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Executive Summary

Introduction

On 13 November 2013 the Family and Community Development Committee of the Victorian Parliament tabled the report of its Inquiry into the Handling of Child Abuse by Religious and Other Non-Government Organisations (the Betrayal of Trust Inquiry).
 
Betrayal of Trust is a landmark report. It found serious incidences of child abuse in some of our most trusted and important institutions and organisations, and contains crucial findings and recommendations that have brought the issue of organisational child abuse to the public’s attention. The report is a critical step toward righting the wrongs of the past.

The Victorian Government is committed to creating child safe organisations following recommendations from the Betrayal of Trust Inquiry. This work will strengthen organisations’ ability to prevent and respond to child abuse. It recognises that children may be vulnerable to abuse in organisations that owe them a duty of care, and that extra care is required to ensure organisations have structures to support and encourage child safety.

The Betrayal of Trust Inquiry found that while the majority of children are safe in organisations, there are inadequate and inconsistent approaches to child safety in child related organisations across Victoria. The Betrayal of Trust Inquiry provided 15 recommendations, which the government has committed to implementing. This includes the introduction of minimum standards for ensuring child-safe environments (the Child Safe Standards) and improved reporting and oversight for allegations of child abuse (the reportable conduct scheme).
The Victorian Department of Justice and Regulation’s website has further detail about the government’s progress in responding to the Betrayal of Trust Inquiry, including about the Child Safe Standards and reportable conduct scheme. www.justice.vic.gov.au/home/safer+communities/protecting+children+and+families/betrayal+of+trust+implementation
Background – Child Safe Standards
The Child Wellbeing and Safety Amendment (Child Safe Standards) Act 2015 commenced on 1 January 2016 and enabled the introduction of compulsory minimum child safe standards for organisations that provide services for children. The Child Safe Standards respond to the Betrayal of Trust Inquiry’s findings by driving cultural change in organisations. The Standards aim to assist organisations in preventing and improving responses to allegations of child abuse by embedding the protection of children from abuse in everyday thinking and practice. 
In February 2016, the Victorian Government announced that the Commission for Children and Young People (the Commission) will be the oversight body for the Child Safe Standards. 
On 1 January 2017, the Child Wellbeing and Safety Amendment (Oversight and Enforcement of Child Safe Standards) Act 2016 commenced, providing the Commission with appropriate functions and powers to ensure organisations are meeting the requirements of the Child Safe Standards. The oversight and enforcement powers and functions of the Commission were informed by the Betrayal of Trust Inquiry, the findings and recommendations of the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse and the consultations outlined in this report.
The Child Safe Standards do not alter obligations under the Working with Children Act 2005 or any requirement of a person to hold a Working with Children Check.
Background – Reportable Conduct Scheme

The Betrayal of Trust Inquiry examined the existing protections and mechanisms for organisations to prevent, identify, and appropriately respond to incidents of child abuse. It recommended (at recommendation 18.1) that the Victorian Government authorise an independent statutory body with relevant investigatory powers and legal and operational resources to: 

· oversee and monitor the handling of allegations of child abuse by relevant government departments, religious and non-government organisations 

· undertake independent investigations into systems and processes in the context of allegations of reportable conduct and/or reportable convictions 

· scrutinise and audit the systems and processes in non-government organisations for handling allegations of child abuse 

· monitor and report on trends associated with allegations by collecting relevant data and reporting to Parliament on an annual basis 

· build the skills and knowledge of personnel in relevant government departments, religious and non-government organisations to ensure they have the capacity to competently handle allegations of suspected child abuse. 

The Betrayal of Trust Inquiry further recommended (at recommendation 10.1) that the Victorian Government ensure that all relevant non-government organisations are required to report any allegations of misconduct relating to children to the Working with Children Check Unit in the Department of Justice and Regulation.
In February 2016, the Victorian Government announced that the Commission for Children and Young People (the Commission) will be the oversight body for a reportable conduct scheme in Victoria. This builds on the Commission’s expertise in child safety, including as the lead capacity building and oversight body for the Child Safe Standards and its existing legislative functions.
It is proposed that under the reportable conduct scheme, the Commission will monitor, and assist in improving, organisations’ responses to allegations of abuse. It will also refer certain findings to enable assessment or reassessment of a person’s eligibility to hold a Working with Children Check or professional registration with a relevant professional body.

The design of the scheme is informed by the existing New South Wales reportable conduct scheme and builds on existing requirements in Victoria, including Victorian and national employee misconduct, professional registration and reporting obligations.
A reportable conduct scheme will maintain the primacy of reporting criminal conduct to police, and will not affect any police investigation. 
Consultation

From February to August 2016, the Department of Health and Human Services in partnership with the Commission for Children and Young People (the Commission) commissioned a series of roundtable consultations with a range of bodies within government and other organisations about proposed reforms to better protect children from risks of abuse in organisations.

A complete list of organisations that were consulted or provided a written submission can be found in Attachment A.
This report provides an overview of the participants’ perspectives. It aims to ensure that all stakeholders who participated in the consultations and contributed submissions are provided with an overview of community-wide issues and views, and the key themes arising from consultations.

In summary, the feedback from the stakeholders consulted included:

· support for the Commission to have strong powers to ensure organisations are meeting the Child Safe Standards 

· general support for a reportable conduct scheme in Victoria
· strong support for a reportable conduct scheme with broad coverage to include schools, early childhood services, out-of-home care, youth justice and corrective services, certain health services and religious organisations

· strong support for phased implementation of the reportable conduct scheme
· strong support for the Commission to be an active regulator of the reportable conduct scheme, supported by strong legislative functions and powers

· support for a broad definition of ‘reportable conduct’ to include sexual offences, sexual misconduct, inflicting physical violence, inflicting emotional or psychological harm and neglect
· an emphasis from most organisations that the proposed reforms should not duplicate or replace existing regulatory arrangements
· agreement from most stakeholders about the need to ensure information is appropriately shared to keep children safe, while identifying a need for clear guidance about what information should be shared and to which body.

Next steps

The feedback received during consultation was used to further develop policy and legislation for the implementation of monitoring and compliance mechanisms for the Child Safe Standards and a reportable conduct scheme. Legislation to implement these two reforms was introduced in late 2016.
In light of the recommendations of the Royal Commission into Family Violence and anticipated recommendations from the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse, the government is considering information sharing arrangements to better protect children from risks of abuse and to better prevent and respond to family violence. 
Further information

Further information about the Child Safe Standards and the reportable conduct scheme is available on the websites of the Commission for Children and Young People <http://www.ccyp.vic.gov.au/> and the Department of Health and Human Services <http://providers.dhhs.vic.gov.au/creating-child-safe-organisations>.

For further information about the Betrayal of Trust Inquiry response <http://www.justice.vic.gov.au/home/safer+communities/protecting+children+and+families/betrayal+of+trust+implementation>, please visit the Department of Justice and Regulation website 
The Child Safe Standards
Among other key findings, the Betrayal of Trust Inquiry drew attention to a number of limitations in existing approaches to preventing and responding to child abuse within organisations, including:

· an over-reliance on the Working with Children Check and limited use of other prevention tools

· limited guidance to assist organisations to assess and mitigate risks specific to child abuse

· limited awareness within organisations of how to use regular supervision and performance management to identify concerns with the conduct of personnel

· limited awareness among many leaders and managers about how to create an organisational culture that will ensure children are reasonably protected from abuse

· inconsistencies across sectors in the child safety standards that apply to organisations funded and regulated by government.

The Betrayal of Trust Inquiry recommended that government strengthen the capacity of organisations to prevent and respond to child abuse allegations by reviewing its contractual and funding arrangements with education and community service organisations that work with children to ensure they have a minimum standard for ensuring a child-safe environment. The Betrayal of Trust Inquiry also recommended that the government consider the potential for extending the minimum standard to other organisations that have direct and regular contact with children. 

The Child Safety and Wellbeing (Child Safe Standards) Act 2015 commenced on 1 January 2016,  and enabled the introduction of compulsory minimum child safe standards for organisations that provide services for children.
The Child Safe Standards are intended to equip organisations with the knowledge and tools to have constructive conversations about preventing and responding to child abuse, and to more effectively manage the risk of abuse within their organisations. 

The Child Safe Standards are as follows: 

In complying with the Child Safe Standards, an entity to which the Standards apply must include the following principles as part of each Standard: 

· promoting the cultural safety of Aboriginal children 

· promoting the cultural safety of children from culturally and/or linguistically diverse backgrounds 

· promoting the safety of children with a disability. 

To create and maintain a child safe organisation, an entity to which the Standards apply must have: 

· Standard 1: Strategies to embed an organisational culture of child safety, including through effective leadership arrangements 

· Standard 2: A child safe policy or statement of commitment to child safety 

· Standard 3: A code of conduct that establishes clear expectations for appropriate behaviour with children 

· Standard 4: Screening, supervision, training and other human resources practices that reduce the risk of child abuse by new and existing personnel 

· Standard 5: Processes for responding to and reporting suspected child abuse 

· Standard 6: Strategies to identify and reduce or remove risks of child abuse 

· Standard 7: Strategies to promote the participation and empowerment of children. 

The Child Safe Standards apply to organisations in phases: 

· Category 1: From 1 January 2016, the Child Safe Standards apply to organisations that provide services for children that are government funded and/or regulated. 

· Category 2: From 1 January 2017, the Child Safe Standards apply to other organisations that provide services for children. 

Further information about the Child Safe Standards is available on the website of the Commission for Children and Young People: <http://www.ccyp.vic.gov.au>. 

Previous consultation 
From August 2014 to May 2015, the government and the Commission for Children and Young People (the Commission) consulted with over 160 key government and non-government stakeholders on the development of the Standards, including potential enforcement mechanisms. 
Stakeholder feedback about compliance included: 

· enforcement mechanisms should not duplicate existing regulation for organisations that are already regulated by government 

· if a government funded or regulated organisation fails to meet its obligations under the child safe standards, all existing consequences for non-compliance with government policies should be available, including terminating funding 

· initial breaches should be approached by assisting organisations to meet the Standards 

· repeated or serious breaches should be subject to penalties 

· some stakeholders considered that organisations should be required to become accredited as ‘child safe’. However, many other stakeholders were concerned that this may create complacency and be a significant cost for smaller community run organisations. 

A summary of the feedback <http://providers.dhhs.vic.gov.au/creating-child-safe-organisations> from the previous consultation about the development of the Child Safe Standards is available on the website of the Department of Health and Human Services.
Proposed oversight and monitoring of the Child Safe Standards
Taking into consideration the feedback from previous consultations, the following model was proposed for oversight and monitoring the Child Safe Standards. In particular, stakeholders overwhelmingly agreed that a key focus should remain on changing the culture and building capacity through education, support and guidance. 
Organisations with existing regulatory or funding requirements 
For organisations with existing regulatory or funding requirements (largely Category 1 organisations), compliance with the Standards will be monitored and enforced through existing regulatory mechanisms, for example monitoring and enforcement of service agreements for funded organisations, and accreditation requirements for organisations that are required to comply with the Human Services Standards. It is proposed that any new compliance arrangements for the Child Safe Standards will not replace existing mechanisms. Where non-compliance with the Standards is identified through current processes, existing regulators will choose to enforce compliance as appropriate. 

To ensure consistency across the range of sectors that provide services for children, it is proposed that existing regulators work with the Commission, as required. This will require information sharing between the Commission and existing regulators about organisations’ compliance with the Standards. 

Before taking any action, the Commission will consult with relevant regulators to minimise duplication and provide certainty about what an organisation must do. This will enable the Commission to focus on the unregulated sectors.

All organisations 
From 1 January 2017 the Child Safe Standards apply to Category 2 organisations. These organisations largely have limited or no regulatory oversight from, or funding arrangements with, the State. To ensure consistency across sectors, the Commission’s additional monitoring and enforcement mechanisms for the Child Safe Standards apply to all organisations in scope (noting that existing mechanisms would be used in the first instance where applicable). 

It is intended that education and capacity building will remain a focus of the Child Safe Standards, and that additional action will only be taken against an organisation as a last resort or as appropriate. 

To ensure compliance with the Child Safe Standards, the Commission is able to: 

· conduct ‘audits’ of sectors and organisations, with a focus on Category 2 organisations, given the lack of existing oversight 

· request relevant documents and undertake desktop reviews of child safety practices in organisations 

· issue a notice where the Commission has concerns that an organisation is not complying with the Child Safe Standards 

· seek a financial (civil) penalty for non-compliance. 

Notices and penalties 

Following a review of an organisation’s child safe practices (for example via a ‘desktop’ review), and after consulting with any existing regulator and/or funding body, if the Commission is concerned that an organisation may not be complying with the Standards, the Commission may issue a compliance notice to an organisation. 

It is intended that the Commission would not issue a compliance notice until other avenues of improving compliance have been utilised. This would include education and capacity building and the use of existing funding and/or regulatory mechanisms. 

It is intended that the notice would provide certainty for the organisation by specifying: 

·  what action is required 

· a date for when action must be taken by the organisation 

It is intended that this approach will support continuous improvement, as a financial penalty would only be issued where an organisation has failed to improve after being given sufficient time to rectify the issues identified in the notice. 

A financial penalty for non-compliance will align with equivalent child safety schemes in other jurisdictions, including in Queensland and South Australia. 

Intersection with a reportable conduct scheme 
The Child Safe Standards provide organisations with a set of principles to help prevent child abuse in their organisations and respond to allegations of child abuse. A reportable conduct scheme would build on and support the requirements of the Child Safe Standards. For example: 

· under the Child Safe Standards organisations are required to have in place policies and practices for reporting and responding to suspected child abuse (Standard 5), which will assist them with their obligations under a reportable conduct scheme 

· under a reportable conduct scheme, the Commission as oversight body could share relevant information with other bodies including the Working with Children Check Unit and professional registration bodies. Suitability assessments (if available) by such bodies could assist organisations undertaking personnel screening (Standard 4). 

Further, the Commission will administer both the Child Safe Standards and the reportable conduct scheme. This will enable the Commission to have a holistic view of child safety practices in organisations.
Next steps
The Child Wellbeing and Safety Amendment (Oversight and Enforcement of Child Safe Standards) Act 2016 commenced on 1 January 2017 and provides appropriate functions and powers to the Commission to ensure organisations are meeting the requirements of the Child Safe Standards. The oversight and enforcement powers and functions of the Commission were informed by the consultations outlined in this report. 
Supporting organisations to meet the requirements of the Child Safe Standards will remain a focus of the Commission.
Resources to support organisations to meet the Child Safe Standards are available from the following websites:

· Commission for Children and Young People <http://www.ccyp.vic.gov.au/child-safe-standards/index.htm>
· Department of Health and Human Services <http://providers.dhhs.vic.gov.au/child-safe-standards>
· Department of Education and Training <http://www.education.vic.gov.au/about/programs/health/protect/Pages/default.aspx?Redirect=1>
· Victorian Registration and Qualifications Authority <http://www.vrqa.vic.gov.au/childsafe/Pages/default.html>
· VicSport <https://vicsport.com.au/child-safe-standards>
· Centre for Excellence in Child and Family Welfare <http://www.cfecfw.asn.au/css>
Reportable Conduct Scheme

What is a reportable conduct scheme?

A reportable conduct scheme requires certain types of conduct against children (‘reportable conduct’) committed by adult employees and other adults associated with an organisation to be reported to a centralised oversight body, which has been identified as the Commission. 

The benefits of a reportable conduct scheme include:

· identifying individuals who pose a significant risk to children, but do not have criminal records, and enabling them to be excluded  from working with children

· independent oversight of responses to allegations of child abuse and child-related misconduct  against personnel in and related to organisations

· building the capacity of organisations to respond appropriately and effectively to allegations of child abuse and child-related misconduct. 

A reportable conduct scheme has been operational in New South Wales (NSW) since 1999, and has been referenced positively by the Betrayal of Trust Inquiry and the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse. On 9 June 2016, the Australian Capital Territory Government introduced legislation to establish a reportable conduct scheme, which will commence from 1 July 2017. At the Council of Australian Governments meeting on 1 April 2016, it was agreed in-principle to harmonise reportable conduct schemes.
Consultation feedback
Six key issues were the subject of consultations. This section outlines the key issues considered by stakeholders during consultation, the feedback received, and information about the approach in the Children Legislation Amendment (Reportable Conduct) Bill 2016 (the Reportable Conduct Bill).
Issue 1: What conduct should be reportable?

Proposal:

It was proposed that a definition of reportable conduct in Victoria could include allegations of the following offences and misconduct involving or in the presence of a child: 

· a sexual offence (including grooming, child pornography offences, ‘sexting’) 

· sexual misconduct (including inappropriate touching, grooming behaviour falling below a criminal threshold, indecent sexual behaviour, voyeurism) 

· inflicting physical violence.

· inflicting serious or significant emotional or psychological harm to a child
· serious or significant neglect of a child. 

Further, consultations outlined that it was intended that the Victorian definition of reportable conduct clearly include conduct which falls below a criminal threshold, such as sexual misconduct with a child which may not amount to a sexual offence but could place children at risk of abuse or further harm. 
Additionally, to align with the coverage of the scheme in the Australian Capital Territory and key organisations within scope of the New South Wales’ reportable conduct scheme, it was proposed that the definition capture conduct that occurs outside the course of the person’s role within the organisation. This will ensure that allegations of child abuse and child-related misconduct are able to be responded to under the scheme. 
It was also proposed that the Commission for Children and Young People would issue practice guidance for organisations to assist in ensuring the same types of conduct are being reported and appropriately responded to. This approach would align with the reportable conduct scheme in New South Wales, in that the NSW Ombudsman issues practice guidance about the definition of ‘reportable conduct’ to clarify the requirement to report the most serious and significant harm to children. 

Feedback:

In general, the proposed definition of reportable conduct was positively received by all stakeholders. Most of the discussion focused on the need for clear guidance to ensure personnel in organisations which are subject to the scheme are aware of which conduct to report and to which government authority. 
Key issues and common themes from the stakeholder feedback have been summarised below.
· Stakeholders broadly agreed with the proposed broad definition of reportable conduct.

· Disability advocacy and support services consulted recommended a definition of reportable conduct  that ensures that all forms of violence against children with disability are captured.
· Stakeholders did not support that the scheme should capture solely allegations of physical and sexual abuse of children, as there other forms of conduct, such as grooming behaviour, that may presage risk of child abuse. 
· Many Aboriginal-Community Controlled Organisations considered that cultural abuse, racial vilification, and overly harsh, strict or inappropriate disciplinary behaviour should be specified in the definition of reportable conduct.  Many organisations will require education and support in understanding what constitutes cultural abuse and neglect and how to respond appropriately.
· There is concern that the scheme should not capture matters which could be considered trivial or vexatious or where the conduct is a matter of reasonable discipline. 
· A number of stakeholders, including disability and advocacy support services, strongly recommended that the scheme capture the use of ‘physical restraint’ or solitary confinement of children. 
· Some stakeholders indicated that including the qualifier ‘serious’ or ‘significant’ may cause some allegations to go unreported, as there may be differences in how broadly or narrowly these terms should be interpreted. 
· Aboriginal-Community Controlled Organisations consulted supported that ‘neglect’ should clearly extend to capturing foster care settings where an older child under their care is abusing another child, and the foster carer has taken no action. Neglect should also include where another person is abusing a child, and the carer has failed to appropriately act. 
· Stakeholders advised that the definition of reportable conduct should not enable violence against children with a disability to be characterised as ‘discipline, management or care of a child’. Disability advocacy and support services noted that violence may become construed as ‘reasonable’ where it is  a response to behaviour that is avoidable with proper supports, as in many cases, the organisation has been provided with detail about such strategies by parents or other professionals. 
· Stakeholders agreed that clear guidance and assistance would be required to understand what conduct needs to be reported and to which government authority.
· Most stakeholders supported that the scheme should capture conduct that falls below a criminal threshold, particularly as this may not be detected by the Working with Children Check. A small number of stakeholders raised concerns about operationalising this reporting threshold, noting it may not be evident whether a matter is criminal until determined by the courts. 
· Some stakeholders considered that the primary threshold in making a report should be whether harm or potential harm of the type defined occurred, or is likely to have occurred, based on the information available. 
· It was largely agreed that the scheme should capture incidents that occur outside an organisation’s service delivery or the workplace. However, there were concerns about the extent to which this can be implemented and how organisations could determine the threshold for responding to an allegation outside the workplace. 
· Including conduct ‘in the presence of a child’ was discussed several times during the consultations. Stakeholders indicated that abusive conduct in front of a child could lead to neglect, emotional harm and/or psychological harm, and accordingly should be captured by the scheme.
· Disability advocacy stakeholders raised concerns that ‘restrictive practices’ are used against children with disability and could be improperly characterised as the management of ‘challenging behaviour’. Accordingly, there were concerns that such conduct may not be captured by the definition of reportable conduct and therefore not reported to the Commission. 
Approach:
Under the Reportable Conduct Bill, reportable conduct includes allegations against workers or volunteers of child abuse and misconduct involving children. For example, reportable conduct would include sexual misconduct or offences, grooming, ‘sexting’ and inappropriate physical contact with a child. 

Practice guidance and supporting materials will be available so that organisations know what information to report and to which government agency. 

Any allegations of criminal conduct < http://www.police.vic.gov.au/content.asp?a=internetBridgingPage&Media_ID=116042> must be reported to Victoria Police as the first priority. 

Issue 2: Whose conduct should be reportable?

Proposal:

It was proposed that a definition of employee (in relation to an organisation that must comply with the reportable conduct scheme) in Victoria would include employees, approved carers in an out-of-home care service, volunteers, contractors, ministers of religion and adult students on placement in organisations. For organisations in scope, certain conduct by these ‘employees’ would need to be reported to the Commission as the oversight body and appropriately investigated. 

It was proposed that the person would not have to be engaged to work directly with children for his or her conduct to be within scope of the reportable conduct scheme. 

Feedback:
In general stakeholders supported a broad definition of ‘employee’ to ensure that the scheme is able to respond to all allegations of child abuse and child-related misconduct, regardless of the employment status of the person who is the subject of an allegation. In particular, there was strong stakeholder support for specifically including clergy and ministers of religion.
Key issues included:

· Some stakeholders supported a broader definition of ‘employee’ that would encompass visitors to a service and other adults, for example, a parent of a child accessing the service or another adult who lives in a house where family day care or foster care services are provided. 
· However, most stakeholders agreed that the conduct of visitors or strangers should not be reportable as the connection between the individual alleged to have cause the harm and the organisation may be too remote. Additionally, it was considered that if a child is harmed by a person who is not in scope, and it is considered that an employee enabled that harm to be caused, the conduct by the employee could be reported and responded to if it meets the definition of ‘significant neglect’.  

· Most stakeholders supported that the scheme should capture conduct by all contractors of an organisation, and not just those engaged to work directly with children. 
· There were some concerns about the challenges in reporting and responding to allegations against contractors, as the personal information of a contractor who is the subject of an allegation may not be known to the organisation and the organisation may not be able to appropriately investigate or take employment action against a contractor, for example if the person is a sub-contractor.
· There was some support for ‘child on child’ incidents to be included. However, other stakeholders were concerned that this may unduly restrict a child’s employment in future, particularly if the alleged incident occurred when the child was very young.

Approach:

The definition of employee in the Reportable Conduct Bill includes a person employed or engaged by the organisation (including as a volunteer, contractor, office holder or officer), whether or not the person works with or provides services to children. If the organisation is a religious body,  employees include  ministers of religion or religious leaders. It will also include a foster or kinship carer once regulations are made to include these categories.

The conduct of an employee need not be in the course of the person’s employment. 

Issue 3: What should organisations be required to do?
Proposal:

It was proposed that the ‘head’ of an  organisation would be the person or position holder responsible for reporting allegations to the Commission and ensuring an appropriate organisational response. This approach ensures that child safety is everyone’s responsibility, including those at the most senior levels of an organisation, such as a chief executive officer, religious leader, principal officer, board member or any other person who holds a relevant senior position in an organisation. 
This approach also aligns with the Child Safe Standards which require ‘strategies to embed an organisational culture of child safety, including through effective leadership arrangements’ (Standard 1) and the reportable conduct scheme in New South Wales and the Australian Capital Territory, which place responsibility for reporting and responding to an allegation on the ‘head’ of an organisation. 
It was proposed that to the extent possible, the reportable conduct scheme would not duplicate or replace existing regulatory arrangements for responding to allegations of employee misconduct or any obligations to report matters of criminal conduct to Victoria Police. 

Further, it was proposed that, the Commission will develop an investigation guideline or minimum standards for investigation to support organisations to ensure that:

· the safety of children remains paramount, 

· any investigation does not interfere with any investigation of criminal conduct by Victoria Police or the requirement to report criminal conduct to Victoria Police,

· any findings of misconduct or wrongdoing are sufficiently reliable, and

· the person who is the subject of an allegation is provided natural justice throughout the investigation process. 

It was proposed that ‘heads’ of certain organisations would be required to:

· report allegations of reportable conduct to the Commission within 3 business days and provide more detailed information as soon as practicable and within 30 days
· coordinate or undertake investigations into allegations of reportable conduct. It is expected that this would not duplicate or replace any existing regulatory or employment law arrangements for investigating and responding to employee misconduct, such as an investigation by a regulator or professional registration body. It was proposed that the Commission will develop guidelines to assist organisations in conducting an investigation 
· following an investigation, report to the Commission any findings of reportable conduct along with additional material, such as the findings and any actions resulting from the investigation (including any employment action)
· respond to requests for information from the Commission or other regulator (in accordance with existing requirements)

· respond to and implement any findings or recommendations of the Commission or a regulator.
Further, for organisations that demonstrate competency in responding to allegations of reportable conduct, it was proposed that the Commission would be able to exempt certain kinds of allegations from being reported to the Commission. This approach would:

· enable organisations with mature investigation and child safety practices to respond to certain matters at an organisational level without the oversight of the Commission, and report the findings to the Commission at the completion of an investigation

· enable the Commission to focus its resources on the most serious forms of harm to children

· align with the powers of the New South Wales Ombudsman to exempt any class or kind of conduct of employees of certain agencies from being reportable conduct (‘class or kind determinations’) under the New South Wales scheme.
Feedback:
· Stakeholders largely agreed with the proposed reporting obligations and requirements. 

· Most stakeholders were concerned about the reporting burden for organisations that already report centrally’ and strongly encouraged the development of a scheme that does not duplicate reporting efforts (‘report once, use multiple’). 
· Some stakeholders were concerned about how organisations with less capacity could undertake their own investigations.

· Victoria Police emphasised that the scheme should ensure the priority of organisations reporting allegations of criminal conduct to police as well as maintain the primacy of any police investigation. 

· There was strong support for education and capacity building to assist organisations to undertake investigations and provide clear guidance about what conduct to report and to which body.
· Most stakeholders considered that the responsibility for reporting allegations of reportable conduct should be with head of agency. However, some stakeholders acknowledged the difficulty in identifying a person as the head of an organisation, for example in religious organisations which are governed by ecclesiastical law or religious doctrine or where an organisation has no hierarchical arrangements. 
· Stakeholders considered that the requirement to report allegations ‘as soon as practicable or within 30 days’ (as is required under the New South Wales’ scheme) may be an unnecessarily long timeframe for reporting. This is because any delay in reporting allegations may pose risks of further harm to children or could potentially compromise any criminal investigation which should be undertaken by Victoria Police. Stakeholders were also concerned that a ‘within 30 day’ timeframe could lead to matters not being properly reported, for example where an organisations undertakes a cursory investigation and does not report its findings as reportable conduct.
· Some stakeholders were concerned that a drawn-out investigation may incur additional costs to the employing organisation. For example, if the employee is stood down with pay and the position needs to be back-filled as well as the risk of WorkCover claims due to stress.  This would need to be balanced against ensuring that the investigation is sufficiently robust, ensuring procedural fairness for all involved in the process and making sure that children remain safe.
· There was strong agreement for a requirement to make a notification of an incident to the Commission within a short time frame (for example within one to five business days of being made aware of the allegation), and a second reporting requirement of 30 days or as soon as practicable. However, some stakeholders were concerned that a shorter timeframe for reporting may be onerous or difficult to meet in practice, for example, where a service operates part time, or during the school holiday period where an organisation may be closed. Victoria Police also raised concerns that this timeframe may result in delays in reporting criminal conduct to Victoria Police. Stakeholders overwhelmingly agreed that clear guidance is required to ensure that organisations are confident in reporting.  
· Many stakeholders were concerned that a reporting requirement of 24 hours would require extended hours of operation by the Commission, and be difficult to achieve. Stakeholders were concerned that if a report is received outside standard business hours that the Commission may not have the resources to respond immediately. 

· All stakeholders agreed that an investigation should be completed as soon as practicable, but considered that any legislative timeframe could be difficult to meet, particularly where police may be investigating a matter as criminal conduct or where the matter involves multiple allegations or victims.
· Disability advocacy stakeholders raised concerns that the proposed ‘class or kind’ exemptions could improperly reduce or dilute the independent oversight of the Commission, in particular where ‘restrictive practices’ are used and the organisational response is not overseen or monitored by the Commission. 

· Aboriginal Community Controlled Organisations consulted raised concerns about potential conflicts of interest. For example, if the Chief Executive Officer of a foster care agency or organisation is related to the carer, he/she may inappropriately fail to report conduct to the Commission. 
· Aboriginal Community Controlled Organisations consulted advised that the Commission would need to have processes to manage conflicts of interest.  For example, at times it will be appropriate for the Commission to partner with relevant organisations to ensure child safety, and on other occasions, it will be essential for the Commission to be independent.
· Some stakeholders were concerned that the reporting timeframes may result in vexatious or frivolous allegations being centrally reported. This is because allegations of this type may not be appropriately identified until an investigation is undertaken and found to be without merit.
· Stakeholders agreed that training would support employees so they are in a position to identify reportable conduct and to undertake effective investigations. Aboriginal-Community Controlled Organisations consulted considered that training should take place annually to capture new employees and to refresh the expectations and obligations of existing staff.

· Some stakeholders suggested that compliance and reporting requirements should be proportionate for organisations and depend on the size of an organisation and the nature of its activities involving children. 
Approach:

The Reportable Conduct Bill requires that organisations must have in place systems for reporting allegations against workers and volunteers of child abuse and misconduct towards children. These systems must ensure that the person in a relevant position of authority in the organisation (the ‘head’ of the organisation) is made aware of the allegation and that there are procedures for appropriately responding to the allegation.

If head of the organisation becomes aware of an allegation of reportable conduct involving a worker or volunteer, he or she will need to report certain information to the Commission and ensure that the allegation is investigated. At the conclusion of the investigation, any findings and reasons for the outcome of an investigation must be reported to the Commission. 
The reportable conduct scheme will not interfere with reporting obligations to Victoria Police or with Victoria Police investigations. In all circumstances, allegations of criminal conduct < http://www.police.vic.gov.au/content.asp?a=internetBridgingPage&Media_ID=116042> must be reported to Victoria Police as the first priority.
The Commission may exempt the head of certain entities from some reporting requirements in relation to identified classes or kinds of conduct, where it considers that the entity is competent to investigate and respond to reportable allegations of that class or kind.
Issue 4: What should be the role of the Commission as the oversight body?
Proposal:

It was proposed that the Commission’s  functions, as the oversight body for a reportable conduct scheme, include: 

· working with existing regulators to identify and respond to risks early and provide support to organisations to assist them with responding to and investigating child abuse and child-related misconduct allegations 

· receiving reports about allegations, and the progress of a reportable conduct investigation 

· requesting additional information and documents about the allegation, investigation and finding 

· monitoring the progress of a reportable conduct investigation conducted by or on behalf of an organisation 

· recommending that the organisation take certain actions, and inform an existing regulator where applicable 

· recommending that the regulator or professional body (where applicable) take action and report back to the Commission. The action could either be specified by the oversight body or determined by the regulator 

· sharing information with relevant bodies as appropriate to assist them undertake their functions, including Victoria Police, the organisation, the Department of Health and Human Services (including Child Protection) and professional bodies 

· sharing findings that meet a certain threshold with the Working with Children Check Unit, enabling assessment or reassessment of a person’s suitability to hold a Working with Children Check

· undertaking its own investigation in certain circumstances. It is expected that this would involve the Commission working with existing regulators and depend on the nature of the allegation and the organisation’s competency
· scrutinising the systems in place regarding preventing reportable conduct and responding to allegations of reportable conduct 
· analysing and reporting on trends and issues concerning allegations and findings, for example through reports to Parliament. 

It was proposed that for organisations with existing sophisticated investigatory processes, the Commission’s role may be limited to working with the existing regulator to monitor the progress and outcomes of investigations. It is intended that the Commission will work with professional bodies to ensure that information is shared appropriately and that misconduct by a registered professional who works with children does not proceed through duplicate investigation processes. 
Further it was proposed that the Commission would work with regulators, government departments and relevant sector representatives to develop investigation guidelines. 

Feedback:
· Stakeholders supported that the Commission should have a similar role to that of the NSW Ombudsman. In particular, the Commission should have strong powers, but work in collaboration with existing regulators and agencies.
· Strong support for the Commission having sufficient independence, powers and authority to ensure that it can provide oversight, including ensuring that there are penalties for obstruction of its functions.

· Stakeholders strongly supported that the Commission’s functions should not duplicate or replace any existing regulatory arrangements for reporting and responding to allegations of child abuse. 

· Stakeholders generally did not support the Commission routinely overtaking an investigation that may be undertaken by a professional registration body. However, there was support for the Commission using this power where necessary, such as in response to a complaint that an investigation was mishandled.

· Victoria Police did not support the Commission having the power to oversight a criminal investigation, particularly given the existing independent oversight arrangements of the Victorian Ombudsman and the Independent Broad-Based Anti-Corruption Commission. 
· Stakeholders, including Victoria Police, raised concerns that clear guidance should be provided that the scheme does not interfere with any obligations to report criminal conduct to police or with criminal investigations by police.    

· Aboriginal Community Controlled Organisations consulted advised that the Commission should ensure that the operation of the scheme does not duplicate existing regulatory process and become another ‘bureaucratic loop’ that adds no value (‘a review of a review, of a review’). 

· Stakeholders supported the Commission developing minimum standards and guidelines for investigation, but considered that there would need to be appropriate resources, training and transition timeframes.

· Aboriginal Community Controlled Organisations consulted expected that the Commission would be transparent and regularly report progress of an investigation to all relevant parties. This should enable organisations to seek updates, ask questions and discuss the implications of emerging findings.
· Disability advocacy and support stakeholders consulted recommended that a key responsibility of the Commission in oversight is developing the sector in order to reduce violence against children with disability.

· The Commission should be able to appropriately share information with relevant organisations to ensure organisations can satisfy their duty of care to children. Aboriginal Community Controlled Organisations raised concerns that currently organisations may become aware of concerns through indirect sources, for example, community talk.

· Aboriginal Community Controlled Organisations supported that the Commission should educate parents and the community on reportable conduct so they are in the best position to make choices about where it is safe to send their children and young people. 
· Most stakeholders consulted considered that the Commission should take an oversight role and rarely use its own investigative powers. Other stakeholders considered that the Commission should be more involved and develop investigatory capability that could be drawn on by organisations with limited investigatory capacity.

· Aboriginal stakeholders said that both the Principal Commissioner for Children and Young People and the Commissioner for Aboriginal Children and Young People should approve recommendations where reportable conduct involves an Aboriginal child. Additionally, where appropriate, the Commissioner for Aboriginal Children and Young People should contribute to the process and findings when an Aboriginal child is involved.
· Aboriginal Community and Controlled Organisations consulted considered that Aboriginal-specific case studies should be publicly available to increase employee and client understanding of what conduct is reportable. Additionally, there should be flow charts that articulate key decision-making points and expected action.

· Some stakeholders were concerned about how the Commission would manage information where an investigation is undertaken and there is no finding of wrong doing. 
· Stakeholders considered that organisations need to be resourced and trained to provide appropriate support to all people involved in an allegation, including the child and the employee.

· Disability and advocacy support services considered that, in its operation of the scheme, the Commission must intervene in, and not inadvertently support, misconceptions about disability or ‘double-standards’ concerning acceptable conduct towards children with disability.
· Some stakeholders considered that the Commission should maintain a register of allegations. This would enable the Commission to identify a pattern emerging over time of allegations relating to an individual as well as identify trends in various employment contexts.
· Some stakeholders considered that there should be a clear pathway for an affected person to dispute a finding as well as avenues for compensation if the finding is determined to be false.

· Some stakeholders considered that the Commission should coordinate further necessary notifications, for example to Victoria Police, a government department or a regulator, to ensure that there is no duplication of reporting by the service provider.
· Most stakeholders agreed that the Commission should focus its powers and resources on the most serious allegations of harm to children.
Approach:

As the oversight body for the reportable conduct scheme, the Commission will have the following functions:

· receive allegations, investigation outcomes and findings of reportable conduct from organisations within scope of the scheme

· monitor and scrutinise the systems in organisations for investigating abuse or misconduct involving children and undertaking investigations in certain circumstances 

· refer findings to certain professional registration bodies and the Working with Children Check Unit for assessment or reassessment of a person’s eligibility to hold a Working with Children Check 

· assist in building the capacity of organisations to respond to allegations of abuse

· report to Parliament about the operation of the scheme, including trends.
Issue 5: Which types of organisations should be in scope? 
Proposal:

It was proposed that the scope of the reportable conduct scheme include organisations which exercise the closest care, supervision and authority over children as well as organisations with limited or no independent oversight, such as religious organisations. 
It was proposed that the scheme apply to a range of government and non-government organisations, including:

· Registered schools (government and non-government) 

· Residential facilities of boarding schools 

· Approved education and care services (for example, kindergartens, after hours care services) 

· Children’s services (for example, occasional care services)
· Early Childhood Intervention Services 

· Maternal and Child Health Centres 

Organisations registered to provide senior secondary education and training 

· Registered overseas secondary school exchange organisations 

· Approved education and training organisations providing courses to overseas students 

· Out-of-home care providers 

· Child protection services 

· Youth services 

· Family violence or sexual assault services that provide services for children 
· Local councils 
· Disability services for children

· Housing services and homeless services that provide services for children 

· Support services for parents and families 

· Public, denominational and private hospitals 

· Multipurpose services, day procedure centres and registered community health services 

· Drug or alcohol treatment services for children 

· Designated mental health services and publicly funded mental health community support services for children 

· Victorian government departments and agencies providing services for children 
· Youth justice and corrective services 

· Religious organisations providing services to children (for example Sunday Schools, child prayer groups, youth choir or other activities for children) 

· Overnight camps for children 

· Youth organisations (such as Scouts and Girl Guides) 

To ensure that the scheme is not overwhelmed with notifications on its commencement, it was proposed that the scheme would be implemented in phases. This would enable the Commission to focus its resources effectively, and allow additional time for organisations to prepare for the requirements of the scheme.

It was considered whether the scheme should apply to certain sectors with lower capacity on a voluntary basis, enabling organisations to report allegations of child abuse and child-related misconduct to the Commission, but not obligating them to do. This could enable the scheme to apply to them on a compulsory basis when their investigation and response capacity increased.
Feedback:
· Stakeholders strongly supported that the scheme apply to a broad range of organisations, potentially to align with the range of organisations within scope of the Child Safe Standards.  
· Victim/survivor advocacy and support groups consulted strongly supported the scheme covering religious organisations.
· Stakeholders recommended that organisations should be included insofar as they provide services to children or have care or responsibility for children. In particular, this should include universal services that are used by children, including hospitals and disability services.
· Many stakeholders considered that all organisations that provide services for children should be included at some stage in order to ‘fill the gaps’ of existing schemes. However, most stakeholders accepted that many community based and volunteer run organisations would not have the capacity to undertake an investigation without significant support and that there are other mechanisms in place which keep children safe, including the criminal law, mandatory reporting and Working with Children Checks.
· Stakeholders considered that organisations that provide services to children should be within scope of the scheme, irrespective of whether they receive government funding or not.

· Disability advocacy and support services considered that the scheme should apply to all organisations that are more likely to be accessed by children with a disability than other children. These  include respite, day centres, special schools, psychiatric facilities, residential facilities (including those which primarily provide services to adults) and therapeutic camps.
· Stakeholders in sectors that are highly regulated and professionalised raised concerns that the scheme could potentially duplicate existing professional misconduct or incident reporting processes. To the extent possible, the requirements of the reportable conduct scheme should align with existing reporting and regulatory arrangements.
· Disability advocacy stakeholders recommended that the scheme should ensure that children with disability and their experiences of violence are fully included in this scheme by including disability-specific settings (including those designed primarily for adults).
· There was unanimous support for phased implementation of the scheme. However, feedback varied on the best methodology for phasing, for example balancing the potential risk to children due to the nature of an organisation’s activities, the existing level of independent oversight, the scheme’s maturity and the capacity of particular sectors.
· There was no support for the scheme applying to certain organisations on a voluntary basis. This is because it would reduce consistency and transparency and could incorrectly imply that the obligation to report and respond to allegations of child abuse is optional.
· Stakeholders were concerned about the administrative burden that may be placed on smaller organisations, and indicated that small or volunteer run organisations would require support to meet the requirements of the scheme.
· Disability advocacy and support organisations advised that organisations designed for children with disability have a history of being far more ‘closed’ in how they function. They were concerned that that there is limited community oversight, and this can mean that behaviours and the treatment of children with disability within these settings does not live up to community standards. Further, in some circumstances, behaviour towards or treatment of children with disability can become neglectful or even violent, perhaps without staff noticing
· Most stakeholders did not support the reportable conduct scheme applying to sporting clubs and organisations at this stage due to most sporting organisations being volunteer managed and the regulatory burden for small sporting clubs.
· All stakeholders agreed that education and clear guidance about the requirements of the scheme would be critical to support organisations meet their obligations under the scheme. 
Approach:

The scheme will require the centralised reporting of allegations of child abuse against workers or volunteers in relevant organisations that exercise care, supervision or authority over children. 

The Reportable Conduct Bill provides for the scheme to apply to organisations in three phases, from the day the Bill commences, 6 months later and 18 months later.  Assuming the Bill will commence on 1 July 2017, the three phases will be:

Phase 1: From 1 July 2017, the scheme will apply to child protection and family services, out-of-home care services, youth justice services, residential services for children with a disability, certain education providers, government and non-government schools and government departments. 


Phase 2: From 1 January 2018 the scheme will apply to hospitals, other disability services for children, providers of overnight camps, religious bodies and the residential facilities of boarding schools.


Phase 3: From 1 January 2019, the scheme will apply to early childhood services and prescribed statutory bodies that have responsibility for children, such as public museums and galleries.

Extending the scheme to other organisations that work with children will be considered at a five year review of the scheme. A full list of the types of organisations < http://providers.dhhs.vic.gov.au/scope-organisations-child-safe-standards> to which the scheme will apply is on the website of the Department of Health and Human Services.

Issue 6: How can organisations be supported to meet the requirements of the reportable conduct scheme?
It was proposed that organisations will be supported to meet the requirements of the scheme by leveraging, to the extent possible, existing investigation and incident response practices. This will minimise the regulatory burden for organisations that have existing arrangements to report and respond to allegations of child abuse and child-related misconduct. 
Further, it was proposed that the Victorian Government and the Commission will develop clear guidance about the definition of reportable conduct and which matters must be reported to the Commission. It was proposed that the Commission will develop guidance for other organisations about how to undertake an investigation and respond to allegations of reportable conduct. This guidance will be particularly important for organisations that do not have an existing regulatory agency or professional body to undertake an investigation.
It was proposed that the capacity of sectors within scope of the requirements of the reportable conduct scheme will be improved through resources and support, including online resources and tools, and online and face-to-face training/workshops with key organisations and peak bodies. 

Feedback

· Clear guidance will be required about what conduct should be reported to which government authority, for example, Victoria Police, Child Protection at the Department of Health and Human Services or the Commission. 
· Guidance will need to take into account the following:

· needs of children and the person being investigated; 
· how and when information/evidence is gathered, including from children;

· how to work with other parties who may be involved (for example Victoria Police; relevant government departments; existing regulators);
· timelines; 
· how information/evidence could be used;
· detailed expectations of organisations in responding to and investigating allegations given the lack of consistency in responses by organisations (as noted in the findings of Betrayal of Trust report and the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse);
· how the organisation would arrive at a relevant finding of reportable conduct. 

· Some stakeholders advised that it should be assumed that the sector will have limited or no experience with responding to reportable conduct allegations. Clear guidelines and training from the Commission will be required to ensure that service providers are able to fulfil the expectations placed on them. Developing this in partnership with stakeholders, such as peak bodies, and for differing organisational settings will ensure relevance and applicability of guidelines across the range of settings.
· Some stakeholders suggested that there should be a focus on directing resources to organisations least equipped to comply with the requirements of the scheme, for example some smaller, volunteer-based organisations as well as religious organisations that do not have independent oversight.
· Disability and advocacy support services noted that for children with disability to be safe, organisations must have a good understanding of disability, and of the heightened risk of violence for children with disability, and how to respond to both.
· A suite of different supports, including guidance materials, training and advice, is likely to be most effective in assisting non-government organisations to meet the requirements of the scheme and respond effectively to allegations of child abuse and child-related misconduct.

· Victoria Police raised concerns about the resourcing implications for implementing and operationalising the scheme, including the interface with existing systems and reporting mechanisms and managing the  increased volume of reports that need to be investigated and responded to.
· Disability and advocacy support services considered that the New South Wales scheme operates in organisations and service settings that often do not have positive records of recognising and responding appropriately to disability. Accordingly, these stakeholders recommended that the scheme should improve policy and practice with respect to children with disability, ensuring that children with disability are provided with the support they need, and are not subject to violence. 
· Some stakeholders indicated that they would require guidance about the appropriate employment action to take against a person who is the subject of an allegation during an investigation in order to ensure appropriate duty of care to both the person and children. Guidance may also be required about how to respond to requests for the organisation to provide an employment reference.
· Some stakeholders considered that there should be clear guidance about the support available to organisations and the timelines for accessing that support. Some stakeholders suggested that a suitably experienced support officer could be located in a relevant peak body to provide expert advice about the management of individual cases.
· The following types of supports were considered to be useful:
· an external information hotline 

· detailed guidance about what steps organisations can take to appropriately respond to an allegation of child abuse, including how to detect the signs of abuse, provide procedural fairness for a worker who is the subject of an allegation, and ensure that protecting children remains paramount
· face-to-face education and outreach about how to undertake an investigation and manage risks while an investigation is in progress
· online resources, training modules and tutorials
· regular training of leadership, management, staff and volunteers about how to report and respond to an allegation of abuse
· user-friendly tools and ongoing training tailored to the particular sector.
· Many stakeholders considered that it may be necessary to contact a child safety advice and information helpline for guidance about responding to allegations of child abuse and child-related misconduct
Approach:

To the extent possible, the reportable conduct scheme will leverage existing reporting and investigation processes. For example, the Reportable Conduct Bill enables existing regulators to undertake an investigation into allegations involving employees in accordance with the regulator’s existing functions and powers. 

The Reportable Conduct Bill requires the Commission to liaise with other regulators to avoid unnecessary duplication, In addition, the Commission will work with other regulators and peak bodies to support organisations covered by the scheme, for example by providing advice, support and guidance to organisations.  

Collaboration between the Commission and other regulators will enable tailored support to be developed and provided to organisations, ensuring that those organisations required to undertake an investigation are properly equipped to do so.

Finally, the Child Safe Standards require organisations to have in place processes for reporting and responding to abuse as well as appropriate human resources practices. It is expected that the Child Safe Standards will establish an effective foundation for relevant organisations to meet the requirements of the reportable conduct scheme. Building on this foundation, the Commission will focus on collaboration and building capacity, in order to support organisations to meet the requirements of the scheme
Next steps:

Legislation to implement the reportable conduct scheme was introduced into Victorian Parliament in late 2016. If the legislation is passed, it is expected that the scheme will commence in phases from 1 July 2017. The Commission for Children and Young People will be the body responsible for administering the scheme in Victoria.
The reportable conduct scheme will maintain the primacy of an investigation by Victoria Police of any allegations of criminal misconduct and will require reportable allegations that involve of suspected criminal conduct to be reported to Victoria Police. In all circumstances, reportable allegations involving suspected of criminal conduct  <http://www.police.vic.gov.au/content.asp?a=internetBridgingPage&Media_ID=116042> must be reported to Victoria Police as the first priority.

The Victorian Government and the Commission for Children and Young People will release resources to support organisations to meet the requirements under the reportable conduct scheme in the coming months.

In the interim, further information about the reportable conduct scheme is available from the websites of the Commission for Children and Young People < http://www.ccyp.vic.gov.au/reportableconduct/index.htm> and the Department of Health and Human Services < http://providers.dhhs.vic.gov.au/reportable-conduct-scheme>.

Attachment A: Stakeholders invited to consult about the oversight and enforcement of the Child Safe Standards and the reportable conduct scheme
	· Aboriginal Family Violence Prevention Legal Service Vic (FVPLS)

· Action on Disability within Ethnic Communities

· Adventist Schools of Australia 

· AFL Victoria

· AHPRA (Australian Health Practitioners Regulation Agency) 

· Alfred Health

· AMES Australia (Australian Migrant Education Services)

· Ambulance Victoria

· Anglican Diocese of Melbourne

· Anglicare - Gippsland

· Anglicare Victoria

· Association for Children with a Disability 

· Australia Community Support Organisation Inc

· Australian Association of Social Workers 

· Australian Cross Disability Alliance

· Australian Camps Association 

· Australian Childcare Alliance Vic 

· Australian Childhood Foundation
· Australian Council of Jewish Schools 

· Australian Council of Trade Unions

· Australian Day Hospital Association
	· Australian Education Union Victoria

· Australian Medical Association Victoria

· Australian Services Union Victoria

· Australian Tutoring Association 

· Australian Workers Union

· Baha'i Community of Victoria

· Ballarat Health Services

· Ballarat Regional Trades and Labour Council

· Baptist Union of Victoria

· Barwon CASA and Minerva Community Services (Family Violence and Sexual Assault response services)

· Barwon Child Youth & Families (incorporates the majority of Youth Services in the Area)

· Barwon Health

· Bass Coast Health

· Bellarine Community Health Centre

· Bendigo Academy of Sport

· Bendigo Community Health Services

· Bendigo Health Care Group

· Bendigo Trades Hall Council

· Berry Street Victoria Incorporated

· Bethany Community Support

· Blue Knot Foundation

· B'nai B'rith Anti-Defamation Commission 

· Bravehearts

· Buddhist Council of Victoria
	· Cabrini Health Limited

· Camp Australia
· Carers Victoria 

· Catholic Archdiocese of Melbourne

· Catholic Education Office

· Catholic Health Australia 

· Centre Against Sexual Assault

· Centre for Culture, Ethnicity & Health

· Centre for Excellence in Child and Family Welfare 

· Centre for Multicultural Youth

· Child Wise

· Children’s Protection Society

· Christian Education National 

· Christian Schools Australia 

· City of Greater Geelong

· Cohealth

· Colac Area Health

· Colac Otway Shire

· Commission for Children and Young People

· Commissioner for Aboriginal Children and Young People

· Commissioner for Children and Young People

· Commissioner for Privacy and Data Protection

· Communications Council

· Community and Public Sector Union 
· Community Child Care Association 

· Community Housing Federation of Victoria 

· Community Housing Limited

	· Connections Uniting Care

· Coptic Orthodox Diocese of Melbourne

· Council to Homeless Persons 

· CREATE
· DanceSport Victoria 

· Department of Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources

· Department of Education and Training

· Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning

· Department of Justice and Regulation
· Department of Premier and Cabinet

· Department of Treasury and Finance

· Disability Commissioner

· Diversitat

· EACH

· Early Childhood Australia (Vic) 

· Early Childhood Intervention Australia (Victorian Chapter) 

· Early Childhood Management Services Inc

· Early Learning Association of Australia 

· Encompass Community Services

· Epworth HealthCare

· Ethnic Communities Council of Victoria 

· E-Vam Institute

· EW Tipping Foundation Inc

· Family Day Care Australia 

· Family Day Care Victoria Inc 

· Film Victoria

· Foster Care Assoc of Vic (FCAV) 

· Foundation House

· G8 Education Limited

· Gateways Support Services (Disability Services for children) 
	· Geelong Trades Hall Council

· GEGAC (Gippsland & East Gipps Aboriginal Cooperative)

· Gippsland Centre Against Sexual Assault

· Gippsland Region Foster Parents and Caregivers Association Inc

· Gippsland Southern Health Services

· Gippsland Trades & Labour Council Inc.

· Gippsland Women's Health

· Girl Guides Victoria

· Goodstart Early Learning

· Goulburn Valley Trades & Labour Council

· Gowrie Victoria 

· Greek Orthodox Archdiocese of Australia

· Gunditjmara Aboriginal Cooperative

· Health and Community Services Union (HACSU) (Health Services Union Victoria No.2 Branch)
· Health Scope Pty Ltd

· Health Services Commissioner

· Health Workers Union (Health Services Union Victoria No.1 Branch)

· Healthe Care

· Hindu Community Council of Victoria 

· Hindu Council of Australia

· Hindu Foundation of Australia
· Hindu Society of Victoria

· In Touch Multicultural Centre Against Family Violence

· Independent Education Union (Victoria and Tasmania)

· Independent Schools Victoria

· Islamic Council of Victoria
	· Mr Jerome Matters
· Jewish Community Council of Victoria
· Karingal Inc

· Kids Under Cover

· Koorie Heritage Trust

· Koorie Youth Council

· Latrobe Community Health Service

· Latrobe Regional Hospital

· Launch Housing Limited

· Live Performance Australia 

· Lorne Community Hospital

· Lutheran Church of Australia, Victorian District

· Lutheran Education, Vic NSW and Tas 
· Mackillop Family Services 

· Macquarie Health Corporation

· Maternal, Child and Family Health Nurses Australia 

· Medical Scientists Association of Victoria (MSAV), Victorian Psychologists Association (VPA) and the Association of Hospital Pharmacists (AHP) (Health Services Union Victoria No.4 Branch)

· Melbourne City Mission

· Melbourne’s Leading Nanny Agency

· Mental Health Complaints Commissioner

· Modern Language Teachers Association 

· Monash Health

· Municipal Association of Vic (MAV) 

· National Disability Services Victoria 

· Neami Limited

· Neighbourhood Houses Victoria 

· North-East Border Trades & Labour Council

	· OSHClub

· Ozchild

· Presbyterian Church of Victoria

· Public Advocate

· Quantum Support Services Inc

· Rabbinical Council of Victoria

· Ramhyuck District Aboriginal Corporation

· Ramsay Health Care

· Refugee Health Fellows Program

· Refugee Health Program in community health

· Roman Catholic Archdiocese of Melbourne

· Russian Orthodox Church outside Russia, Australian and New Zealand Diocese

· Salvation Army (Victoria) 

· SalvoCare Eastern

· SalvoConnect Women's Services

· Save the Children Australia

· Scope 

· Scouts Victoria

· Sikh Interfaith Council of Victoria

· South Gippsland Hospital

· South-West Trades & Labour Council

· Special Olympics

· St John of God Ballarat Hospital

· St John of God Health Care

· St Laurence Community Services

· Sunraysia Community Health Service

· The Interfaith Centre of Melbourne 
· The Royal Australian and New Zealand College of Psychiatrists 

· The Royal Children’s Hospital
	· The Royal Women's Hospital

· The Victorian Refugee Health Network

· Timboon and District Healthcare Service
· Tzedek
· United Voice

· Uniting Church in Australia, Synod of Victoria and Tasmania

· UnitingCare Gippsland

· VicSport 
· Victoria Police
· Victorian Aboriginal Child Care Agency (VACCA)

· Victorian Aboriginal Children and Young People’s Alliance

· Victorian Aboriginal Community Services Association Ltd (VACSAL)

· Victorian Aboriginal Controlled Community Health Organisations Inc (VACCHO)

· Victorian Aboriginal Education Association Inc (VAEAI)

· Victorian Alcohol and Drug Association (VAADA)

· Victorian Allied Health Professionals Association (VAHPA) (Health Services Union Victoria No.3 Branch)

· Victorian Association of State Secondary Principals 

· Victorian Cooperative on Children's Services for Ethnic Groups

· Victorian Council of Churches 

· Victorian Council of Social Service 

· Victorian Ecumenical System of Schools Ltd 

· Victorian Foundation of Survivors Against Torture

· Victorian Healthcare Association
	· Victorian Institute of Teaching 

· Victorian Multicultural Commission

· Victorian Ombudsman 

· Victorian Person Centred Services Inc trading as VISTA Community Support

· Victorian Principals Association 

· Victorian Registration and Qualifications Authority 

· Victorian Trades Hall Council

· Volunteering Victoria 

· Wathaurong Aboriginal Co-operative 

· Wesley Mission Victoria

· West Gippsland Healthcare Group

· Western District Health Service

· Whitelion

· Wombat Housing

· Workways Australia Limited

· Yarra Valley Community Health Services

· Yarrawonga District Health Service

· YMCA Victoria

· Yooralla

· Youth Affairs Council of Victoria

· Youth Support Advocacy Service
· 





Creating Child Safe Organisations�
�
Consultation report�
�









� � HYPERLINK "http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/fcdc/inquiries/article/1788" ��Betrayal of Trust: Inquiry into the Handling of Child Abuse by Religious and Other Non-Government Organisations�: <www.parliament.vic.gov.au/fcdc/inquiries/article/1788>
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