2

Working with two large homelessness alliances to 

examine cross system contacts for people experiencing 

homelessness accessing support.



Purpose of the study 

• Two geographically based homelessness alliances in South Australia who collaborate consistently with each 

other wanted to better understand the population of people accessing support from their alliances. 

• We explored system contacts within homelessness data, followed by any contact in the 12 months before, and 

the 12 months after support with each respective alliance. Systems explored included: 

• Hospital admissions and emergency department presentations

• Adult justice orders and imprisonments, and

• Child protection contact



Populations

• We investigated two financial years of clients supported across both alliances. 

• Because of the nature of who is included in the BEBOLD platform, we had to make some decisions about how to 

think about and present results.

• Alliance 1

• 2021/22FY = 3,022

• 2022/23FY = 3,703

• Alliance 2

• 2021/22FY = 4,853

• 2022/23FY = 4,310



Population Characteristics

• Clients accessing the Alliance 2 were on average:

• Slightly younger than clients accessing the Alliance 1. 

• Slightly more likely to be from a culturally and linguistically diverse community

• Slightly more likely to be Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander

• Slightly more likely to present for support in a unit, as opposed to alone

• There appears to be an incremental increase in females accessing support from both alliances from the 2021/22 

FY to the 2022/23 FY. 

• Approximately 8 in 10 individuals accessing support from either Alliance 1 or Alliance 2 were previously known to 

homelessness services and had experienced at least 1 previous support period in that year.

• 1 in 33 clients received support from both alliances within a financial year.



Corrections Contact

Alliance 1 Alliance 2

2021/22 2022/23 2021/22 2022/23
N % n % n % n %
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In the year before support period

Imprisonment 69 3.2 82 2.7 45 1.5 51 1.8

Correctional order 96 4.5 106 3.5 64 2.2 77 2.7

In the year after support period

Imprisonment 156 7.3 120 4.9 136 4.6 103 3.7

Correctional order 86 4.0 65 2.6 88 3.0 42 1.5

Total 2,141 100.0 3,046 100.0 2,927 100.0 2,814 100.0



Corrections Contact –In Context

To provide context to what the proportions mean when compared to the overall population in South Australia, we 
present a comparison to the imprisonment rate of the whole South Australian adult population: 

In the 2022/23 FY report released by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), the imprisonment rate was 204 prisoners 
per 100,000 adult population within that year.
• In Alliance 1 the rates of imprisonment per population were: 2,692 per 100,000 in the year before, 3,940 per 100,000 

in the year after
• Adults who had contact with Alliance 1 were 13 times as likely to have been imprisoned in the year before their 

support period, and 19 times as likely to have experienced imprisonment in the year after their support period, 
compared to the rate of imprisonment for the adult South Australian population

• In Alliance 2 the rates of imprisonment per population were: 1,812 per 100,000 in the year before, 3,660 per 100,000 
in the year after

• Adults who had contact with Alliance 2 were nine times as likely to have been imprisoned in the year before their 
support period, and 18 times as likely to have experienced imprisonment in the year after their support period, 
compared to the rate of imprisonment for the adult South Australian population

Australian Bureau of Statistics. 2023. Prisoners in Australia 2022/23. Retrieved from: https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/people/crime-and-justice/prisoners-
australia/2023#:~:text=From%2030%20June%202022%20to,prisoners%20per%20100%2C000%20adult%20population.



Child Protection System Contact

Alliance 1 Alliance 2

2021/22 2022/23 2021/22 2022/23
n % n % n % n %

0
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 p
er

io
d 12 months before first support period

Notified 574 65.2 772 62.1 1,330 69.1 1,058 70.7

Screened-in notification 377 42.8 490 39.4 941 48.9 712 47.6

Investigated 93 10.6 123 9.9 251 13.0 179 12.0

Substantiated 50 5.7 68 5.5 154 8.0 107 7.2

OOHC 16 1.8 22 1.8 21 1.1 20 1.3

Total 881 100.0 1,243 100.0 1,926 100.0 1,496 100.0



Child Protection System Contact – in Context

To provide context to what the proportions mean when compared to the overall population in South Australia, we 
present a comparison to the proportion of the whole South Australian 0-17 year old population: 

• In the 2022/23 FY report released by AIHW, 2 in 100 children had received at least one notification to child protection 
that had been investigated within that year.
• 10 in 100 children accessing support from Alliance 1 were the subject of at least one child protection 

investigation
• 13 in 100 children accessing support from Alliance 2 were the subject of at least one child protection 

investigation 
• Children who have had contact with either alliance were at least four times as likely to have an investigated 

notification within the year, compared the whole of South Australia.

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 2025. Child protection Australia 2022-23. Retrieved from: https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/child-protection/child-protection-australia-2022-23/contents/about



Main Finding

The report found an overrepresentation of people who have experienced 
homelessness across systems. 

This information was used to advocate for increased support and pathways from those 
systems



Example 3

Creating infographics to highlight the disparity in 

outcomes for young people experiencing homelessness



Purpose of the study 

• To explore system contact patterns for young people experiencing homelessness in more depth, the team 
undertook a targeted analysis comparing young people who had homelessness system contact with young 
people of the same age, at the same time, in the general population who did not. 

• The purpose of this analysis was to better understand how young people move through the homelessness 
system, the types of services they come into contact with, and the patterns that emerge across health, education 
and justice related systems. 

• This analysis did not aim to determine outcomes in a causal sense, but rather to identify how system contact 
may reflect underlying vulnerability, compounding experiences or unmet needs. This includes areas such as 
school suspension and absenteeism, youth justice contact and other indicators that may signal broader 
developmental or wellbeing challenges for young people experiencing homelessness.



Populations

The groups were:

Group 1 -  Youth Homelessness:  Individuals who accessed any SHS-funded service in the calendar years 2018 
through to 2022 and were aged 18-25 years at the beginning of their first support period within that calendar year.
 
Group 2 -  All SA Youth: A comparison group drawn from the general population of people born in South Australia, 
representing individuals aged 18-25 years from 2018 through to 2022.   

The results shows reflect an average of the proportions from the 2018-2022 calendar years

















Main Finding

Young people with experiences of homelessness showed elevated contact across 
most health and social indicators explored, highlighting the broader disadvantage 
experienced by this population. 



Disclaimer 

The views expressed here do not necessarily reflect those of our government partners.

Contact us 

Level 4, 50 Rundle Mall
Rundle Mall Plaza Building
ADELAIDE SA 5000
AUSTRALIA

E-MAIL: jessica.dobrovic@adelaide.edu.au/
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