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CARROLL, Ms Caroline, Chair, Alliance for Forgotten Australians 

KASPIEV, Mr Boris, Executive Officer, Alliance for Forgotten Australians 

GARDINER, Mr Simon, Secretary, Alliance for Forgotten Australians 

Evidence was taken via teleconference—  

[09:38] 

CHAIR (Senator Dean Smith):  I declare open this public hearing of the Joint Select Committee on 

Implementation of the National Redress Scheme. In accordance with the committee's resolution of 5 December 

2019 this hearing will be broadcast on the parliament's website and proof and official transcripts of proceedings 

will be published on the parliament's website. 

I now call the Alliance for Forgotten Australians to give evidence. Although the committee does not require 

you to give evidence under oath, I should advise you that this hearing is a legal proceeding of the parliament and 

therefore has the same standing as proceedings of the respective houses. The giving of false or misleading 

evidence is a serious matter and may be regarded as a contempt of the parliament. The evidence given today will 

be recorded by Hansard and attracts parliamentary privilege. I now invite you to make a brief opening statement 

before we proceed to discussion. 

Ms Carroll:  To begin with, thank you for the opportunity to appear today. When I spoke to your predecessor 

committee 18 months ago, I said that the Redress Scheme mightn't be perfect but it's an important start. Since 

then, I know Minister Ruston and her department have been working very actively to refine the scheme and to get 

past providers on board by 30 June. I'd like to especially extend AFA's thanks to the minister for her personal 

commitment to this work. 

We've had the report Getting the National Redress Scheme right and the government's response. Unfortunately, 

this is where things become problematic. The overwhelming theme in the response is that implementing a number 

of the recommendations 'would require unanimous agreement of the Ministers Redress Scheme Governance 

Board and legislative changes' to the scheme. The response says: 

The Government will consult with jurisdictions and will further consider this recommendation through the legislated second 

anniversary review of the Scheme. 

We appreciate that Australia's system of federation is complex. We understand that it means negotiating between 

levels of government and that the difficulty of legislative change is the price we pay for democracy. But how long 

will we have to wait? Most of us are aged from our 50s to our 80s. The health of many of our people is failing. In 

less than another generation, none of us will be left to hold politicians accountable for what happened to us in the 

care of their governments. 

I'd like to finish my introduction by quoting a very accurate and thought-provoking article titled 'Unravelling 

redress for institutional abuse of children in Australia', published in the University of New South Wales Law 

Journal in November last year: 

Our analysis of change in the NRS indicates a retreat from the goal of providing justice to survivors in favour of protecting 

the interests of participating institutions and the scheme operator. None of the changes are survivor-focused. Nearly half the 

changes are contrary to the Royal Commission's findings regarding the nature and impact of child sexual abuse, including the 

lifelong, intermittent, and varied impacts of abuse, as well as links between child sexual abuse and future criminal offending. 

More than half the changes can be expected to disadvantage particularly vulnerable survivors. 

Over time, the spirit of the Royal Commission's redress recommendations has been weakened. The NRS is less survivor-

focused, trauma-informed, coherent, and responsive to the needs of vulnerable survivors than that originally contemplated by 

the Royal Commission. 

Sadly, I can't disagree with that view. I suggest that the committee carefully examine the arguments laid out in the 

article. 

CHAIR:  Thank you very much, Ms Carroll. Would others from the Alliance for Forgotten Australians like to 

make any contributions? Mr Kaspiev? 

Mr Kaspiev:  A lot of the things that Caroline said are not new; they're things we raised previously in our 

submissions and in our evidence. We are talking about the actual structure of the scheme. A lot of the issues 

around delays, the complexity of the applications—these are symptoms of a scheme that due to the rush and the 

complexity wasn't right in the first place, and we're now seeing the manifestation of that. We're very curious to 

know what the political will will be and what the process will be to get some of these fundamentals sorted. We're 

aware that the two-year review of the scheme is coming up. We're aware that this committee has been appointed 

to oversight the redress recommendations. We're aware that the ANAO audit of the implementation of the scheme 
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is being undertaken. But what we're not clear about is how that will all work, how it will knit together, how the 

voices of the forgotten Australians and other survivors will be engaged to provide meaning to that process.  

We haven't found our place in the redesign of the scheme or the evaluation of the scheme. We want a place. 

We've been asking for that. We're trying very hard to understand how the threads might come together on the very 

fundamental issues that we've been talking about since day one—that is, the limitations on sexual abuse, the 

creation of two classes of survivors, the extreme delays in processing applications, the very traumatic nature of 

the assessment framework. I don't want to go through all of those in detail, but these are not new. What we're 

seeking to draw the committee's attention to is the process by which these very substantial issues are likely to be 

examined in the future. That's all for now. 

CHAIR:  Great. Thanks very much. Mr Gardiner, would you like to make a contribution? 

Mr Gardiner:  Yes, very briefly. For the benefit of the committee, of which at least, as I understand it, two 

members are newish, I want to talk about the context of the forgotten Australians. Sometimes, in the minutia and 

detail of complex schemes like the Redress Scheme, we forget about the fundamentals that have affected this 

particular group of ageing adults. We must never forget that this was a group of people that was brought up by a 

child welfare system, in closed institutions, where not only sexual abuse occurred but all other forms of 

deprivation.  

At the heart of the Alliance for Forgotten Australians' concerns about the inadequacies of the current National 

Redress Scheme is the issue that the impact of living in a closed institution, cut off from family, from the 

community and from official surveillance, has led to a whole range of other abuse types. Prioritising sexual abuse, 

appalling though it is, over other forms of abuse—emotional abuse, educational abuse, physical abuse—does not 

honour the experience of these people. And the forgotten Australians are now fast running out of time. It is now 

15 years since the Senate report on the forgotten Australians was released. That report made a very clear 

recommendation about redress for that group of people who experienced those conditions. It may well be beyond 

the immediate remit of this joint parliamentary committee to do anything about that, but it is incumbent upon you 

to make some recommendation that this aspect of an inclusive redress scheme be reviewed and acted upon. Thank 

you. 

CHAIR:  Thank you very much, Mr Gardiner. I now turn to questions from members of the committee. Ms 

Claydon, would you like to begin? 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you very much, Caroline, Boris and Simon, for your evidence. I know you made an 

important contribution to the last inquiry. It's not always easy when we ask you to keep coming and talking to us, 

so I really appreciate your doing that this morning. You have given some very clear directions to the committee 

about those structural inequities—the problematic areas of the structure of the scheme. You were quite right to 

point out that we're in this two-year review process, and that's a legislative requirement. How would you like the 

parliament to ensure that you are part of that process and that you are given a voice in that review process? What 

would you like to see happen to ensure that you are included in that process? 

Mr Kaspiev:  We'd like a collaboration, if not a partnership, in that process. We'd like to be engaged in the 

design of the review—in the way the review will be undertaken. Then, we'd like to be engaged not just in the 

design but in galvanising our members for their input into it, and we'd maybe like to support other people in 

providing input into that review. It's not something that we would prefer be done just by government at arm's 

length; we would prefer us to be an integral part of that. That's what's going to give it legitimacy. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you. Did anyone else want to contribute to that? Otherwise, I'll have one quick 

follow-up. My other question is in relation to the issue of the government response to date on the previous report 

and your concern about the problematic nature of federation. What process would you like to see in place for 

some of those negotiations? Would you like to see those negotiations be underway already? Do you have a view 

about how we might progress some of those issues that are on hold because of a government response that says 

we need to talk across multiple jurisdictions on this? 

Mr Kaspiev:  I think there is enough evidence in what has previously been provided to your predecessor in 

academic papers about what is wrong and where the flash points are that need to be fixed in the scheme. I think 

those flash points should form the basis of negotiating with jurisdictions around the future of the scheme. That 

will have two parts. The first part will be political, obviously. It will be a scanning of the degree to which states 

are willing to come at it from a different perspective—to listen to the concerns, to review their financial 

commitments, to review the legislation—and, if necessary, our members would like their voices heard in that 

process. I guess it would be something where, on the political level, we would be looking at sussing out the 

appetite for that change, and, at an administrative level, the deficiencies are well documented. It's about drawing 
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those things together into something constructive. What we're seeing is that people are losing hope, and we don't 

want them to lose hope. If somebody is suffering from tremendous trauma because their application hasn't been 

heard, because a second participant institution hasn't come to the table, the last thing they want is for a bureaucrat 

or one of us to sit and explain, 'Australia is very complicated; we've got three levels of government and we've got 

legislation.' It doesn't matter to them; it's not what they want to hear when they're dying. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Do you think the Commonwealth should lead that process? 

Mr Kaspiev:  Absolutely. 

Mr Gardiner:  We must remember that there is a Ministers Redress Scheme Governance Board, which is 

capable of making some changes. That would be complex because some of the changes that we think would be 

useful, like an increase in the monetary payment and some amendments to the assessment framework, do require 

agreement to all of that. There is a structure in place that has been set up, as I understand, by the Commonwealth 

to deal with those issues, so it is possible to do that. There is enough information to suggest that those significant 

issues around the level of payment and the assessment framework could occur relatively—they're not simple, and 

we are all terribly conscious of the complex health and economic environment that we're a part of the moment, 

but, for us, we have our eye very clearly on what we see as the main goal. 

Mr Kaspiev:  Senator, if I can step back and place this again into a broader context, we are of course aware 

that the pressures on government as a result of the bushfire crisis and the COVID-19 crisis are huge; this involves 

a complete restructuring of how our society, worldwide, operates. But what we see is that, within that, forgotten 

Australians and other survivors are people who are bearing the brunt of those disasters. People who are homeless 

or borderline homeless and people who have lost their homes during the bushfires are having to deal with the 

closure of or limitations around service provision and delivery. Our people are very much the ones who are 

suffering in a way that middle-class people aren't suffering. It's not like they're separate things; they're integrated 

things, and our people are a part of that. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you very much. Just so my senators don't get upset, I'm a humble House of 

Representatives person, but that's okay. 

Dr ALLEN:  I see the submission that has been made by the Alliance for Forgotten Australians, and thank you 

very much for the oversight. I wonder if you could bring alive for the committee a situation or a case, without 

revealing the details, of where you think something has gone very well and perhaps a simple case of where you 

think something has not gone very well. Obviously we know that people have been through extremely traumatic 

situations, and the processes will never be perfect when you're dealing with vulnerable people who've been 

through extraordinary circumstances. Could you outline in simple terms what you see as being a good process that 

you've experienced with people in your alliance, versus, potentially, one that's not so good. 

Mr Kaspiev:  We are aware of somebody who was terminally ill and didn't expect to survive to receive a 

payment. However, his payment was expedited, he received his redress and, while he's still a very tormented 

individual, it has given him a certain peace of mind. It's given him not closure because I don't think people receive 

closure but there's an ability to maybe leave the world knowing that he'd been heard, that he'd received an apology 

and that his family will be left with a little bit of money. And he can now afford to put petrol into his car without 

too much trouble. That's an example of where there's been a benefit, and his claim was fast tracked—I mean, it 

still wasn't fast, but this is somebody who's done well. 

We also had reports that the staffing of the scheme is more appropriate and that there are fewer complaints. 

We're hearing in some areas about the caseworkers. So that's two very constructive things. 

Ms Carroll:  It's not anyone's fault and I don't know how we would ever fix this, but we had a client here at 

Open Place, which is part of the alliance as well, who got a redress payment I think six weeks ago and it's gone. 

People came out of the woodwork, family members and next door neighbours, who threatened him. He gave half 

his payment to a next door neighbour because the man threatened him. He's now back to lying on our couches 

here at Open Place because he gets no peace anywhere else. With the fear of this virus, Open Place may be 

closing and there may be change in everything that's happening here at Open Place. I'm sure Sharon and Rachel in 

particular would know about that. So I don't know what we can do to protect these people once they get some 

payment for what happened to them as children. They need to have people around them. He needed his next door 

neighbour to be his next door neighbour and to be the friend he thought he was. But the minute the money came 

into it, he gave his neighbour $30,000. It's gone, and there's no way we can help him get that back. It just shows 

that money isn't the be all and end all. I said at the beginning of all this—the royal commission, the Senate 

inquiry—we need to be recognised as a really fragile, highly vulnerable group of people who need services that 
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are available to other highly vulnerable groups in our community, like medical, dental, health, transport and all of 

these things. Money is not always the answer. In fact, it's made his life 10 times worse. 

Dr ALLEN:  Thank you for sharing that story, Caroline. 

Mr Kaspiev:  I've got one more thing to add around that. Financial counselling and financial management does 

continue to be an issue. Often people don't know how to manage their money. Part of that is estate planning. 

Somebody might have received a payout or is terminally. NO MORE advises people to prepare wills, but it 

doesn't do that itself, so people all of a sudden are very susceptible to pressures about drawing up a will and 

beneficiaries. We know of one case where the same church where a boy was abused offered to draw up that 

person's will for free and that person left his estate and his redress payment to that church in his will. This is not 

justice. 

Mr Gardiner:  I have a last comment, which is a more general one, about the combination of the assessment 

framework and the matrix which is used to judge the level of payments. We all acknowledge that it is extremely 

difficult to construct a framework that is not intrusive but does provide some detail of the level of abuse. The 

notion that you can then rate the type of abuse and equal that to a monetary output is degrading and reduces the 

sense of wrong that has been done. Penetrative abuse is clearly an appalling crime. To lie in a dormitory where a 

boy next to you is being abused, not knowing whether it is about to happen to you, is in many ways equally as 

frightening and scarring an experience. The assessment framework and the matrix for determining the level of 

payment take none of that into account. That does great injustice to those who suffered, as we have also 

mentioned previously, life in a closed institution. 

Dr ALLEN:  Thank you so much for sharing that with us. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Good morning Caroline, Boris and Simon. Thank you very much for appearing 

today. I want to pick up on the issue you raised on financial counselling and management. I'm absolutely appalled 

to hear those stories that you've just talked about. Firstly, I am very concerned to hear that someone has given 

$30,000 to their neighbour under duress. I'm wondering whether that can be further looked at and whether there 

were any inappropriate threats such that there might be some way of recovering that money. Secondly, I am 

interested to know more about the free will service. It seems to me to be also appalling. Are you able to give me 

some more details about the church and the circumstances surrounding the offer of free will service, which has a 

very heavy connotation that someone should be making some sort of provision towards the church? 

Mr Kaspiev:  I can get that information for you, but I don't have that at the moment. For us, it comes down to 

the issue that people don't get the right financial counselling. Very often financial counsellors are very good at 

what they do in their specific area, but they're not used to dealing with people who are traumatised, who might be 

impulsive, whose behaviour is erratic, who don't have any money and have never had an ability to manage money 

because they've never had it, and who are vulnerable in the community. To me, it leads to a bigger issue: what is 

the availability of financial counselling, who are the organisations that operate that financial counselling—are 

they church organisations or are they NGOs—and to what degree are financial counsellors understanding of the 

very risky and traumatised group of people they are dealing with? 

I'm sorry to change tack, but it does fit within the same thing as support counselling for people. That was one 

of the things that was reduced to $5,000 per individual, which is very, very little for a life that has essentially been 

ruined and where there is ongoing trauma both for the individual and their family. Those two issues around 

financial counselling and general support counselling are very big gaps. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Absolutely. Firstly, I'm very concerned about those two stories. I would be very 

grateful if you could provide further information. Frankly, the practice of providing a free will-service, by any 

church, is I think abhorrent and needs to be stopped, and that needs to be addressed as a specific issue. Maybe 

that's something that can be separately referred to the governance board. Then, more broadly, do you have any 

more detail about the type and scope of the financial counselling? I agree that that's absolutely essential. When 

people have been traumatised and are suddenly placed in a situation where moneys are received, they can then be 

very vulnerable. We need to make sure, as a nation, that those people are protected under those circumstances. 

Mr Kaspiev:  Yes. We'll get you more information about the details of those two cases. But for us it still points 

to a bigger issue about the quality of the counselling that's available and the very high risks associated with people 

receiving payouts. That doesn't apply to everybody. I don't want to say that everybody's in the same situation, and 

we do tend to hear the worst stories, because they are the most painful and the most apparent. There are other 

ones, such as the first case I gave you, of the man who was terminally ill and who clearly is managing his payout 

very well. 
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Senator HENDERSON:  Absolutely. I hear you loud and clear on that message. Are you able to add any 

further information in relation to the scope of the services that should be provided for both general support and 

financial counselling? 

Mr Kaspiev:  It's a very difficult one. I guess I can just reiterate the earlier comment I made about financial 

counsellors being familiar and being trauma informed about the characteristics of this vulnerable group. Not 

everybody will understand who they're dealing with and where they're coming from and therefore how they are 

likely to manage their money. It's a workforce issue, I guess. That's probably all I can say on that. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Thank you very much, and thank you very much for your evidence today. I don't 

have any further questions. 

Senator SIEWERT:  We've touched on the review that's coming up, but it seems to me that there are a couple 

of things that need addressing urgently before the review even starts. One of those is the issues about the 

institutions not signing up and the deadline of June. Are there other issues that you think need urgently addressing 

before the review is completed—issues that are so urgent that they really should be dealt with now? 

Ms Carroll:  I would say redress for all. This is just a nightmare situation for us. I know that the royal 

commission was based on sexual abuse. However, as Simon said, how can you say, 'My abuse was worse than 

your abuse', whether it's physical neglect, lack of education and all those things? I know that's probably not what 

you want to hear and it's probably not something your committee can do anything about. But that would be our 

biggest drama, our biggest confrontation with people we talk to—that, again, they are second-class citizens. 

I heard today that the stolen generation will be given redress in Victoria, and rightly so. But, again, our people 

were in care. Our people lost both things—education, family—and they had sexual abuse, physical abuse, 

emotional abuse. I was one of eight children. I never knew my siblings. I've met three of them since then. I had 

parents who lived together. But I was never allowed to know them or see them until I was 15, when I was told 

that I was old enough to leave the institution and look after myself. That's not an unusual situation for us, and yet 

we're deemed not to be eligible for redress unless we were sexually abused. We, the ones that were sexually 

abused, are the lucky ones. Really? What's that saying about our world—that you have to be sexually abused to be 

lucky? 

Senator SIEWERT:  This issue, from what I hear from talking to people and from what you've just so clearly 

articulated, is an ongoing issue. It seems to me that it's not going to go away. It feels like people are actually 

getting angrier about it. Is that what you're hearing, or is it that some people are giving up? 

Ms Carroll:  It's what I'm feeling, not only hearing. There was this news today about the Stolen Generations. I 

don't want to put them down and I don't want to say that they don't deserve it, because I of all people know that 

they bloody do. But so do our people. The department here in Victoria want us, Open Place, to stay open to look 

after these vulnerable people, but they don't even give us frigging hand sanitiser to help us with that, and we can't 

buy it. They want us to do the work that they don't want to do, but they don't give us any support to do it. Many of 

our people live on the streets. They go out, they mix with God knows who and then they come here and make all 

our staff vulnerable. But none of our staff want us to close down, either. They want to be here for these people. 

But the government, the churches and the charities discarded most of them at 15 and have still discarded them and 

60, 70 or 80. It's just appalling. 

Mr Kaspiev:  I'd also explain it in this way: longstanding government policy around redress enforces structural 

inequities between vulnerable people. It's government policy which creates this wedge between people; it's 

government policy which creates wedges between people who become the deserving or undeserving abused; and 

it's government policy that creates the kinds of wedges between the support provider and a vulnerable group—be 

they the Stolen Generations, the Forgotten Australians and so on. It's where we see it. Our people are very often 

crossovers between these groups. We see these inequities being played out all the time, and these are 

fundamental. As you said, Senator, they're not going to go away, and we don't intend to let them go away. The 

very issue with the first terms of reference for the royal commission was that it was too limited for financial 

savings. What we're seeing now is, again, the retraumatisation of the people who are the most vulnerable at a time 

when they are facing the ends of their lives. 

Senator SIEWERT:  There have been changes, as we've been discussing, made to the process. I take on board 

what was said earlier about the matrix and very clearly what you've just so strongly articulated. How's the 

improvement being received by people trying to apply? Has it given people a better experience? Has the form 

itself and also the overall time lines for processing, which we've been taken through by the department, met 

people's needs now? 

Mr Gardiner:  Sorry, Senator, what changes to the matrix are you— 
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Senator SIEWERT:  Sorry, what I'm saying is I've heard what you've said about that earlier. What I mean 

now is the overall changes to the assessment process—both the changes to the form but also the processes in 

place for how they're addressed, the support you're getting from caseworkers, the interaction with caseworkers 

and the timeliness. 

Mr Kaspiev:  We're getting reports of improvements in that. It's not getting worse. Some people might have a 

lesser or a better experience, but overall, as Caroline said in her earlier evidence, we can see that there are more 

claims being processed, that the time frames are shorter in some cases and that the minister has worked very hard 

to get institutions on board. We recognise all of that. We recognise all of that within the context that the 

fundamental constructs in the scheme are still problematic. 

Senator SIEWERT:  So the bottom line now, as we went to earlier, is that there is ongoing work on the 

process and there are improvements being made but you can't overcome the fundamental problems that you've 

articulated. The present scheme can't overcome that, so they need to rethink the scheme. 

Mr Gardiner:  That's absolutely right. As it is, the scheme is mean and, in a sense, punitive. There are some 

things happening, tweaking around the relationships and the process within the scheme, but your summing-up is 

absolutely right. It's the fundamentals. It's the principles upon which it is built, which do not reflect the intent of 

the royal commission and do not reflect the interests of those 450,000 children who were brought up in 

institutional care. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Thanks, Chair. 

CHAIR:  Senator Marielle Smith, do you have any questions? 

Senator MARIELLE SMITH:  I do. On page 3 of your submission, you refer to 'unfinished business', and I 

know we've touched on some of these issues. You talk about what needs to be done in the future and what 

remains totally unfinished for the people you look after and represent. Can you expand on that further for me? 

Mr Kaspiev:  In the unfinished business, we go back to the Forgotten Australians Senate inquiry report of 

2004, where there were recommendations around whole-of-government strategies to deal with things like 

education, health care, housing, homelessness and so on. Those have happened to a greater or lesser extent, but 

not in any systematic way or not in any complete way. So what we've got is a kind of a patchwork around those 

things. And it just means that, as forgotten Australians are ageing, there is not a whole-of-government kind of 

strategy around their needs for health care—dental care, particularly. I'm conscious that some of this is outside the 

scope of the Redress Scheme, but nonetheless it affects our people. End-of-life care, palliative care—people being 

able to, as far as possible, come to terms with their experiences before they die. A lot of those things are 

unfinished business because the big recommendations were often picked up but the complex recommendations, 

that required work across governments and across jurisdictions, weren't done in any coordinated, strategic, 

planned way. I'm sorry—I hope that all makes sense. But it's a very big thing. 

Senator MARIELLE SMITH:  It does. I know it's a big question and a big topic, but I appreciate that. 

CHAIR:  Thank you very, very much for your evidence. I am looking forward to an opportunity to meet with 

you personally, and I'm sure that opportunity will arise at some point. I would like to discuss with you, in the 

broad, the appropriateness of the application form, and then I've got some specific questions about it. What 

feedback are you getting from people that you're in contact with about how appropriate the application form is, 

and what some of the triggers are that might exist in the application form that mean that people have to go 

through re-experiencing some or all of their trauma? Would someone like to start, just in response to that broad 

question first? 

Ms Carroll:  As I think you know, I work at Open Place, which is the service for forgotten Australians in 

Victoria. The application form itself I found really confronting when I first saw it. But I have to say that we have 

a redress team here, of course, who help people with that form, and the feedback that I have had from the people 

who have worked with the workers here is nothing but positive. I think they have helped so many people get a 

fairer outcome because they have helped them write their stories and have explained what the forms were about. 

So I cannot praise our workers here enough, and I'm sure it is the same in other organisations across Australia. 

These workers have been a godsend to our people. When you give someone a form, or an application like this for 

the Redress Scheme—which is just gobbledegook to many of our people who can't read and write, or if they can 

it's limited—the workers are just a godsend. I don't know if anyone else wants to say anything else to that? 

CHAIR:  Would anyone else like to make a contribution? 

Mr Kaspiev:  No, I think Caroline has covered it, from my perspective. 
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CHAIR:  Turning then to the Redress Scheme nominee forms: I agree—in conversations I've had with people 

it's been put to me that, when someone has an ability to work through the form supported by someone else, that 

experience is less traumatic. It doesn't necessarily remove the trauma. Is it your experience that the workers that 

you refer to often end up being the nominee for an applicant? 

Ms Carroll:  No, I don't think so. 

CHAIR:  In your organisation, how many people would currently be a formal nominee for an applicant? 

Mr Kaspiev:  I think that's something we can't answer. That is something for an organisation which delivers a 

service. We're advocates and we go by what we hear from other people, but we don't have that level of day-to-day 

experience in that. 

CHAIR:  My second question goes specifically to part 3 of the application form. Are you familiar with part 3 

of the application form? 

Mr Gardiner:  Not off the top of my head, but I'm very aware of it. 

CHAIR:  It's okay. I've got it in front of me. Part 3 is titled 'The impact sexual abuse has had across your life' 

and the applicant, at question 58, is asked to talk about their experience by circling a number of words that might 

help put the trauma into a context for someone who's assessing the application. It's been put to me by various 

people that people can't understand the necessity of part 3 and have expressed concern that part 3 of that 

document does get shared with institutions. Have you had any specific feedback in regard to people's reactions to 

part 3 of the application? 

Ms Carroll:  All I can say is that, from right back at the beginning, there was a lot of discussion about that. 

Many people said, 'I want the institution to know what they've done to me, so they can read it,' but there were as 

many other people that said, 'Why should I have to account for my life and what happened in my life to them, the 

abusers?' So I don't think there's a clear answer to it. I think it's just one of those things that's on the form and 

people have to fill it in. 

Mr Gardiner:  And access to the form by the institution should be by consent of the applicant. 

CHAIR:  And it's the latter experience—the concern people have that the institution gets to see the scale of 

someone's trauma. My next query goes to your opening remarks, Ms Carroll. In your opening remarks you 

expressed some concern, and I think the statement you made was, 'How long will we have to wait?' That was in 

the context that some of the government's responses to the previous committee's report have been referred to the 

legislative jurisdictional review that is about to take place. Do you have any views about how long that legislative 

review should take or how long you would prefer it to take, or have you put your mind to any possible options 

that the legislative review might be able to embrace as a way of bringing refinements or improvements to the 

system in a more speedy way? 

Mr Kaspiev:  That's a very difficult question. We want to be part of the review, and the review should be 

something that doesn't take a very long time, but it's bound to take longer than we would want because of the 

complexity. So in a sense it would be almost like establishing a hierarchy of issues or a hierarchy of needs and 

working out how you'd deal with each of those. Our preference would be to have this discussion sitting down with 

the relevant bureaucrats and coming up with the way of doing this which is as efficient as possible, as respectful 

as possible and as realistic as possible. We haven't had that discussion. It's a discussion we're very keen to have. 

Beyond understanding that the review has to take place and that we want to be part of that review, we haven't 

been able to push through that any further. 

CHAIR:  You make the point that a constructive way for the review to start may well be for it to focus on a 

number of what we might call urgent, critical issues—those issues that it is broadly agreed are top-of-mind issues 

that the legislative review should deal with immediately. An option for the legislative review is that we wait for it 

to complete its review or that we ask it to put its mind to these two or three issues first and then to report again in 

as expeditious a manner as possible on those first three points. That could be a constructive way to approach this; 

I absolutely agree. If that were the approach, what would those three points be, from your organisation's 

perspective, noting of course—and I understand this point—that you've got some attitudes in regard to the 

fundamental elements of the design? But, if we were to look at what the most immediate improvements that we 

could apply to the scheme as it currently operates are, what would be those three areas of focus, from your 

perspective? 

Mr Kaspiev:  You're asking good questions, and they're ones which we'll have to answer off the top of our 

heads without there necessarily being agreement among our organisation. I say that the scope and the counselling 

would be one of them. 
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Ms Carroll:  The level of payment. 

Mr Kaspiev:  The level of payment—that is, the inexplicable reduction of the highest amount reduced from 

$200,000 to $150,000, and all of that is well documented. So they're the two that I would nominate. And Simon is 

putting up his hand. 

Mr Gardiner:  I would say that the significant priority that is given to penetrative abuse in the assessment 

framework. As you so beautifully put, Senator, the elephant in the room of course is: what the future is of an 

inclusive redress scheme? And I think that has to be tabled explicitly. 

CHAIR:  That's a very interesting point, which takes me to my next question. In the Tuart Times magazine—

which is a document I get regularly as a Western Australian senator—in its March 2020 edition, it asks I think a 

very powerful question about how does the scheme want to be remembered, which I think is similar to the point 

that you've just made. But, in their latest edition, they've got some interesting commentary about the difficulty 

that applicants have accessing information that might be held by an institution about the particular applicant's 

welfare records. Is that a matter that you have also come across? 

Ms Carroll:  Absolutely, yes. Many people don't have records, as we know. For 10 years we've been 

discussing the fact that records have such an important and huge role in people's lives—not for evidence, because 

not too many institutions wrote down, 'I sexually abused this child last night,' but just to know who your family is 

and why you were in this place in the first place. So records have always had a huge impact on our lives because 

we do have them or because we don't have them. 

Mr Gardiner:  And, then: Who has the control of those records? Who has access to those records? The idea 

that an individual for some reason, either because of the design of the scheme or for some censorship within 

bureaucracies, cannot access their own records, or those records are so heavily redacted that they'd make very 

little sense, is probably one of the most offensive things for forgotten Australians that they ever talk to us about. 

CHAIR:  Thank you very much for that. Colleagues, because the following witness has withdrawn, we do 

have some time available to us, so I'll just run through our questioning panel again in case there are any follow-up 

questions. Ms Claydon, do you have any further questions? 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you for those insightful comments about your priority areas, even if they were on the 

hop, so to speak. My observation is that they were all issues that were taken up in the last inquiry that we 

conducted. I think it would be fair to say—it is really made clear in the last report from the previous committee as 

well—that each and every time the government chose to deviate from the recommendations of the royal 

commissions. They are the pinch points which have caused great grievance. Is that still your view? 

Ms Carroll:  Yes. 

Mr Kaspiev:  That is our view. I think the view is that the further we go from the royal commission, the 

further behind we are leaving its spirit. 

Ms CLAYDON:  When you're assisting people in their application process for the National Redress Scheme, 

have you come up against this problem of some of the institutions not yet being a participating institution, and 

therefore the applications are put on hold? 

Mr Kaspiev:  We're not the right organisation to ask that because we don't assist people. Also, all we can 

report is what we've heard anecdotally. 

Ms CLAYDON:  That's fine. Thank you very much. I misunderstood; I thought you had a team of people who 

were actually assisting. 

Ms Carroll:  Sorry, Sharon. Here at Open Place they do. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Apologies, yes. 

Ms Carroll:  But that redress team is very separate, in a way, from the rest of us. We have a support team and 

a records team and a drop-in team and a counselling team. The redress team is obviously very confidential. It's in 

another building. So we don't really discuss it unless the clients themselves come and talk to me, because I know 

so many of them. We don't really discuss what the big issues are. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Totally a fair call. Probably for us, we'll want to take that up with Open Place. Thanks very 

much. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Can I go to the issue of the psychosocial supports and the counselling supports. I've got 

to say it's one of the issues that I'm hearing a lot about. What are the key issues that you are hearing about access 

to counselling? 
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Ms Carroll:  Again, I'm talking about Open Place here. The access to counselling is very good. We have 600 

counsellors on our books, and many thousands of forgotten Australians on our books. That's funded through 

government—state government, mostly. So the counselling doesn't have a lot of issues here in Victoria at this 

stage; that could change at any time, particularly with this virus and people having access to their counsellors. 

We've had people in counselling for 20 years. The $5,000 limit that the Redress Scheme has put on it is going to 

be very difficult for many people, especially people who have never come forward before now and have suddenly 

declared and talked about what happened to them as a child. They have $5,000 to spend on counselling. Like I 

say, we've had people in counselling for 20 years and it hasn't really improved their life, but at least they know 

they have someone they can talk to. Access to counselling through other areas—I really couldn't comment on that, 

except that it's not enough. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Are you talking to some of the other states? I heard what you said about Victoria. I've 

certainly had quite a bit of feedback that it's not enough. There's also confusion around what the different states 

are doing because different states have agreed to do different things. You haven't had much feedback about that? 

Mr Kaspiev:  No, nothing significant. So, no, I don't think there's anything sensible we could say about that at 

the moment. 

Ms Carroll:  Except that, because Open Place has been going for 10 years and prior to that we were part of 

VANISH and part of the centre, we have clients for 20 years and we have 4½ thousand people on our books, 

which is probably the largest number of forgotten Australians on anyone's books across the country, and that is 

because the state government has funded us adequately—I wouldn't say enormously or the best, but adequately—

whereas other states have not had that funding. They've had little bits of funding through the Find & Connect 

service, so they haven't been able to give the services that are needed for forgotten Australians, be it counselling, 

help with their dental or medical work, visiting them or running social support groups. We have 14 of them in this 

state. Other people have one at the centre where they operate from, so it's been a mismatch right across the 

country, and, while Victoria are probably luckier than most, the other states either need to get adequate funding 

for not only people who were sexually abused. Many of our people don't talk about that sort of abuse; it's their 

lack of family or family violence. Many of them are part of that. I don't think anyone seems to understand the 

huge impact that it's had and the needs that are there. I'm sure you do, Rachel, because you've been in it as long as 

I have—well, not quite. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Not quite. Thank you. 

CHAIR:  Are there any other questions from colleagues? I have two more brief questions. Do you have an 

attitude in regard to the indexation matter? 

Mr Kaspiev:  We do have an attitude. I'm sure you'll hear others saying that it just seems unfair that the 

indexation is applied to past payments and there's no kind of reciprocity in indexation of payments that will be 

made under this scheme, if there are delays across a period of time. It's a really fundamental flaw in the design of 

the scheme. It's one that I think a lot of people going through the process won't necessarily understand, but, 

certainly, for us as advocates, it's a very great concern. 

CHAIR:  My second question is in regard to eligibility to the scheme. Do you think that those people who are 

in jail should have access to the scheme? Again, it's a point that other submitters have— 

Mr Kaspiev:  I'm sorry, Senator, you've faded right out. I didn't hear that question. 

CHAIR:  I apologise. Do you have any attitudes in regard to eligibility to the scheme—for example, former 

child migrants who are noncitizens or non-permanent residents, noncitizens and non-permanent residents 

currently living in Australia, former Australian citizens, for example, and those that might find themselves 

imprisoned? 

Mr Kaspiev:  It's not something that we as an organisation have discussed in depth, but I'll make a couple of 

observations. In the royal commission recommendations, those things aren't canvassed. The move that has come 

around about the limitation of five years jail for offences is something which has been a completely political 

aspect that's been introduced. And we recognise that, often, people are in jail for serious crimes because of the 

physical, mental, sexual or psychological abuse that they received as children in care. We are concerned that it's 

something that has entered the political arena, and we think that there is a great deal of unfairness about it, but 

beyond that I can't give you any advice because it's not something that we've thrashed out in detail. 

CHAIR:  Great. 

Mr Kaspiev:  I would be making it up if I tried. 
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CHAIR:  Thank you very much. I appreciate that. Colleagues, if there are no other questions for the Alliance 

for Forgotten Australians, I propose that the committee take a break. I extend our thanks to the Alliance for 

Forgotten Australians for their participation this morning. We look forward to meeting you in person in, we hope, 

the not-too-distant future. Thank you very much. 

Proceedings suspended from 10:50 to 11:00 
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RIND, Ms Hanina, Senior Program Manager, Ngarra Jarra Noun (Redress Support Service), Victorian 

Aboriginal Child Care Agency 

Evidence was taken via teleconference—  

CHAIR:  This public hearing of the Joint Select Committee on Implementation of the National Redress 

Scheme via teleconference will now resume. In accordance with the committee's resolution of 5 December 2019, 

this hearing will be broadcast on the parliament's website and the proof and official transcripts of proceedings will 

be published on the parliament's website. I now call the Victorian Aboriginal Child Care Agency to give 

evidence. 

Although the committee does not require you to give evidence under oath, I should advise you that this hearing 

is a legal proceeding of the parliament and therefore has the same standing as proceedings of the respective 

houses. The giving of false or misleading evidence is a serious matter and may be regarded as a contempt of 

parliament. The evidence given today will be recorded by Hansard and attracts parliamentary privilege. I now 

invite you to make a brief opening statement before we proceed to discussion. 

Ms Rind:  I would like to begin by acknowledging the traditional owners of the land, the Wiradjuri people, and 

I pay my respects to their elders past and present and to all Aboriginal people here today. I would also like to pay 

my respects to all stolen generation survivors and to all survivors of child sexual abuse, and acknowledge their 

suffering and pain and honour their strength and survival. My name is Hanina Rind. I am a proud Yamatji-

Badimia woman from Western Australia and the senior program manager of Ngarra Jarra Noun. Ngarra Jarra 

Noun means 'remedy' or 'heal' in the Woiwurrung language and is the name of the redress support service at the 

Victorian Aboriginal Child Care Agency, VACCA. As an Aboriginal woman, I am honoured and privileged to be 

in a position to advocate for Aboriginal survivors. 

VACCA is a state-wide Aboriginal community controlled organisation and the lead Aboriginal child and 

family services organisation in Victoria. VACCA has been operating since 1976, providing culturally responsive, 

safe and accessible services to Aboriginal community and prioritising the voice of Aboriginal people to ensure 

our approach and services meet the needs of the community. From 2013 to mid-2018, VACCA ran the Royal 

Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse support service. Since mid-2018, VACCA has 

operated the redress support service Ngarra Jarra Noun to provide culturally safe support to Aboriginal survivors 

of institutional child sexual abuse who are thinking of applying for redress. We currently support more than 30 

survivors across Victoria and we are the assistance nominee for the majority of applications. Our advocacy is 

always guided by the needs of Aboriginal survivors and by the learnings from the royal commission. 

There are three key issues I will focus on today, and these are the assessment framework, access for people in 

prison and access to cultural healing for Aboriginal survivors. There are significant concerns about the assessment 

framework used to determine payments for sexual abuse. The assessment framework is deeply flawed. It makes 

the amount of financial payment dependent on the type of sexual abuse a survivor has suffered. We know from 

the royal commission's own work that the impact that sexual abuse has on a survivor's life isn't shaped by the type 

of sexual abuse they have gone through. 

As the explanatory statement of the assessment framework states, it has been widened to provide a framework 

to bind decision-makers to avoid retraumatising survivors. It is very difficult to see how this assessment 

framework is anything other than an instrument that will retraumatise, given that its development has been in 

blatant disregard of the work, findings and recommendations of the royal commission. It is contrary to extensive 

research on the impacts of child sexual abuse. It minimises the impact of related non-sexual abuse and 

institutional vulnerability, and it denies the possibility of extreme circumstances unless the sexual abuse is 

penetrative. 

Each column in the assessment framework should be independent of each of the other columns. For example, 

the royal commission's own work, as well as extensive research in the area, demonstrates that the impact of sexual 

abuse is not determined by the type of sexual abuse. This framework, which makes the amount of financial 

payment in relation to impact dependent on the type of sexual abuse, is ill informed and is insulting and 

retraumatising for survivors. It is difficult to see how any individual or organisation would recommend pursuing 

redress over civil litigation for survivors whose abuse is characterised as contact abuse or exposure abuse, when 

we know the maximum payment possible for those categories is $50,000 and $20,000 respectively. This is 

regardless of the severity, length, number of responsible institutions, number of perpetrators, impact, related non-

sexual abuse, institutional vulnerability and extreme circumstances. 

Based on our experience supporting survivors to tell their story to the royal commission, many survivors do not 

disclose that the sexual abuse they experienced was penetrative, due to the shame experience. This assessment 
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framework, which makes such a stark and unjustifiable distinction in terms of possible monetary payments 

between penetrative and non-penetrative sexual abuse, forces survivors into a painful decision of having to weigh 

up whether to disclose penetrative sexual abuse or to be punished financially if they decide not to. 

Non-sexual abuse in connection with sexual abuse is a component in the assessment framework. However, 

cultural abuse is not considered as an additional element, although this was recommended by the royal 

commission. The definition of cultural abuse is: 

The loss of cultural identity and sense of belonging in one's community; the loss of connection to family and kin; the loss of 

connection to spirituality and land; the denial of one's sovereign rights; the loss of connection to one's Elders and all of the 

knowledge and cultural systems of learning that are passed on through them; and the loss of parenting skills, cultural beliefs 

and values that could have been passed on to survivors' descendants if not for the cultural abuse that occurred. 

Aboriginal children were removed from our families and communities and placed in institutions where we were 

disconnected from our identity and culture and left extremely vulnerable to institutional sexual abuse. Therefore, 

being part of the stolen generations and suffering from cultural abuse must be taken into account when calculating 

payments. The framework needs to be amended to provide a trauma-informed understanding and an evidence-

based way forward for those survivors who choose to apply for redress. 

The next issue that I would like to address today is how the scheme can support survivors while in prison. It is 

crucial that survivors in prison be allowed to put in applications without the requirement for exceptional 

circumstances. Supporting survivors to apply while in prison is possible. In fact, this work is critical. Once our 

clients leave prison, we lose contact with them. Our experience is that most Aboriginal people in prison are not 

paroled but serve their full term, and therefore there is no follow-up via the parole system. With the 

overrepresentation of Aboriginal people in prison, these restrictions could be viewed as systemic racism. There 

are a high number of incarcerated Aboriginal people who've experienced institutional sexual abuse. The royal 

commission's final report found that 10.4 per cent of all victims who told their story to the royal commission were 

in prison at the time they told their story. Of those in prison, 32.3 per cent were Aboriginal or Torres Strait 

Islander. Aboriginal survivors are grossly overrepresented in these numbers. By having these exclusions against 

prisoners, the scheme is discriminating against Aboriginal survivors. 

I would now like to address concerns around the psychological and counselling components. VACCA has been 

funded to provide cultural healing for Aboriginal survivors who receive a determination for redress and who 

accept the counselling and psychological care components. We are providing this group cultural healing as part of 

the Restore consortium, funded by the Victorian state government as Victoria's approach to counselling and 

psychological care. The issue for us is the gap in access to cultural healing for clients we are supporting to put in 

an application and for those who have yet to receive a determination after lodgement. Clients at this stage are 

currently not able to access Restore, and yet, given the distressed experience, they would benefit significantly 

from cultural healing during this lengthy period. The initial time lines provided to support services was that 

survivors would need to wait four to six months before submitting their application to receive a determination. 

This advice has now been updated to a wait of a year on average. We are witnessing the distress that this waiting 

is causing our clients, and we need to support them as best we can. Given the vulnerability of our clients and the 

distress and trauma they carry, we would like to be able to provide clients who are waiting with cultural healing 

options. Changes in access need to be made to ensure survivors can access cultural healing when they need it, not 

waiting for further distress to develop. 

Our survivors are a particularly vulnerable group. The majority are stolen generation. Most are elderly. Most 

have chronic health conditions, and we have a lower life expectancy. The need to fix the scheme for our survivors 

has never been more urgent. I want to thank the federal parliament for the establishment of this committee. The 

joint select committee is an important opportunity for survivors and survivor advocates to have their voices heard. 

CHAIR:  Thank you for that evidence. Ms Claydon, would you like to begin? 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you for that evidence this morning. There were a lot of great insights there. I'd like to 

follow up on a couple of the issues that you have raised. Have you had an opportunity to look at the 

recommendations that were made by the previous committee with regard to changes to the assessment framework 

and the matrix? 

Ms Rind:  No, I haven't. 

Ms CLAYDON:  This is an ongoing issue for many survivors and we took a lot of evidence that would 

support what you have put to us this morning. The previous parliament and committee made a recommendation 

for the development and implementation of the new assessment framework to try and more closely reflect the 

assessment matrix that was recommended by the royal commission. Is that a pathway that you would support? 
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Ms Rind:  Yes. Absolutely. We'll take that on board. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Okay. The deep flaws that you raised in your evidence were given to us previously and 

haven't been addressed in the interim. The second issue you alluded to was around survivors in prison. Have I got 

it right that your organisation is supporting survivors in prison now? 

Ms Rind:  We do visit, but we're aware that we can't lodge applications. 

Ms CLAYDON:  This is, again, an issue that was noted by the previous committee. This is where it does not 

become a National Redress Scheme, because every states' and territories' attorneys-general are making 

determinations about the circumstances in which prisoners can apply. That is my understanding. There are 

different rules being applied in different states and territories. I will ask the department later this afternoon, but it 

is my understanding that there are very few prisoners who have had a determination made. The statistical 

information you gave, regarding the differential impact this would have for First Nations people, is worth 

remembering in this case. 

Ms Rind:  Yes. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Do you have a particular recommendation that you would encourage us to think about, in 

terms of how the National Redress Scheme might better serve the people you're working to support in prison to 

date? 

Ms Rind:  Allowing survivors who are currently incarcerated to put in an application without any exceptional 

circumstances is the need that we're putting forward. The support element is difficult, considering the nature and 

disclosure. For us, being able to then take the story and sit with it is hard, because the person sitting inside is in a 

holding pattern and could be for quite a while. Allowing them to lodge the application and for it to go through the 

normal process, just like everyone else, without that discretionary point for the Attorney-General, is, I think, the 

crucial point. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Finally, I'd really like to get you to talk to us a little more about the cultural healing that you 

see is currently not undertaken in the counselling and psychological care component. What would need to change, 

in your view, to enable this important component of cultural healing for First Nations survivors? 

Ms Rind:  Sure. Essentially, we would be set up as a Restore consortium under the Victorian state 

government's funding approach. Someone's only allowed to access cultural healing if they receive a 

determination, accept their offer and their counselling—and that goes back to the scheme. I believe it's to do with 

the generation of an RV number—a number that they receive on their end. We want to be able to sit with a person 

throughout the application process, in that waiting time—and, as we said, that can be up to a year—and allow 

them to go through that cultural healing with us because one-on-one counselling doesn't necessarily work for all 

of us. We have plenty of evidence to show that and we can give that to the inquiry through our written 

submissions as well. Survivors would like to access this without having to wait. I think that waiting period is quite 

a crucial period because a lot can happen. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Are you the only specialist First Nations service provider for survivors in Victoria? 

Ms Rind:  Yes. 

Ms CLAYDON: You said you have 30 survivors across the state that you working with, to date. 

Ms Rind:  Yes, that's correct, give or take. We have quite a few sitting in intake as well. 

Ms CLAYDON:  I'm just trying to clarify, of the barriers to you being able to run the Restore program for 

survivors from start to finish, which barriers are from a state point of view and which are from a federal point of 

view. I don't know what this 'number' is that you referred to and whether that's a barrier. 

Ms Rind:  Yes, I believe it is. As I understand it, the state has committed to this funding to have that 

alternative counselling and psychological care component, but what we would recommend is that the federal 

government looks at funding to support survivors, or providing that for us to support survivors, during the time of 

the application and after, because, with the state funding, the survivor can't access the counselling until they've 

received a determination. So that's the problem. We can't actually run a cultural healing camp, we can't run 

therapeutic days, if the person hasn't actually received a determination. The problem, obviously, is that then we've 

got small numbers, and we need to be able to run a camp with the right numbers—and we do, considering we 

have quite a lot of people that we're supporting. It just creates a bit of an issue and a backlog. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you. I think I understand that a bit more clearly. 

Ms Rind:  Just to add to that, cultural healing for us is not just looking at it from an individual point of view—

and this goes for everyone, but particularly for Aboriginal people. We connect with our community, we connect 

with family, and so healing includes our families. A lot of other people agree with this: families are also affected 
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by the trauma that has happened to that person. So, when someone would like to access cultural healing, it should 

be open to families as well—siblings, uncles, aunties. Obviously, we would need to look at what that would look 

like in terms of numbers, but that's what cultural healing looks like to us. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you very much. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Thank you very much for your evidence today. I want to ask a couple of questions—

firstly, on the assessment, noting the recommendations, to which Ms Claydon referred, from the previous 

committee's work. You've referred to the fact that it's flawed. Do you have any proposal as to how the assessment 

could be recrafted so that people who have been impacted in different ways, either directly or indirectly, would be 

taken into account? Have you thought about how that could be structured? 

Ms Rind:  Yes, we have, and we did submit that at the previous inquiry. I'm happy to put that in our written 

submission. We did look at how that could be done, and I'm sure others have also mentioned 'extreme 

circumstances'. There needs to be more transparency about what that looks like. But, also, the monetary amounts 

for contact and exposure abuse need to be looked at. I have a table that VACCA has developed as a reference 

point to look at what we think would be a better assessment framework. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Thank you. If you could provide that, that would be very helpful. I was very 

attracted to your proposal of instalment payments. We have had some evidence in relation to issues with bulk 

payments being made to some people and how that exposes them to additional vulnerabilities. Can you describe 

why instalment payments are necessary? Are you proposing, then, that, to the extent that a payment is not made 

straightaway, that would be subject to interest? Also, do you have any sort of proposal as to the time over which 

payments should be made? 

Ms Rind:  Instalments payments are something that we definitely are behind, particularly for vulnerable 

groups of people who aren't able to manage but also for those who have toxic people around them. I think that's 

the issue my colleagues raised earlier in the morning as well. Unfortunately, there are people in all communities 

who will take advantage of vulnerable people. I think that, if payments are made in instalments, it makes it easier. 

That, coupled with the financial counselling component, looked at providing it in a better way. My colleagues 

also mentioned this morning that there are better ways that we can advise survivors on how to divvy up that 

money—to budget and work with it—especially when some survivors have never seen that kind of money before. 

Again, it goes back to the fact that there are people who will take advantage of survivors. 

Senator HENDERSON:  As I say, I think it's a very good proposal. Do you have any sense of how that could 

be structured—over what period of time? Then, of course, there's the issue of what happens if that person dies. 

Obviously, the amount of money that hasn't been received would need to be dealt with as well. 

Ms Rind:  We'd definitely be more than happy to provide an answer in a written response in a submission. The 

other thing that I believe one of my colleagues has mentioned is wills. Financial counselling and wills need to be 

looked at because, when someone dies, what does happen? If there are services that the scheme or more are 

funded to provide us, in terms of wills and additional financial counselling, I think that would be taken very 

favourably. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Are you suggesting that instalments should be made in every case, or just where the 

person elects to receive their payment by way of instalments? 

Ms Rind:  Ideally, it should be the survivor's choice. At the end of the day, too many decisions have been 

made for survivors, so we do need to give them that choice and that option. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Thank you very much for your evidence today and for all the work that you have put 

in to better informing the parliament on the particular issues that you face. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Thanks for your evidence so far; it has been extraordinarily helpful. I was going to ask 

about choice around instalments but Senator Henderson covered that, so I will go to a whole range of other 

questions and see how far I get. One of the issues we have had here in Western Australia is institutions not opting 

in yet, but for some institutions there may not be an identifiable organisation or body to take responsibility for it. 

Is that the case in Victoria? 

Ms Rind:  We have had a few cases where the scheme has contacted us and they have found it difficult to 

identify where a survivor was at a certain period of time. I think that is a bit of a failure—and we are all aware of 

this—in record keeping. In our cases, where children were removed and families were aware that they were 

visited by people from the Aboriginal Protection Board, that awareness alone should be enough. When we put in 

an application for a survivor, the scheme should look at that, because the Aboriginal Protection Board that was in 

effect across Australia was not keeping necessarily good records, so we are in a quagmire of a situation. If the 
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government or the NRS are saying they can't locate records, it puts us in a tricky situation then because I would 

think they would have access to all records. 

Senator SIEWERT:  That is deeply troubling if you can't even get access to where people were in institutions. 

How many of your clients are in this position where either they can't identify the institution or get it confirmed 

and, secondly, how many are there where is no body or organisation responsible now? 

Ms Rind:  Yes, we do have a handful. I am happy to provide further information. 

Senator SIEWERT:  If you could take that on notice, that would be fantastic. For your clients, are there any 

outside legal firms like knowmore that are helping your clients? 

Ms Rind:  Yes, do we do contact knowmore. We work with the Aboriginal engagement advisers that are at 

knowmore. We also work with a private law firm. 

Senator SIEWERT:  I am not having a go at knowmore because I know that they've been doing a lot of really 

valuable work but, again, I have had some feedback that, while knowmore is trying to be really helpful, some 

First Nations peoples are having trouble with some cultural understanding and would prefer a First Nations legal 

firm to be handling the cases. Have you come across those issues? Again, I really don't want this to be about 

having a go at knowmore; it is just making sure that we are meeting people's cultural needs. 

Ms Rind:  Yes, absolutely. I think you are right; we have heard that. Having access to choice is, again, 

something that survivors should have, particularly an Aboriginal survivor. So if they are then feeling that they are 

not feeling culturally safe at a service like knowmore then they can have an option to go to an Aboriginal legal 

service. I believe that would be excellent. It gives them a choice then, because not everyone may want to see an 

Aboriginal legal service. Some people may want to go to knowmore. Choice is the important thing. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Thanks for that. One of the issues is, of course, that Aboriginal legal services, the ALSs, 

are already overworked, and this sort of law is something that they may not necessarily have time for. Is there a 

case for allocating further resources to them or to some other form of First Nations legal body to assist clients that 

do seek a First Nations based law firm? 

Ms Rind:  I'm happy to put something in writing and come up with an idea of what that could look like. 

Essentially, for us, cultural safety and cultural competency are the key. At the end of the day we need to be able to 

communicate and feel comfortable with the right people. Aboriginal legal services do an amazing job at what 

they're doing, working in communities. This area of law is obviously very tricky, but we'd be happy think about it 

and, if we do come up with a recommendation, write it out for you.  

Senator SIEWERT:  That would be appreciated. Thank you. Chair, could I have one more question? 

CHAIR:  I'm confident we'll get back to you again, so I'll move to Senate Marielle Smith. 

Senator MARIELLE SMITH:  I want to follow up on some of the questions that Ms Claydon was asking 

about cultural healing. In particular I want to understand what you think the impact would be on a personal and 

family level if we got this issue of providing cultural healing right. Can you elaborate a little bit more? I want you 

to speak to a more personal side of it. If we were to get this process right and allow for more cultural healing 

during this process, how do you think that would impact on the people you represent and on their families? 

Ms Rind:  We've run cultural healing camps and cultural healing events for many years now, so we've seen the 

benefits that it can provide. There is an article in The British Journal of Social Work which is an evidence based 

look at how cultural healing can benefit survivors. Sitting, yarning, doing therapeutic activities and just being 

around mob is something that works well. I've attended many myself, and I've seen how someone can walk in on 

the first day of a camp, be closed off, not wanting to open up, not wanting to talk, and then within less than 24 

hours you've got everyone cracking up, laughing and showing that love and support for each other. It is a 

testament to see that openness unfold in front of your eyes and that sense of belonging. Growing up we didn't 

have that. We were separated from our families. We weren't able to connect in that way. Being able to come back 

to a five-day or a three-day camp and connect with culture, knowing that it was stolen from us, is a really 

powerful thing to witness.  

Everyone here has seen and heard the stories of so many survivors of sexual abuse and how that trauma can 

affect you in so many ways: physically, emotionally, psychologically and, for us, culturally. When we see that 

cultural healing, it does so many wonders. We're in contact with people after camps and after cultural healing 

days, and the improvement is amazing. But it needs to be ongoing; it's not just a one-off thing. There are definite 

benefits from it, and we'd be happy to provide the evidence base if the committee requires that. 

Senator MARIELLE SMITH:  Thank you. I really appreciate you providing that perspective. 
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CHAIR:  Looking at the application form, and particularly the utilisation of the declared nominee mechanism, 

do you have any specific proposals or suggestions about how the application form and that nominee mechanism 

can better support Indigenous Australians who are making an application? 

Ms Rind:  Yes. We are the assistance nominee for the majority of survivors that we support. The benefit we've 

seen in being the assistance nominee is that we're contacted by the NRS and they can talk to us if they need to 

gather any further information. The flipside of that is when the NRS hasn't done that, and that's the unfortunate 

issue that we've come across. We always try our best to go back and forth—and I've mentioned this at many other 

places and meetings before—but, if an NRS helpdesk or helpline officer is reading on their computer system first 

as to the survivor that they are contacting—I believe now they do, maybe, but I'm not sure, because I don't know 

what they look at on their screen—I would think that they could see that the survivor is being supported by an 

assistance nominee and then they would contact that assistance nominee first before contacting the survivor. 

Unfortunately, that's not always the case, and we're still seeing survivors contacted and re-traumatised because a 

helpline officer might be asking for a simple thing like a document or— 

CHAIR:  Yes, those stories have been recounted to me as well. That's correct. 

Ms Rind:  So it's making sure that the system at the other end is matched up, because, if the application form 

has certain boxes or ticks or numbers, I'm not sure how that's being translated across to their database system 

when they're looking at their screen, because that's what's happening, and, if it's not being translated in the right 

way, then survivors are being re-traumatised and we are going in that circle again. But I think, as to the 

application form, it needs to be—I've lost my train of thought! That's okay. 

CHAIR:  My second question goes to this. We know that Indigenous people are not just in cities and not just 

in areas where they can easily access support. What ideas do you have about how the scheme can make itself 

better known to Indigenous people who might be living in not just regional but also remote communities, who 

deserve to have as easy access to this justice as people who might be living in a more urban area? 

Ms Rind:  We do provide outreach for all our survivors. What we are planning on doing is running more 

information sessions and outreach to regional and remote areas. Essentially, because we are specialists in this 

field, funding Aboriginal organisations is what needs to happen so that we can just do that work. We already do it. 

We know we will meet people within communities, word will get out and then someone in a remote or regional 

area will find out about us. We will travel. That happens. But to have that additional exposure I think is vital, and, 

if we can have the means and the resources to do that, we will continue to do that. Really it's about the staffing—

yes, it's the resourcing, the travel components and stuff. 

CHAIR:  Excuse my ignorance—are you providing support to Indigenous people across the country? 

Ms Rind:  Correct. 

CHAIR:  Who would you work closely with, in a state like Western Australia, for example, or a place like the 

Northern Territory? Do you cooperate or outsource? 

Ms Rind:  Yes, in Victoria, not nationally. But we do have relationships with organisations across Australia—

the various Link-Ups and other ACROs and community organisations. In Western Australia, we've worked with 

Yorgum. But we do only provide support for Victorian Aboriginal people. 

CHAIR:  I see. In your evidence you've mentioned a number of times the cultural healing part of the healing 

process. Would you regard that as a critical element? 

Ms Rind:  Absolutely. The royal commission did look at this and the fact that counselling and psychological 

care is a component of redress. For us that's cultural healing. 

CHAIR:  Thank you very much. Ms Claydon, do you have any additional questions? 

Ms CLAYDON:  Yes. I want to go back to the question of what is preventing you from being able to run those 

cultural healing programs from the start rather than waiting for a determination to be made. It's certainly been my 

understanding—and perhaps I will need to follow up with the department—that redress support services are to 

assist people before, during and after they apply for the scheme. Have I misunderstood that? Are you not 

determined as a redress support service? 

Ms Rind:  We are a redress service. 

Ms CLAYDON:  So is it that the resourcing for you is just inadequate to do that important Restore work 

throughout the process, or have I completely misunderstood what the department has told us? 

Ms Rind:  With us being a redress support service, yes, we do support people before, during and after. The 

after part is obviously something that is dependent on the survivor. Where they have contact with us, we will 

obviously make contact, meet up and have a yarn. With the counselling component, which is funded by the 
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Victorian government, part of the funding requirement is that we cannot provide cultural healing unless a survivor 

has received their offer of determination. That's the issue—the funding gap. It's a requirement that needs to 

change. We'll sit with approximately 30 people that we might be supporting, but we can't actually provide the 

counselling component, because under our funding requirement we're not allowed to. We're in that position—we 

can't run a camp, for example, or we can't run a therapeutic day. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Are survivors who use your service generally given the option, in relation to the access, 

under the Redress Scheme, to counselling and psychological services? Like the issue for prisoners, there have 

been variations in each state and territory as to how this works on the ground for survivors. For First Nations 

people in Victoria, are there caps being applied to the psychological services and counselling provided under the 

Redress Scheme? Are there barriers to people choosing for themselves where they would go to get that service? 

Are they all being funnelled to just you—one service—or is there choice there for survivors? 

Ms Rind:  There is choice, yes, definitely. Part of the Restore funding is actually to provide a survivor with 

that choice. Whilst they know the benefit of cultural healing, someone may not want to attend an event or a camp, 

so one-on-one counselling is available. 

Ms CLAYDON:  That's terrific. Finally, I'm interested in the opportunities, if any, that you've been afforded to 

contribute to advising governments around how the implementation of the Redress Scheme is being felt on the 

ground. I understand that there was one roundtable last year some time. I am interested in the level of consultation 

with you in the ongoing implementation of the Redress Scheme. 

Ms Rind:  We do speak to various people within the scheme. We've mentioned the same things many times. 

We're often saying the same thing, and I think a lot of my colleagues this morning have also said very much what 

I'm saying. There is a bit of repetition. I do take on board the fact that the assessment framework has been looked 

at and there are potential changes that will come about shortly, and I think that is excellent, but I hope that the 

recommendations that we have made in the past have been taken on board. I hope for any other changes or 

consultations we are spoken to. We attended the roundtable last year. Obviously there were other things that we 

attended previously, like the previous inquiries, but other than that we're waiting and hoping that there will be 

more positive changes. 

Ms CLAYDON:  So other than this committee process, is there a clear pathway for you to feed into the 

Redress Scheme and governance around when things aren't working as well as—maybe you want to congratulate 

them on certain things, I don't know. But, when things are not working according to the intention of the royal 

commission recommendations or something, is there a clear pathway for you to have input? 

Ms Rind:  There are people that I can speak to. Whether that input is implemented, is another question. I can 

give you a quick example. I mentioned very briefly cultural competency. We're supporting a survivor who 

received his offer a few weeks ago—maybe a month ago. The case manager that was allocated to him who made 

the offer phone call was extremely rude and fast. He spoke over people and didn't take on board the prompts from 

the support staff who were there to listen and wait. I said that back to the scheme, and I said: 'What are we doing 

to improve this process? We have received great offer phone calls which have been trauma informed and that 

have been paced really well and not sped through.' I also asked about what type of cultural competency training 

the help line officers in particular are getting. It's not good enough if they're making a phone call and speeding 

through it as if they just need to tick off a KPI or are reading through a document or a letter. They need to read 

slowly and be respectful and mindful that, when they're calling somebody, particularly an Aboriginal person, who 

is elderly, they could be a traditional owner who holds hundreds and hundreds of years of cultural knowledge and 

spiritual knowledge even after all the trauma they've been through. That needs to be at the forefront of their mind. 

Ms CLAYDON:  What happened? You gave that feedback? You asked questions— 

Ms Rind:  I've spoken to a few people at the scheme about this and they have said that they will take it on 

board. The other thing that I obviously requested was a bare minimum of an acknowledgement of country when 

an offer is being made to an Aboriginal person, and they have said that they're taking that on board. I do hope that 

that is something that will happen. I'd like to see it and we've always offered our assistance and support to travel 

to Canberra or New South Wales or wherever some of the staff might be have a yarn and talk about things can be 

done better. We do support Victorian survivors but I'm thinking about all survivors across Australia as well, 

particularly Aboriginal people who have suffered enough. We've suffered enough. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you very much. 

Senator SIEWERT:  I want to go back to the issue of the counselling services and supports you can offer. I 

understand it's a Victorian scheme, but is their commitment around how they are delivering the counselling 



Page 18 JOINT Thursday, 19 March 2020 

 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE NATIONAL REDRESS SCHEME 

resources part of the National Redress Scheme or is it a separate scheme specifically for First Nations peoples? Is 

that particular component specifically for First Nations? 

Ms Rind:  No, it's for Victorian redress support services as part of the consortium, which is made up of 

Drummond Street, Open Place, VACCA and the CASA forum. We offer a different approach as an Aboriginal 

support service, which the Victorian government took on board and provided funding for. The issue we're having 

is the flaw with the requirement of waiting. 

Senator SIEWERT:  That was going to be my next question. I understand what you've just said, which is that 

they've recognised what VACCA is doing and specifically funded that. Is it your understanding that that is part of 

their counselling commitments through the scheme or is it funded separately? For the other programs that they're 

funding, does that waiting period apply? In other words, you can only do it once? You can only get the funding 

once you've got your package? 

Ms Rind:  Yes. It is part of the Victorian government's commitment to fund— 

Senator SIEWERT:  Yes, correct. 

Ms Rind:  So other services also have that issue. For us, obviously, we're providing a slightly different service 

with the cultural healing, but, other services—for example, Drummond Street and Open Place—also need to wait 

for a determination to then provide the counselling component that someone signs up for. 

Senator SIEWERT:  As you've so clearly articulated, people need support throughout the process. How are 

they accessing that support? How are you able to meet their needs or are they actually not being supported in the 

manner in which they should be—in other words, being able to access the services they need? 

Ms Rind:  We try our best with the limited resources that we have—at minimum, a phone call and a 

conversation. As one of my colleagues has also mentioned, considering we're in a tricky time after the fires and 

with this pending doom of COVID-19, survivors are in a really tricky situation, especially now, where we're 

going to have to really think about what outreach and what support we can provide. We do our best with what we 

have. If we can't provide cultural healing in the way that we would like to, which is through camp and therapeutic 

days, we're left in this position where survivors are waiting and wondering: 'When are you going to have another 

event? I really benefited from that.' 

The issues, as we've already heard and mentioned, are the vulnerability and the trauma that someone is 

suffering from. If they've benefited from a therapeutic event, such as a cultural healing camp, but then we're 

waiting months and months to run another event, that could be detrimental to someone who's living in that 

situation. So I think we just need to be in a position to do that more often and be able to provide that support in a 

way that we respond well to. 

CHAIR:  Thank you very much for your attendance and your evidence today. If the committee does have any 

further questions, we will put them to you in writing. Thank you for your cooperation in participating by 

teleconference today. You will be sent a copy of the transcript of your evidence and you will have an opportunity 

to request corrections to any transcription errors. Thank you very much. It's always good to hear from a Western 

Australian, even if they are in Victoria! 

Ms Rind:  No worries! Thanks a lot. 
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ANTONAS, Ms Georgette, Manager, Child Safety Legal Reform Unit, The Centre for Excellence in Child 

and Family Welfare 

TSORBARIS, Ms Deborah, Chief Executive Officer, The Centre for Excellence in Child and Family 

Welfare 

Evidence was taken via teleconference— 

[12:00] 

CHAIR:  A very warm welcome to you both, and thank you for being available to participate by 

teleconference. Although the committee does not require you to give evidence under oath, I should advise you 

that this hearing is a legal proceeding of parliament and therefore has the same standing as proceedings of the 

respective houses. The giving of false or misleading evidence is a serious matter and may be regarded as 

contempt of the parliament. The evidence given today will be recorded by Hansard and attracts parliamentary 

privilege. I now invite you to make a brief opening statement before we proceed to discussion. 

Ms Tsorbaris:  I'll make some comments, and then I'm going to hand over, for the body of the statement, to 

Georgette Antonas. The Centre for Excellence in Child and Family Welfare—or 'the centre', as we will call it 

from here on—welcomes the opportunity to give evidence to the Joint Select Committee on Implementation of 

the National Redress Scheme. I would like to acknowledge that these public hearings are taking place on 

Aboriginal land and to take this opportunity to recognise the profound impact institutional child abuse has had on 

Aboriginal people. I would like to acknowledge the work of the commissioners, who continue to advocate for the 

rights of children to be safe and to thrive. The royal commission has provided a blueprint for how we can work to 

include outcomes for children's lives in Australia. Reforms such as the national child-safe principles and the 

Reportable Conduct Scheme in Victoria and other jurisdictions will have a real impact on safeguarding children. 

However, victims-survivors must receive appropriate acknowledgement and redress for the abuse they suffered as 

children. 

Ms Antonas:  The centre has strongly advocated that the Redress Scheme should not be limited to institutional 

child sexual abuse. We know that the impact of abuse and the associated trauma can have profound impacts that 

can last a lifetime. These are not limited to sexual abuse. Victoria's Betrayal of Trust inquiry recommended a 

redress scheme for all of these types. All victims-survivors should be eligible for redress, whether or not they 

experienced sexual abuse. We know that the impact of government policies of child removal, resulting in the 

Stolen Generation, as well as the over-representation of Aboriginal children in institutions continue to be 

experienced today. We need only look at the growing numbers of Aboriginal children entering Victoria's out-of-

home care system to realise the ongoing impacts of institutional abuse. 

The centre is of a strong view that eligibility for redress should be open to all victims-survivors, including 

noncitizens and those who are incarcerated. We know that victims-survivors are over-represented in our prison 

population. There should be no barriers to victim-survivors being eligible to receive redress. We would like to see 

the development of a new assessment framework that more closely reflects that recommended by the royal 

commission so that the type or severity of the abuse does not determine the impact of that abuse on an individual. 

We would also like the scheme to be amended so that extreme circumstances can be applied to all applicants, not 

just those who suffered penetrative abuse. We know that responses to traumatic experience varies greatly between 

individuals. 

Many victims-survivors of institutional abuse are ageing or suffer serious health problems, often related to their 

experience of abuse as children. We hear from our members that the current redress scheme is too complicated 

and is taking too long to resolve claims. We hope that, as more institutions join up, these delays will shorten. We 

would like to see the maximum payment increased to $200,000, in line with the recommendations from the royal 

commission. The current average payment is $81,276 as of January this year. 

As the peak body for child and family services in Victoria, the centre develops and advocates for public 

policies and legislation that advance the rights and wellbeing of children, young people and families. We 

represent over 150 community service organisations, students and individuals throughout Victoria, working 

across a continuum of child and family services, from prevention and early intervention to the provision of out-of-

home care. Most if not all of our institutional members have joined or are in the process of joining the scheme. 

They are doing this because they recognise that they have a moral obligation to address past wrongs. However, 

we are hearing from our members that the scheme is complicated and not transparent enough. We would like to 

see greater public information about how redress decisions are made to ensure consistency across applications. 

In Victoria, there is an added layer of complexity because we are the only state where Department of Health 

and Human Services funded organisations are publicly insured through VMIA. The current situation is that VMIA 
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is not providing insurance for redress payments under the scheme but is for payments made under civil litigation. 

Many of our members are currently going through parallel processes of the civil and redress claims in respect of 

the same incident concurrently. This is difficult for our institutional members but must also be stressful for the 

victims-survivors themselves. In most cases—this is what we've been told—the matter is resolved through a civil 

payment prior to the matter proceeding to court. 

Our members have a deep understanding of the profound and life-changing impact of sexual abuse and other 

forms of institutional abuse on children and would like to see the scheme improved. The centre notes that, of the 

29 recommendations of the Getting the National Redress Scheme right: an overdue step towards justice report, 

the Commonwealth government has accepted 14 and noted 15 for further consideration. Many of our comments 

are addressed in these recommendations. 

That's the conclusion of our brief statement. 

CHAIR:  Thank you very much for that. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thanks again for your evidence. I recall you giving some good testimony to our inquiry in 

the last parliament as well. I'm interested in the observations that your members—the 150 community groups—

are reporting back to you. They have concerns about just how complicated the process is and about a lack of 

transparency in decisions being made. Can you just go into a little more detail about that. Do you have any 

specific suggestions or proposals that you would want this committee to consider? 

Ms Antonas:  This is based on some conversations that we've had with some of our members who are 

currently active participants in the Redress Scheme and have claims that either have been resolved or are pending. 

The comments relate to a lack of information about how the determinations are being made. In respect of 

requesting information, evidence and documents, in many cases clarity as to the scope of information required is 

not really being provided. Our members are feeling that they're not really being kept in the loop or kept informed 

as to the process and the steps within the decision-making process. That relates to some comments that have been 

made to me by members. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you. The other issue that you raised that I was trying to understand a little more 

clearly I think was an expression of how challenging it is when you're dealing with an intersection of people 

applying through both redress and civil action. Did I understand you correctly there—that there were perhaps 

applications being undertaken simultaneously? 

Ms Tsorbaris:  Here in Victoria, as Georgette said, we have our own insurance managed authority. Claims 

have always gone through there in the last 20 years. That's been available. The reason the government made 

public insurance available was to ensure that those who had been abused could take some corrective action. We 

are seeing that used very regularly. I think it does make it more complex, particularly for victims, to get the right 

advice about which way they should go, whether they should use both and what is the interplay between the two. 

It is the way it is. The great thing for victims is that there is good coverage, but it does mean that for victims and 

organisations there's a bit of work to work through to get an outcome, particularly if the people are elderly or 

unwell. It can be quite an ordeal when you think about the complexity of all of that. 

Ms CLAYDON:  That raises two other issues: whether you're encountering any challenges with the way in 

which the indexation system is working; secondly, I'd be interested to know what your members' group's 

experience has been in terms of being able to flag priority cases and how they have been treated. It's my 

understanding that if you're frail or elderly or have chronic health issues you are able to tick a priority box on the 

nomination. I'm wondering if you've had any feedback about people's experience of using these priority systems? 

Ms Tsorbaris:  It certainly hasn't been raised that there's a sense of order. For Georgette and me what we're 

feeling is that, particularly in areas in Victoria like Ballarat, it's overwhelming for providers, for lawyers, but 

more for victims because of the magnitude of abuse that happened in those areas. In a way a lot of this depends on 

where abuse occurred and in which institutions. Where you've got areas like Ballarat it's pretty difficult. It's 

challenging. There are multiple priorities in those areas. I don't think we're getting a sense that that's working 

well, because we would have got that feedback if it felt that there was a more streamlined approach. We're not 

getting a sense of that. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Have people raised concerns around the way the indexation component of redress is 

working? If as you say you've got people who have taken claims through a Victorian authority over the last 20 

years, there's an obvious impact, and that intersects with the National Redress Scheme. Is anybody raising that 

with you as an issue at this point? 

Ms Antonas:  It hasn't been raised, I don't think, as a particularly big issue; it is more around clarity as to how 

that prior agreement would be treated in detail in the determination of the total redress payment and a little bit 
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more clarity around how that amount has been indexed. But this is not something I've had a lot of comment from 

members about. 

Ms CLAYDON:  It was raised a lot during our last inquiry and there was a recommendation to revisit the 

practice of indexing prior payments. Thank you very much 

Senator HENDERSON:  Thank you both very much for your evidence today. I wanted to raise the issue of 

one of your principal concerns being that you don't feel that the assessment is broad enough in catering for all 

forms of abuse suffered by children in care. This is obviously a very complex issue, and you have recommended 

that any abuse at all suffered by children should be catered for in the scheme. Are you able to describe how that 

might work in practice and whether it is your view that every child who goes into care invariably suffers some 

type of abuse, be it abuse imposed by the institution or by other persons or by other means. I start with that 

question with the concern that isn't it arguable that every child in care has been subjected to some form of abuse, 

even if it is something like neglect? 

Ms Tsorbaris:  That is a very helpful question. If I might be so bold, it is a really appropriate thing to ask 

because these things are not exacting. But certainly during the hearings the commission has held, there was an 

enormous amount of evidence around physical abuse of victims and it ended up with a situation where that had to 

be discounted as a part of the redress. But your point about the very nature of being in care as of today that 

children are suffering harm at the hands of their biological parents before they come into care and so should that 

be counted is a really good question. We would say that not all children in care should in any way be considered 

for redress but there are circumstances where children are abused while being in care and it can be proven and 

therefore should qualify through either the civil system or potential redress. But you are right; we would need to 

work through with you what the boundaries around that looked like because, otherwise, quite simply, we could be 

in a situation where we would say all children in care are eligible and we wouldn't say that. A more detailed 

exposition of how that might work would be required. 

Senator HENDERSON:  It is very difficult to find that threshold. Are you seeking to go beyond what was 

recommended by the royal commission? 

Ms Antonas:  I think the centre's position has been really drawing on the recommendation from the betrayal of 

trust inquiry, which recommended a broader redress scheme that covers all abuse types that have taken place 

within an institution or organisational setting. We would not support, I think at this stage, a scheme that goes into 

the private or family domain. There are avenues to criminal sanctions or other avenues that can be pursued for 

sexual abuse which takes place within a family setting, for example, or severe physical abuse that takes place in a 

family setting. I don't think a redress scheme is appropriate in a broader context. I do think there is merit in 

considering whether physical abuse, neglect and emotional abuse that take place within an institutional setting or 

an organisational setting form part of a redress scheme. But I think we'd have to have very clear guidelines or 

limitations on what forms part of the scheme and what doesn't. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Are you able to articulate that anymore clearly today, in terms of where the 

threshold might be? Obviously, your proposal opens up the scheme well beyond its current framework. 

Ms Tsorbaris:  I suppose the threshold for us would be that, broadly, if you are in the care of an organisation 

or an institution in this country and sexual or physical abuse or neglect occurs to you within that institution, there 

should be sanctions. At the moment we're talking about redress as being the way to approach that. Many 

organisations are now fully aware of their responsibilities, one would hope, around children in their care, whether 

its schools or whether its child, youth and family services organisations. But you're right: it does go beyond the 

scope of the current Redress Scheme. We've consistently said this, but we do understand how difficult it is to 

apply it. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Yes. It's a very complex proposal because of defining where the threshold is. You've 

mentioned it should cover sexual and physical abuse and neglect but not emotional abuse. 

Ms Antonas:  In Victoria we have the Reportable Conduct Scheme, which really focuses in on institutional 

harm or maltreatment or misconduct towards children. That covers emotional, physical and sexual abuse and 

misconduct. I don't think a redress scheme necessarily should be as broad as the Reportable Conduct Scheme in 

Victoria, because that covers allegations of misconduct, but I think that provides an interesting framework or a 

way of trying to delineate what behaviours would be in scope of a scheme. Because the Reportable Conduct 

Scheme has been operational for some organisations [inaudible] it's something that is understood. Organisations 

are actively implementing policies and procedures to address those kinds of behaviours, so I don't think that it 

would be totally unknown or a surprise to organisations if that kind of behaviour were to be captured in a redress 

scheme. 
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Senator HENDERSON:  Would you be able to narrow it down a bit by expanding this to only the most 

serious conduct? Or can you otherwise consider it and maybe, on notice, put to the committee just a bit more 

detail on what you're proposing? 

Ms Tsorbaris:  We'd be happy to provide more detail, in line with the Reportable Conduct Scheme. I suppose 

Georgette is aligning many of the things we have in place with the Redress Scheme, but we're very happy to 

provide more detail, if that would be helpful. 

Senator HENDERSON:  The challenge for government is to have a scheme that's workable and that doesn't 

mean that any person who has ever been in care is eligible to apply. Obviously, that balance is very important, so 

I'd be very keen for you to consider in some detail how government might extend the assessment framework, 

taking into account those other challenges. 

Ms Tsorbaris:  Yes, thank you very much. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Terrific. Thank you very much for your evidence today. 

Senator SIEWERT:  I wanted to go to two issues. One is about institutions that haven't engaged yet. Do you 

have any details on that? Are you aware of how many claims there are, where you've had any interaction, that 

don't have an institution that's signed up yet? Secondly, what's your opinion about the looming deadline of June 

2020 for institutions that haven't signed on? 

Ms Tsorbaris:  The position of this organisation and that of its members has always been that our 

organisations will join the scheme. We have had no organisation that we have very regular contact with that we 

are aware of saying that they wouldn't join the scheme. In fact, I think almost all of them either have joined or are 

in the pipeline. I think, early on—we don't hear about it as much—getting singed on presented its challenges. I 

think some of them had some challenges early on about making sure that they could meet all the requirements. I 

think it's seen by many of the child, youth and family institutions here in Victoria as being a very important thing 

to do. Our position has been around how we can support them to make that happen. I think that we would urge 

those that are required to join the scheme by the deadline to do that. 

Senator SIEWERT:  We got evidence from the department at our hearing not long ago that there are hundreds 

of applications that can't be progressed because the institution hasn't joined. There were a large number of 

institutions that have been named that have not joined up. There are hundreds of institutions that are likely not to 

join before the deadline. Given the slower rate of applications than was anticipated, it means that there is likely to 

be more applications coming in with institutions that have not joined the scheme. Have you given consideration to 

this issue? If so, what's your recommendation? 

Ms Tsorbaris:  There were a few suggestions. We haven't been confronted by any of our members coming to 

us and saying that they're not going to join. That's the first thing, which is quite pleasing. I think that if you came 

to me tomorrow and said, 'Deb, we've got three or four of your agencies that are struggling or don't know what to 

do,' we would want to know if we would want to help them make that happen. There may be entities in other 

states that could assist. If it's useful for some organisations to get an extension to join—and I say that knowing 

that they may not be useful, because there may be some organisations that are refusing to join—then I think that, 

again, in Victoria, I would hope that there would be a conversation with the state government about impressing 

the importance of joining the scheme on everybody so that those victims that have made applications can be paid 

with some urgency, particularly people who are unwell or elderly. 

I think that there is a registration scheme for our providers here in Victoria. They have to meet certain 

threshold requirements in order to remain registered as a child, youth and family services provider. I think they 

take that really seriously down here. They would see being part of the Redress Scheme, even though it's probably 

not officially part of it, as part of their obligations. So we would be very interested to know, from the team 

running redress, if there were organisations in Victoria that we could support to join the scheme. We'd be happy 

to know who they were and support them to do so and help them understand why it's important. From our point of 

view, it's really important. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Thank you. Can I ask another question, Chair, or have we run out of time? 

CHAIR:  Of course you can. We are close to the expiration of the time limit. 

Senator SIEWERT:  You comment on survivors and not-for-profit institutions now having to navigate 

between the Redress Scheme and the civil law system. What is your experience of the way people are feeling 

about redress versus civil litigation? For example, I've heard a number of people seeing what's happening with 

redress and saying that they're going to go down the civil litigation road. Is that widespread, in your experience, or 

do you think it varies between states? Do we hear from a disproportionate amount of people that are dissatisfied 

with the scheme? 
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Ms Tsorbaris:  I think that it presents victims with options here in Victoria. Representatives, lawyers, the 

department and some of our agencies navigate in that space and are probably increasingly navigating in that space 

in a coherent way because it's what we have. From our experience—and I'm sure the department could provide 

you with this—there is no doubt that the amounts received through civil litigation are greater and are more 

significant. Obviously, the threshold is higher and it presumably is more arduous for victims. But again, the way 

that all of these things are working together is—if you get some money from redress and you get some money 

from a civil litigation claim, they work together. Anecdotally, our department colleagues would say that the cost 

for civil claims is going up, the amounts per individual are going up, and there are more, not less, as a 

consequence of redress. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Thank you. 

CHAIR: Can I thank representatives from the Centre for Excellence in Child and Family Welfare for their 

evidence this morning. If the committee has any further questions, they will be put to you in writing. You will be 

sent a copy of the transcript of your evidence, and you will have an opportunity to request corrections to 

transcription errors. 

Ms Tsorbaris:  Thank you very much. 

Ms Antonas:  Thank you. 
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GOLDING, Mr Francis, Vice President, Care Leavers Australasia Network 

SHEEDY, Ms Leonie, Chief Executive Officer, Care Leavers Australasia Network 

Evidence was taken via teleconference— 

[12:34] 

CHAIR:  Welcome. Is there anything you wish to add about the capacity in which you appear? 

Ms Sheedy:  I'm the co-founder of CLAN. 

CHAIR:  Although the committee does not require you to give evidence under oath, I should advise you that 

this hearing is a legal proceeding of the parliament and therefore has the same standing as proceedings of the 

respective houses. The giving of false or misleading evidence is a serious matter and may be regarded as 

contempt of parliament. The evidence given today will be recorded by Hansard and attracts parliamentary 

privilege. I now invite you to make a brief opening statement before we proceed to discussion and questions. 

Mr Golding:  I will make a quick opening statement, and then Leonie may wish to add to that. We're preparing 

written submissions for you, but at this stage we would just like to give some of the highlights of the concerns that 

we have. Firstly, the Redress Scheme has two types of flaws. There are flaws of design and there are flaws in the 

processes and the operations. We're very pleased to see that the Australian government has recognised, in its 

response of February 2020, that there is a need for improvement in the scheme and particularly in the way in 

which the scheme has interacted with survivors. 

We are of the belief that the scheme is constructed in such a way that it actually favours the institutions and 

governments and not the applicants, the survivors. We're concerned that the scheme has a one-size-fits-all 

approach without taking into account the particular needs of care-leaver survivors who have literacy problems, 

who have problems of insecure accommodation—very much in the aged-care, ill-health bracket—with little 

support from family members and so on. We believe that in fact the scheme should have been set up as a set of 

parallel strands with emphasis on care leavers as one group and people who had families in another, and maybe a 

third group of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders. We are particularly concerned about the assessment 

framework, which is really not supported by any of the evidence of the royal commission or other evidence. The 

royal commission talked about penetration as just one of the important variables that influence impact and 

consequences, but they said that the absence of penetration doesn't mean that a victim suffers lesser impacts. 

We're very supportive of the Centre for Excellence's recommendation that there be redress for non-sexual 

abuse. We understand the circularity that the royal commission's terms of reference were for sexual abuse of 

children, and that led on to their hands being tied in respect of recommendations regarding other forms of abuse. 

But clearly this is a massive problem that needs to be addressed.  

In our submission we will go through each of the 29 recommendations of the former joint parliamentary 

committee and compare their recommendations with the government's response of last month and the royal 

commission's recommendations and also make our own comments about those. We can pick out some particular 

items among the 29. We don't believe that all 29 recommendations are equally important, but there are some 

particular recommendations that we have strong views on and we'd like to talk about that in the course of the 

conversation. We also believe there are some issues that our experience shows need addressing and that were not 

part of the 29 recommendations of the former committee. We'd like to highlight particularly the issue of people 

being ruled ineligible and having their applications rejected on the grounds that they were not eligible. We think 

that's a mistaken view, and we'd like to talk about that in some detail. 

We'd also like to talk about the way in which personal information is managed in the scheme. We have strong 

views about the use or misuse of part 3 information, which we'd like to talk about. We also have concerns about 

the role of nominees and the way in which the scheme is approaching that. Finally, in my view the application 

form is atrocious. It needs changing radically.  

CHAIR:  Thank you very much, Mr Golding. Ms Sheedy? 

Ms Sheedy:  The royal commission over seven years ago managed to gain the trust and respect of Australian 

care leavers who were sexually abused, physically and psychologically abused, made to work as child slave 

labour in Australia's orphanages, children's homes, missions and foster care. The National Redress Scheme is a 

cruel, mean spirited, legally sick, arduous process. It lacks flexibility. It lacks compassion and empathy. They are 

not taking into account the royal commission's word 'reasonable likelihood'. Independent decision-makers are 

nameless when they send out letters. The fact that people can be employed by the Commonwealth and we don't 

know their names and there is no transparency—it's an insult to send a letter to a care leaver with their outcomes 

and there's no name on it. There's no accountability. There's no transparency. The legal scheme is courting 
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enormous problems psychologically. I speak to care leavers every single day from every state of Australia. I can 

tell you that the legacy that people feel about the royal commission, they always speak highly of it. But what will 

be the legacy of this National Redress Scheme? You might like to explore that question in the committee. I'll hand 

it over to you, committee members. 

CHAIR:  Thank you very much for your contribution, Ms Sheedy.  

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you both for your ongoing advocacy. It's important that we have this opportunity to 

talk to you. There is so much already in your opening statements. I might leave the 29 recommendations to one 

side at this moment. I know you're going to make a written submission as well. I am interested in exploring those 

additional issues that you'd raised, Frank, and for you, Leonie, I would like ask more detail about the experience 

of the independent decision-maker letters that you referred to and impacts that that is having now.  

Mr Golding:  I'll kick off. Leonie has much more fine detail of this than I have. There is an issue which is 

arising in the number of rejections of care leavers who were abused as children but they haven't been able to 

demonstrate to the independent decision-maker's satisfaction that an institution was responsible for them. These 

are people who were state wards. In some cases they absconded and they were sexually abused and mistreated 

while they were free of the institution. They were wards of the state, and we argue that they state had a duty of 

care that existed until they were free of that state wardship status. Others were kicked out of institutions at the age 

of 14 or 15 and sent to work and were abused in that context. It appears that the state is saying through the 

Redress Scheme, 'They were wards of the state, but we didn't bring them into association with the abusive adult.' 

We believe that's an ethically untenable position, so we're arguing that there ought to be a broader understanding 

of the child's status when they make these applications. Even though they weren't abused in an institution, they 

were under the care of the state and had a duty of care owed to them by the state. So that's that issue. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you. Do people receive their rejection in writing? 

Ms Sheedy:  They get a phone call. I'll give you an example. Sandra is 71. She cannot read or write. They rang 

her at 12 o'clock on either a Thursday or a Friday. Her husband has died. Her daughter has also died. She lives 

alone. They did not ring me up to be on the line to support Sandra. She cannot read or write. Eventually, they did 

tell her she's not eligible. She rang me in a highly distressed state. She had been to the royal commission. We had 

supported her. We've known her for many years. She is eligible for redress under the Tasmanian redress scheme, 

but the Commonwealth have declined her because, they state, the institution didn't put her in contact with the 

abuser. She eventually got a five-page letter that she obviously couldn't read, and that's how they inform people: 

they make a phone call, and then people get the letter in writing, which is unsigned. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you. How prevalent is this issue for care leavers now? Do you have a sense of the 

extent of rejection that's taking place? 

Ms Sheedy:  I can tell you that there's a New South Wales woman who lives in Western Australia and has been 

deemed not eligible. Josie, a 54-year-old Victorian, has been deemed not eligible. There is Sandra, as I said. There 

is a lady known by the initial T, a Victorian who lives in Queensland and who was raped when she absconded 

from the abuse in a girls home There is another case of a woman who was put into two homes. The second home 

was called Marillac House. It was a home for mentally retarded children. She was seven years of age. I believe 

she had hearing loss and that's why the first orphanage transferred her to Marillac House. She turned 18, I think, 

on 24 December 1969. She'd moved from the home to a hostel and then to a private board. Six weeks later, she 

was raped by the silver-gun rapist. She misses out because she was 18 in December. But we found in her state 

ward file—and we will be giving you this evidence—a letter that the department wrote, with an application form 

and a recommendation for the continuance of guardianship of the ward of the branch. It says, 'I hereby direct that 

the Director-General of Social Welfare remains the guardian of the person of the state'—T—'until the said date,' 

and it refers to her attaining 'the age of 19½ on 20/6/1969'. That would cover the period when she was raped, but 

she will be deemed not eligible. There is no flexibility. There are no special circumstances for the children who 

were the children of the government. 

Mr Golding:  I will go back to the question that you asked about prevalence. Leonie can give you any number 

of examples. The difficulty that we have is that we don't actually get that data. We rely on people telling us, or if 

CLAN is the nominee then we'll get information that way. But there's no database which shows the number of 

care leavers who applied and the rate at which they are successful or unsuccessful. There's no data about the level 

of payments compared to people who are not care leavers. There are a whole range of issues which we really 

think are very important to understand so that we can better analyse what's happening. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Mr Golding, I understood, from memory, that there was a question on the application form 

that allowed you to identify state wards or care leavers? Is that true? 
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Ms Sheedy:  Correct, there is. I think it is on page 14 of the application form. I checked this out. We've 

actually put it in our submission that you will be getting after we've tidied it up a bit. 

Ms CLAYDON:  That should assist with some of these data questions, but you're saying you don't have access 

to— 

Ms Sheedy:  They don't collate it. I asked the question last week. They do not collate how many are state 

wards. 

Mr Golding:  If I may say on that question that Leone's referred to, it's question 36, and it says, 'When the 

sexual abuse happened at this institution, were you—' and then there are seven or eight tick boxes. That in itself is 

very confusing, because the options include a state ward, a foster child, a relative in kinship care or under other 

court ordered care et cetera. You could be all of those simultaneously or in succession, one to the other. It would 

have been much better to ask the question: 'Where you a state ward? and then: 'What type of institution did you 

live in? 'Were you in a foster family? Or, 'Were you in a kinship family?' Or, 'Were you in a congregate 

institution, or a cottage home?' There are a lot whole lot of types there. That's an example when the form itself is 

potentially helpful, but it would have been much better if they had consulted with us to get the form right in the 

first place. 

Ms CLAYDON:  That will take me to my next question about the round consultation. Have you had 

opportunities to have ongoing input into the implementation? What pathways do you use to feed back to the 

Redress Scheme about the problems you're encountering, and have you been satisfied with revenues offered, if, in 

fact, they were offered? 

Ms Sheedy:  Just two weeks ago a care leaver in South Australia was told by a redress worker that his 

organisation was not paying claims prior to 1969. Oh my goodness! It took about 10 to 15 phone calls to the 

minister's office and to Redress. This was incorrect information, but the damage done to that person! His wife told 

me she had never seen him, in all the years they've been married—I think he was just devastated. And how the 

worker started the phone call was: 'We've got good news and bad news.' The bad news was they're not paying 

claims prior to 1969, and the good news was, he told the 71-year-old man: 'Well, at least Kennerley Boys' Home 

are joining.' What good was that information? 

How do we feed back our complaints? To the minister's office, the minister's adviser, Redress. Did we have 

impact? Yes, we had impact, but we certainly didn't have impact on part 3. I came back from overseas and I was 

helping a Victorian lady, who lived in England, fill out a redress form—and I had the old form with me in 

England. When I got back to Australia I saw that they had planted in part 3: 'Would you like to give your 

information to the organisations?' It's a choice—I'll stress it's a choice—but many care leavers do not understand 

the implications of ticking, 'Yes, they're willing to share the information,' in part 3 because they feel that if they 

don't tick yes they won't get their redress. If they do tick yes, the impact of the crimes committed on them goes to 

the abusive organisation and their insurance company. If an offer is made to the care leaver after ticking yes and 

they decline the offer, I tell care leavers, the insurance company has the impact of the crime committed on you 

before you even dial for a lawyer. That's the bit that the care leavers do not understand. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thanks, Leonie. You've raised this consistently over years now. I understand you 

participated in the roundtable last year with the minister and government. Were you able to feed back your 

concerns at that? 

Ms Sheedy:  I didn't go to that meeting; Frank went in my absence. 

Mr Golding:  I went. I've been to a number of meetings of that kind. We air the sorts of issues that we're airing 

with you today. Nothing much seems to happen. My observation is that Leonie is being reactive in most of the 

work she does. That is, she sees a problem, she makes a complaint, and that may or may not get addressed. It 

leaves unresolved the bigger question of why the issue arose in the first place. 

Ms CLAYDON:  I won't take up more time, because I know my colleagues will have questions, but I would 

really appreciate, if it's not already part of the written submission that you're going to give to us, your suggestions 

around modifying question 36 on the application form to deal with the issue: yes, you're a state ward, and there 

are various types of being a state ward, so that seems a very helpful suggestion on my part. I'm sure you'll cover 

off on those other issues around the personal information, part 3, and the way it's used in the scheme. I know you 

wanted to talk to us about that, and perhaps other committee members want to talk about that. I am also 

interested, if it's possible, to have the sensitive redacted version of the letters that people are receiving from the 

independent decision-maker. 

Ms Sheedy:  We've got that already. I think, on a point of information-sharing with the abusive organisations 

and the insurance companies, many care leavers and other victims are unaware that every phone call that they 
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make, or that the Redress Scheme makes, is recorded. I want to know who owns that data. What will happen to 

that data? 

Ms CLAYDON:  We can ask the department those questions when we get to talk to them. 

Ms Sheedy:  Thank you. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Leonie, thank you so much for your incredible work over so many years. I haven't 

met you before, Mr Golding, but thank you for everything that you are doing and for your very important 

contribution today. You raised a whole lot of issues, and Ms Claydon has canvassed a range of issues with you 

about which I'm also concerned. You may have heard evidence earlier in the day about the assessment 

framework, and I note your very profound concern that you are vehemently of the view that the abuse covered by 

the Redress Scheme must be broader than just sexual abuse. I think you've made a very good point today in 

relation to the duty of care of the state or the Commonwealth. Are you able to expand on that issue about the duty 

of care and whether there's any judicial authority which supports some of your submissions today. 

Mr Golding:  We'll address that particular problem about the legal aspect of it in our written submission. 

We're making here a moral argument because if the states made you a ward of the state, and you were a ward of 

the state until you were 18, then the state had the responsibility for looking after you. After all, the justification 

for taking children into care is that they would be better off, and what so often happened is that they were actually 

worse off. Nowhere is this more stark than the young woman or girl or boy who is kicked out of the home at 14 or 

15 and told to go and make their own way in the world, often without any kinds of support or understanding of 

what they were getting into. So it's a moral argument, but I'm sure we can address the legal aspect of it too. 

Almost all care leavers, if they can get access to their state ward file, will have an indication through a court order 

or similar that they are bound to the state until they're 18. 

Ms Sheedy:  Or, in the case I mentioned earlier, until she's 19½. And many older care leavers were made state 

awards until they were 21. If a crime was committed in the period between 18 and 21, those care leavers, sadly, 

missed out. We don't know every care leaver in Australia. I've given you an example of four people who are 

missing out and we haven't even talked about indexing. One 85-year-old man got zero because of the indexing. 

And the Commonwealth taxes these paltry prior payments, but the redress isn't indexed over the 10 years. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Leonie, can you explain what happened in the case of the 85-year-old man and how 

he ended up with a zero payment? 

Ms Sheedy:  I'll find the breakdown. I've got it in my last year's diary because that's when they told him he is 

getting zero. He lives in Roma. He got $40,000 from the Western Australian redress, and he got, I think, $110,000 

from the Christian Brothers, totalling $150,000. So he's eligible for nothing. 

Senator HENDERSON:  That's not because of indexing. Is that because of his other payments he had 

received? 

Ms Sheedy:  Yes, but I want to give you the correct figures. Actually, you worked out the indexing, Frank. I 

think we'll find it before the end of the meeting. I'll text it to the committee. He missed out because of the 

indexing. I remember it now, but they took over a year to tell him he was getting zero. 

Senator HENDERSON:  That's incredibly disappointing. I would greatly appreciate it if you could provide 

the committee with more information in relation to that indexing issue. Going back to duty of care, you've raised a 

very significant point in relation to those who were wards of the state between the ages of 18 and 21, who were 

subjected to ongoing abuse. What is your estimate of how many Australians are in that category? 

Mr Golding:  I don't think we're in a position to give that information. We'll seek it for you, but this is one of 

our great problems; we're dealing largely with anecdotal evidence. A lot of it is very overwhelming nevertheless, 

but it's very hard to get hard data. 

Senator HENDERSON:  I understand that. Thank you very much, Mr Golding. You've also reiterated that, 

while sexual abuse is covered by the scheme, extreme abuse is not covered. I don't want to ask you any questions 

which give rise to unnecessary distress or difficulty in answering, but are you able to give a couple of examples of 

what you mean by 'extreme abuse'? 

Ms Sheedy:  One example is having to wash dishes daily in an orphanage in Geelong with caustic soda; that 

was at Glastonbury orphanage. Another man who ran away from the orphanage in Western Australia was hit 96 

times on the bottom. I asked him whether his pants were up or down and he said his pants were up. He wasn't 

covered by the royal commission because his pants were up. Other examples include children having to catch flies 

and swallow them; children having to stand in corners and then doing hundreds of duck squats around the 

quadrangle; and children having to work on farms, in orphanages, and in commercial laundries for the Salvation 
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Army and the Catholic Church. The Good Shepherd nuns had commercial laundries all around Australia, and they 

got the labour from those girls for free, and the water rates and the land rates for free. So there's been a lot of 

exploitation being done by these churches and charities and state governments, and they've been able to get away 

with it because there's a hierarchy of abuse, and society deems that sexual abuse is the worst thing you can do to a 

child. I can assure you: there is more than one way to harm a child. 

Mr Golding:  There's another way of coming at that question. Before the royal commission got underway, 

there had been redress schemes for state wards and other similar children in Western Australia, Tasmania and 

Queensland, and they had various criteria. Certainly, sexual abuse was not the only criterion for being eligible to 

make a claim. So those three states have had redress schemes operating. Victoria, as I think you heard earlier from 

another witness, had an inquiry and produced a report called Betrayal of trust, and they indicated that they were 

very actively considering a redress scheme. New South Wales told the royal commission that they were actively 

considering it, and Victoria and New South Wales were the two big states that had not had a redress scheme to 

that date. It seems to us not surprising that Victoria and New South Wales were the first to join a redress scheme 

which limited redress eligibility to sexual abuse. That's something which many, many care leavers feel really 

quite bitter and disappointed about. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Are you able to provide us with some data in relation to care leavers who received 

redress in Western Australia, Tasmania and Queensland and give us some numbers, so that we can understand the 

haves and the have-nots, if you like? 

Mr Golding:  Yes. It was certainly part of the royal commission's report. They expressed disappointment that 

they were not able to recommend on that abuse, but they gave that kind of information in the report. We can 

reference that for you. 

Senator HENDERSON:  It is more than disappointing that those state based redress schemes were not rolled 

out in some states. 

Mr Golding:  Yes. 

Senator HENDERSON:  I take your point, and I think it's a very good point to make, that those states moved 

very quickly to join the National Redress Scheme—perhaps because they wouldn't have to deal with the broader 

form of redress for those in their care. I take your point, Mr Golding, in relation to the moral duties and obligation 

of the scheme, but I am just interested to see whether there have been many cases that have been heard in court, in 

relation to these issues of abuse of those in state care, for the committee's information. 

Ms Sheedy:  There was a recent case in Western Australia which you may be familiar with. John Lawrence, a 

child migrant and care leaver, was in two Catholic Christian Brothers orphanages, Clontarf and Castledare. 

Barrister Bettina Mangan made a statement to the judge, Judge Herron, that there should be a reduced amount of 

compensation paid because of John Lawrence's poor beginnings. Anyway, the judge threw that out, and John was 

awarded $1.3 million. The physical cruelty and the beatings, as well as the sexual crimes committed on him, were 

certainly discussed in that court case. 

It's not very often that children who were in the care of the churches and charities and state governments take a 

case to court. We don't make reliable witnesses, they tell us, because we're so damaged. And it happened a long 

time ago. We don't know the colour of the curtains. We don't even know the perpetrators' names. So there's a lot 

going against care leavers—the government's children. So there needs to be a redress scheme that encompasses all 

forms of abuse and neglect, and the unpaid labour done by children in orphanages across this nation. Their bodies 

are broken because of the child labour. I'm not against children doing work in family homes. Children can learn a 

lot from that. But this was cooking in kitchens, peeling potatoes—you asked me before about another form of 

extreme cruelty. I know a story, which disturbs me all the time, of a young boy of 14 who ran away from the 

Salvation Army boys' home in Riverview, Queensland. His punishment was to be stripped naked and made to sit 

on a potato sack for a week. He did not go to school. The women who worked in that kitchen walked past him 

every day. He had to get up and get his food, naked. 

Senator HENDERSON:  That's just absolutely abhorrent. 

Ms Sheedy:  And that's not recognised, you know. 

Senator HENDERSON:  I certainly think that there are particular issues, concerning those who were wards of 

the state, that are very, very complex. It's very disturbing that some state governments have not implemented their 

own redress scheme. I might leave it at that. You've canvassed a lot of other issues, which I'm also interested in, 

but they've been covered. I look forward to receiving your further evidence by way of your submission. And I 

want to thank you both very much again for the extraordinary amount of work that you have done on behalf of 

care leavers over so many years. 
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Ms Sheedy:  Thank you very much. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Can I go to the issue of participating institutions and the deadline of June 2020. What 

are your thoughts on the fact that there are so many institutions yet to join and that there are more applications 

coming in relating to institutions that have never previously been identified? What do you think the government 

should be doing about that issue, given the deadline is looming? 

Ms Sheedy:  In the first place, they should never have been given an option to join. We didn't get an option to 

opt out of abuse, but the abusers get an option to join up to the Redress Scheme. They had five years notice of the 

royal commission, and it's now been nearly two years. The redress laggers need to lose their charity tax status, and 

let's not wait till 30 June. Why the delay? We've given them the carrot over and over and over again. Where's the 

big stick and the feather dusters and the straps that were used on our bodies? They don't seem to get any of this 

treatment from the leaders of this nation. It's absolutely shameful. 

Mr Golding:  There's been a lot of publicity about the improvements, but I agree with Leonie: it's catch-up. 

This should've been sorted out at the beginning so that the vast majority of institutions were in at the very start. 

It's really hard to imagine a more damaging design of the scheme than to have institutions joining in a piecemeal 

fashion. The hold-ups in the case of the care leavers, who were commonly moved from one institution to 

another—and we know that there are a large number of cases being held up because the child was abused in, say, 

four places but one of them hasn't yet joined the Redress Scheme. Three of them have. Surely it's not beyond our 

wits to think of a way of getting around that by offering interim payments where it's clear that the abuse was 

committed in three of the four institutions, notwithstanding the fourth institution's failure to join. 

Senator SIEWERT:  That's a great idea. Obviously we have talked about removing their charity status. I have 

to say I personally support that and I think the interim payments are good idea. We heard, as I'm sure you are 

aware, from the department last night at the hearing that there is a large number of applications that have more 

than one institution involved, so I think the interim payments are a great idea. 

The other issue though that I want to go to is we know there are applications coming in now naming 

institutions that have never been in scope. They potentially are smaller ones, they don't know necessarily that they 

are in scope and so of course they are not joining. What I am concerned about is the number that will be named 

after the deadline. What do we do then? This issue was raised at the time. I don't think we've had a satisfactory 

resolution to that. 

Ms Sheedy:  I noticed on the website today when I was looking for Menzies Home for Boys in Victoria that it 

hasn't joined. I don't think the Cottage by the Sea has joined. I noticed on the website that the Sisters of 

Compassion ran an orphanage in Broken Hill. Now those records are in New Zealand. What is the Australian 

government doing about that? Their headquarters are in New Zealand, so I want to know: what is the Australian 

government doing about putting pressure on an overseas close neighbour organisation? Have they gone to the 

New Zealand government? 

Mr Golding:  It raises the question of funder of last resort. 

Senator SIEWERT:  I was going to go there next, so go there. 

Mr Golding:  Maybe we turn that on its head and say 'funder of first resort', where it is clear that an 

organisation is out of existence and there is no way of bringing it into existence; although looking at their charity 

statuses and tax concessions and so on is a really important lever that hasn't been used. But why not 'funder of 

first resort'? 

Senator SIEWERT:  Government pays and then chases it, do you mean? 

Mr Golding:  Government put these children out into the institutions, so it is clear that it has some 

responsibility and why not put it up front? 

Ms Sheedy:  Also there is the other point with the Commonwealth. The Commonwealth seems to wash its 

hands of us state ward children. When we were removed from our parents, the child endowment that our parents 

received was removed from our parents and it was re-given to the church or charity or the state government where 

we were being so-called looked after. The Commonwealth didn't care what was happening to those taxpayers' 

dollars and is accountable for providing these organisations with money and then not asking what was happening 

to the children in those horrid places that we were placed in. 

Senator SIEWERT:  I'm still on the institution track. I wanted to go to the question of the deadline. Do you 

think it should be extended for those organisations? We want to keep maximum pressure on known and named 

organisations to get them to sign up by that deadline—I know that—but the organisations that have only just been 
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named now or are to be named in the future, do you think that deadline should be expanded so that those 

organisations are then in scope? 

Mr Golding:  In a word? 

Ms Sheedy:  No! 

Senator SIEWERT:  Why is that? 

Ms Sheedy:  They have had five years of the royal commission. They knew that terms of reference. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Leonie, I am talking about the organisations and institutions that are only just being 

named now. 

Ms Sheedy:  I don't care if they are just being named now. Surely they could reflect and say: 'I wonder if we 

had any children who were sexually used in our school, in our orphanage? Oh, we better go and do some 

homework about that and find out what is required of us in case any one of our children that we had in our care 

was sexually used.' 

Senator SIEWERT:  Leonie, these aren't all people who were in state care. There are sporting clubs and all 

sorts of other organisations. 

Ms Sheedy:  I did say schools. I didn't just include orphanages. 

Senator SIEWERT:  No. I'm talking about sporting clubs and all sorts of organisations. As I understand it—

and we haven't seen the list—the evidence that we got at the last hearing with the department is that there could 

be a large number of institutions that have never been named that are starting to appear in applications and will 

continue to after 30 June this year. I'll ask another question: how do we deal with them if they've never been 

named before and they didn't know they were in scope? I'm not providing excuses. The fact is that we've now got 

organisations that are coming up, as we will in the future, that have never been named and didn't know there 

would be a claim made against them. 

Mr Golding:  It seems to me that it's not our business. Our business is care leavers and institutes that have care 

leavers. I think there are some principles at stake, and our gut feeling and our instinct is to say that they should be 

offered little concession in the way of time lines to join. But nevertheless it's really— 

Senator SIEWERT:  But they don't know they're in scope. Sorry, if they don't know they're in scope and an 

application from a person comes in after 30 June this year, what happens to that person? I'll put it that way. 

Mr Golding:  What more can we say? We strongly believe that there should be no hold-ups, that they should 

be required to join— 

Senator SIEWERT:  Okay. They should be required to join the scheme if they come up after the deadline? 

Mr Golding:  Yes. 

Ms Sheedy:  Yes. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Right. Can I go to the issue of counselling and your experience. We've heard quite a lot 

of evidence today about the Victorian experience, and I'm just wondering what your view is on the Victorian 

experience. You've also got a much wider reach around the country, so do you have any feedback for us around 

people's experiences given different states have different experiences? 

Ms Sheedy:  There are lots of problems with the letter of offer. It says you can accept the financial category, 

and the second one is you can have counselling. It's a very impersonal response. Victoria has an excellent model. 

It just needs to be supported by the National Redress Scheme. People who reside in Victoria are not being given a 

flyer on Restore that explains what the process is to get their counselling from the organisations. A 90-year-old 

Victorian care leaver got her acceptance letter. She lives in the country town called Colac, and she was sent 

victims of crime New South Wales counselling services information. Of what relevance is that to her in Colac? 

The Restore model is really extremely valuable. There are five organisations, and CLAN is one of them. You 

heard the lady mention four of them before. She inadvertently forgot us. They're not being given the information 

and people don't realise that they have to have their RV number. They already feel like they're a number. They're 

state wards and they've been given another number that they're known by. They have to ring up and give their RV 

number. If they were sent an actual flyer about Restore, that would be so much better. Around the other states, 

people are just being given a financial $5,000, and what they do with that is up to them. But they all know that 

they can have free telephone counselling from CLAN for however long they want it whether they get a redress 

payment or not. They get it while they're doing the redress application form, during and after. The thing about 

counselling is that the royal commission recommended lifelong counselling, and for families as well. The families 

are just excluded from this counselling, but we provide free counselling to family members and children. If you 
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die before you get your redress payment, the counselling component, even in Victoria, does not go to your family 

members or your spouse, so that money is not utilised. That care leaver's family could really do with some 

support. In other states they get a payment. I don't ask them how they utilise it. A lady I spoke to in New South 

Wales who got her redress phone call yesterday, when I told her that she was getting the maximum, said to me, 

'So, I'm getting $150?' I said, 'No, darling, you're getting $150,000.' She couldn't believe it, she was crying and 

she said, 'This is like an acknowledgement; they have acknowledged the suffering I went through as a child.' She's 

got a therapist and she will be using that money for her private therapist. She's lucky; she's got an existing 

relationship and she will utilise the $5,000 that New South Wales gives to support her payments to her private 

therapist. 

Senator SIEWERT:  The Victorian scheme is accessible only once you've got your payment. 

Ms Sheedy:  Correct. 

Senator SIEWERT:  The issue has been raised that people also need support when they're filling out the form, 

through the application process and through the waiting process. Has that been raised with you as an issue of 

concern? 

Ms Sheedy:  We already give them support. Care leavers get support when they fill out the form. While they're 

waiting—the delays and the delays—I am on the phone to care leavers. When they get their outcome calls, I 

actually ring them before Redress does, then I make the phone call with the redress team member. They get free 

counselling no matter where they live in Australia. But, in Victoria, to utilise that bucket of money that the 

Victorian government has allocated for redress counselling—and I want to stress it's a really good model; it just 

needs time to get on its feet and it needs the Commonwealth to promote it. 

Senator SIEWERT:  I don't know if you were online when we had the Victorian Aboriginal Child Care 

Agency on. They were raising this as a concern for First Nations because they're finding that they can't get access, 

as you've just said, before they get their payment, and First Nations peoples are needing more support through the 

whole of the process. 

Mr Golding:  I'd just agree with that. That's a sensible approach, but it needs resourcing. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Do you see that Restore, if there were more resourcing, could provide that as well? 

Mr Golding:  Absolutely. In many cases the applicant is already a person that is getting support, but, under the 

Redress Scheme, that support is unfunded up until the point when the offer is made and accepted. 

CHAIR:  So that everyone is aware, the committee does have the capacity to recall witnesses, and it's certainly 

my desire, following receipt of the submission from CLAN, that we give them the opportunity to appear again, as 

we might choose to do with other witnesses. But, because we are always on time constraints, I wanted to 

foreshadow with colleagues and CLAN how I suggest we might proceed.  

Senator MARIELLE SMITH:  I wanted to clarify something you said earlier about Leonie's work being 

quite reactive, and that you felt the work you were doing wasn't changing behaviours, patterns or processes. Why 

do you think that is? Do you think that's a capacity issue within the scheme? Do you think it's to do with people's 

responsiveness to the issues you've raised? 

Mr Golding:  That's a very good question. It's a number of things. One of them is that the design of the scheme 

and the way it's operating is bound to create problems, which lead to complaints and which lead to Leonie being 

known as a whinger in the Redress Scheme! There is a sense that, 'Well, we've had that complaint before; we'll 

just ride it out.' There's no resolution at a principles level, where you can say, 'This is going to lead to other 

problems of this sort; let's change the way we're doing it.'  

The other thing is the way in which the caseworkers and people who work in the Redress Scheme are trained—

or should I say not trained. Many of them haven't the first idea—it seems from the conversations that CLAN and 

particularly Leonie have with them—about how orphanages ran, who ran them and so on, and what it meant for 

the individuals to talk about a closed environment. We've got no evidence that there has been any training of those 

caseworkers. So that leads to the use of inappropriate language, incorrect assumptions and dissatisfaction on the 

part of the applicant. 

Senator MARIELLE SMITH:  Thank you. 

CHAIR:  Leonie and Frank, on a personal level, thank you for the opportunity you gave me to speak to you 

privately a few weeks ago in Melbourne—that was a tremendously valuable opportunity for me—and thank you 

for the subsequent material that you have sent me. Because we have some time constraints, as I foreshadowed 

earlier, it will be my ambition—and I'm sure it will be supported by other colleagues—to invite you to come and 

appear again before the committee. That will certainly be before we make a report, and probably shortly after we 
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receive your submission. As always, we value your contribution and the experience that you bring to this very, 

very important parliamentary process, which is an integral part of the oversight mechanisms of the National 

Redress Scheme. On behalf of myself and all members of the committee, I think you both, Frank and Leonie, for 

your evidence today but also for your continued important work. 

Mr Golding:  Thank you. 

Ms Sheedy:  Thank you. 

CHAIR:  CLAN, we thank you for your attendance here today. If the committee has any further questions they 

will be put in writing to you. You will be sent a copy of the transcript of your evidence, and you will have an 

opportunity to request corrections to transcription errors, if there should be any. The committee will now suspend. 

Proceedings suspended from 13:33 to 13:48  
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HODGES, Mr Philip, Private capacity 

Evidence was taken via teleconference— 

CHAIR:  This public hearing of the Joint Select Committee on Implementation of the National Redress 

Scheme by teleconference will now resume after having had a short suspension. In accordance with the 

committee's resolution of 5 December 2019, this hearing will be broadcast on the parliament's website and the 

proof and official transcripts of proceedings will be published on the parliament's website. 

I now call Mr Philip Hodges to give evidence. Before we begin, I have to make a brief statement. Although the 

committee does not require you to give evidence under oath, I should advise you that this hearing is a legal 

proceeding of the parliament and therefore has the same standing as proceedings of the respective houses. The 

giving of false or misleading evidence is a serious matter and may be regarded as contempt of parliament. The 

evidence given today will be recorded by Hansard and attracts parliamentary privilege. I invite you to make a 

brief opening statement. After that I will invite my colleagues to ask questions and invite discussions of you. 

Would you like to make a brief opening statement to talk about your experience with the National Redress 

Scheme? 

Mr Hodges:  Yes. The first time I saw the paperwork on the National Redress Scheme I knew it had definitely 

come from Social Services. A lot of the questions that are laid down there are designed by Social Services in 

favour of the institutions, the religions et cetera. It actually goes against a lot of people who would like to put a 

claim in but do not understand how the system works. A lot of people are scared and frightened, and they turn to 

others. I've had quite a few people ask me what I think of the National Redress Scheme. As I told Scott Morrison 

not long afterwards, and the social services minister, the first lot was no good, and there was a second inquiry and 

now we're into the third. So, I'm hoping that this time we can fill all the gaps and make the service work a lot 

better for those who really need it. 

CHAIR:  Thank you. If you don't mind, I will now invite some of my colleagues to ask you some questions. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you for your evidence this morning. I know it's probably not especially easy doing 

this on the phone, but please bear with us. Here's an opportunity to speak directly to parliamentarians about the 

ways in which you would like to see the National Redress Scheme improved. Could you perhaps talk to us about 

your top three concerns that you would like to put on the record? I don't want to limit you to that, but perhaps you 

could give at least three areas that you think need improvement. 

Mr Hodges:  The first part would be on the severity of the abuse. I believe that for us to re-live it and go 

through it again—which I did with the Salvation Army, and I ended up back in the mental health system—is not 

really the appropriate way. I have already gone through the royal commission in South Australia, and what I laid 

open there was only a fraction of what really happened. I'm hoping that the knowledge of community workers, 

social workers and council workers would be improved. I'd like to see them all registered, because I know how 

government departments operate, and I'm one who worked as an advocate, so I can read between the lines on a lot 

of government paperwork. I believe, having taken into account the research and policy of organisations, that they 

need to follow a uniform approach, and not just to prevention of child sexual abuse; it should also include 

disability, aged care, mental health and all forms of abuse. We need to have a national standard of care and 

accreditation and ensure that it is equal to ensure the prevention of all types of abuse. This goes right through the 

range of respite and day centres, schools, prisons, child care, institutions, religious groups—the list just keeps 

going on.  

After I came back from abuse I worked both as an advocate and for the public advocate's board. My hope has 

been that no child, teenager, adult or senior citizen will ever suffer from any form of abuse and that we are 

listened to in an appropriate way, with respect and dignity, and are believed and followed up with the correct level 

of support and services. All of our lives are different. We don't need the same level of support. Our support will 

vary from time to time. My hope is that we no longer feel guilty of the abuse that we suffered back then—and 

what is still going on today—because it's not our fault. Basically, how the Salvation Army has put it to me is, 'We 

didn't believe you.' One other part that I really got upset at the Salvation Army with was at a meeting when they 

tried to tell me that I didn't know the difference between a male and female body part. I ended up back in the 

mental health unit. 

On average, 90 per cent of Australians really don't understand how the government works. But I've been lucky; 

I do understand it, because to cut through the government red tape is a nightmare. I taught community visitors, 

and I've shown them how to read between the lines and listen, ask questions and, most of all, not just see the 

picture that's standing in front of them but also see the outside picture— all the good, bad and ugly sides of things, 
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and what the picture from the past will be. I could probably go on. You were worried about the counselling in 

Victoria? 

Ms CLAYDON:  We have been talking about that this morning. It would be good to get some insight from 

you about what those counselling and psychological support services look like from your perspective. 

Mr Hodges:  As an ex-nurse, I went through the counselling service in Dandenong. The mental health team 

has an in-home counselling service. So we don't need to go to them; they come to us. That happens each day for a 

certain period of time and then it drops to twice a week. It will go from anywhere from three months to six 

months, but it can be ongoing. Part of this needs to be funded by the federal government, because, at the moment, 

it is only a state government funded program which started 4½ years ago. So not a lot of people are aware that this 

is there. It's a free service, but you've got to go through the public system. 

In regard to counselling, social work and all that, I still believe that they should all be registered, because, 

basically, one of the big problems we have is the overload of workers not just in government departments but also 

in hospitals and that who will make decisions on our lives. They'll argue that they know best for us. My basic 

philosophy to that is that until you've been through it, lived through it, survived it and you've done the course 

yourself, then you don't know 100 per cent of it. You might know 90 per cent, but you just don't know the other 

10 per cent. That's where I would like the Redress Scheme to actually follow up with everyone, not just forget 

about them once they've paid them but follow up and ensure that they are receiving their correct services and that 

services are still following up with them. The funding is there for it. 

I'm just hoping that this will make people come forward and it will show respect, because there's an old saying: 

the government needs to show us respect. The institutions and bridges and all that need to show us respect, but, 

when they show us stupidity, then all you'll get is outrage. It's a two-way street. It's guaranteeing our safety, 

wellbeing and freedom from abuse; that's really what I'm after. 

My last part would be I would never want to go to a nursing home or aged-care facility or respite. I would 

rather just die at home, and that would be my respect and my wishes. And that's the freedom that I want to have. 

That's basically my answer to that question. I'm ready for any other questions. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you, Mr Hodges. Finally, given your experience of the National Redress Scheme, 

why do you think so few people are applying to the scheme? Do you have any view about that? 

Mr Hodges:  One reason is we're required to give in-depth detail and all our information, but the institution, 

the church or the non-profit organisation are not required to give their details. The Privacy Act does not ensure 

that what we say remains private.  I could be talking to you like today in a public forum. so I understand that this 

is public, so I don't mind. But, for some, if they did the national redress application form, they don't know how 

private what they put on their paperwork will be. I personally believe that, once you've been through the royal 

commission, you don't need to go through all the rigmarole and turmoil, because there's no way I would like to 

end up back in hospital. I've spent 12 months in recovery. It's taken me a while. 

But I can see it on a lot of people's faces that they're very annoyed at the way it was first rolled out. And I'm 

just hoping it does get readjusted and all the parties that were covered by the royal commission—and I know 

earlier on, you were on about those who are not in the system yet and how we treat them. Some, I admit, probably 

still don't know. I was involved in the royal commission into disability, so I've mentioned a couple of 

organisations there—they're not on the listing yet, but they will be—because that's the field I worked in. I've seen 

abuse happening in these fields. And that's why, in one way, I was very lucky to have a good group of community 

visitors because I taught them to read between the lines. Things improved in my area, and it was really great. 

I just hope that everyone believes what we say because we're not just telling you for the sake of it. I tried to do 

this years and years ago with the Salvation Army. I remember, when I came back from England, I wrote a letter to 

them. They ignored it. I wrote another one, and I said, 'I reckon it should be $3.8 million that everyone should 

get.' That was just for those in Victoria. But it got shrugged off to their public officer. Finally when we did meet, I 

was not allowed to have police, witness or any advocate with me. One of the things I was really after was a 

camera when I was in that institution because I had photos of things that would have highlighted a lot of 

problems. But in saying that, that place is just falling to bits. I still believe that we should remove them from the 

Charities Act. I think it was under the Commonwealth act—if remember correctly—it's called the [inaudible] act, 

which was how it was first set up. Until they actually pay up and admit it properly then I would like to see them 

lose their charity status because it is the only way. All the money goes overseas. Salvation Army money goes to 

England; the Catholic church goes over to Rome. Money doesn't stay here. Only a fraction of the money that is 

raised through charities stays here. 
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Ms CLAYDON:  Mr Hodges, as organisations that are not currently participating have until 30 June to sign 

up, is it your view that those that do not choose to participate should lose their charitable status and their tax 

deductibility status? 

Mr Hodges:  Yes. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you, Mr Hodges. I certainly hope that the royal commission put paid to any 

suggestion that your testimony or the testimony of any survivors would not be believed. I do hope that is an 

important lesson that Australians have learned through that commission. 

Dr ALLEN:  Thank you, Mr Hodges, for taking the time and for having the courage to present to another 

inquiry. We appreciate all that you are doing and your courage to speak about your past experience. I know for 

many people it is harrowing to talk about what you have been through. I noticed in your commentary that there is 

the concept of redress and the concept of justice. I wonder whether you could comment on if there is anything in 

your experience or that you have heard from others or from other countries where there has been some sense that 

justice has been addressed. The reason I say this is I have heard that there are other jurisdictions where there has 

been a different approach to justice with regards to allowing victims to have a voice, not just with those who are 

in government or judicial roles but also to those who have been perpetrators. If you feel uncomfortable talking 

about that, that's fine, but I just wanted to know if there is anything in your experience or that you've heard from 

others or you have heard from other people overseas that you think has been helpful to you or might be helpful to 

others in that sense of justice being achieved? 

Mr Hodges:  In the sense of getting justice achieved and in regards to the Salvation Army in the commission, 

Tidds represented Canada before he came to Australia. Canadians didn't get as much as they wanted. But in 

England and Ireland, the way they worked out the payment schemes was a lot different to us and the payments 

were a lot higher. We still had what was known as the common law or the civil litigation law. You could go down 

those two streams. When I went to the royal commission, I had support from the Epilepsy Foundation. They 

altered the courtroom for me, but that doesn't happen for everyone, unless you know the rules. 

This figure of $150,000 is way below the $200,000. Originally, if my memory serves me correctly, it was 

going to be $300,000, but the churches and all that said they couldn't afford it. Then we came into the Melbourne 

Response, which set up the rules for it all. I personally believe it should have covered all types of abuse, not just 

sexual penetration or sexual abuse. There are people who got abused left, right and centre. In Australia back then, 

we would believe the church before we would believe the client, and the police would say, 'Nah, not interested.' 

So really our justice system failed, and it's only just starting to work, but it's probably only working at eight per 

cent of what it should be. 

There are a lot of changes I would like to see in the criminal law act and to help the survivors be heard, listened 

to and believed. Some who have been abused in the disability field might not be able to talk, but through their 

body language they can answer a lot of questions. I've been lucky, because I worked with the deaf and blind. I had 

a go at the police once when they said, 'Oh, there's nothing we can do, because they can't speak.' She didn't need 

to speak. She did hand signals which we taught her, so we knew what she was saying, but it was never admitted. 

That's why I got really annoyed with the system, and in the end, at work, I'd just had it after that day. Then I had a 

seizure, and then I was in rehab for 12 months, so I just ceased work with the public advocates board and nursing 

in the disability area, which is a shame. The system needs to improve a lot more, and it can if it listens to the 

people. It needs to be a national approach. I understand we operate state by state, and each state likes to operate 

independently, but under the Redress Scheme it's all got to be done on a national system, and the states need to 

agree to change the laws to a national law system. So I'm just hoping that will happen one day. That's about all I 

can say on that. 

Dr ALLEN:  Thank you very much, Mr Hodges. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Mr Hodges, thank you very much for your time today and for your courage and 

persistence in giving this important evidence to yet another inquiry. I'm just calling up some notes at the moment. 

I want to just confirm that you are the same Philip Hodges who gave evidence to the royal commission—there's 

an affidavit and a statement that you filed on 15 September 2015—and that you were in Turana and Bayswater 

Boys Home. You're the same person? 

Mr Hodges:  Yes, I'm the same one. 

Senator HENDERSON:  So your full name is Philip Raymond David Hodges? 

Mr Hodges:  Yes. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Thank you very much, Mr Hodges. I read your statement to the royal commission, 

and it's incredibly moving and very distressing to learn what you endured as a young boy, principally in 
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Bayswater. Can I clarify: was there any abuse in Turana? I didn't read about anything happening in Turana 

specifically. 

Mr Hodges:  Not to myself but to the other young boy who was admitted at the same time as me; I don't 

remember his name. I was only there for two days. 

Senator HENDERSON:  I see. So the rest of the time— 

Mr Hodges:  Then I was transferred to Box Hill for a couple of days, and then to the boys home at Bayswater 

until I went back to England to have brain surgery. 

Senator HENDERSON:  How long were you residing at the Bayswater Boys Home, which was, I understand, 

administered by the Salvation Army? 

Mr Hodges:  Just over four years, if I remember correctly. I don't hold on to the dates. 

Senator HENDERSON:  No, I understand. Without having to go through and retell your story, can you give 

the committee a picture of whether you have applied for redress? I want to understand where you are in the 

process—if you have obtained any compensation at all at this point in time. 

Mr Hodges:  I've applied through knowmore. I found out after the royal commission that one of the majors is 

alive. If I'd known this when I was before the royal commission, in South Australia, I would have gone through a 

different course; I would have taken the Salvation Army to court. So knowmore has put my application on hold. 

Just the other day I said, 'I'm at the stage where I know I'm not going to last much longer. Can you do the 

application for the redress?' I said that there was no way I would hand over information again to the Salvation 

Army after what happened in Melbourne, when we tried to do a settlement and they got up and walked out. I 

signed the paperwork for a settlement when I was in hospital, in the psych unit. I could have done a better job— 

Senator HENDERSON:  Just to clarify, so the committee is clear: you obtained some compensation in a 

settlement with the Salvation Army? 

Mr Hodges:  Yes. 

Senator HENDERSON:  What did you receive, Mr Hodges? 

Mr Hodges:  Only $120,000. I paid $20,000 in legal fees, so, if you wipe that off, it's $100,000. They did that 

because they thought I had $60,000 already. 

Senator HENDERSON:  And you received that through the South Australian redress scheme—sorry, that was 

a private settlement with the Salvation Army. 

Mr Hodges:  Yes. 

Senator HENDERSON:  When did that occur? 

Mr Hodges:  Just over four years ago. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Are you still seeking to make a stated claim under the National Redress Scheme? 

Mr Hodges:  Under the National Redress Scheme, yes. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Realising that you'd only be eligible for a small payment? 

Mr Hodges:  Yes, I realise that. I'm just annoyed with the way it happened. They got up and walked out. We 

virtually started off at $198,000; that was the opening figure. When they turned around and offered me $50, I 

said, 'You've got to be—' 

Senator HENDERSON:  Right. Mr Hodges, in terms of your own circumstances, you've talked about 

suffering 90 per cent hearing loss and having very serious epilepsy as a child, and you just referred to having 

brain surgery. Can you briefly describe your health now and how much of that was attributed to the abuse that 

you suffered at the boys' home. 

Mr Hodges:  I was born with epilepsy, so I will not blame the Salvation Army for that. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Not for that, no, but your hearing loss. 

Mr Hodges:  The hearing, yes, and I also put down for my leg, where I got speared, but they couldn't find the 

record of it. There were a couple of us that got speared. They were present. I use a wheelchair on and off; I have 

done for quite a few years. I won't use it unless I really need it. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Do you still have 90 per cent hearing loss? 

Mr Hodges:  Yes. I'm on the last of my hearing aids. Once these go— 

Senator HENDERSON:  And that was a result of the beatings that you suffered when you were in this home? 

Mr Hodges:  Yes. 
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Senator HENDERSON:  Given your history and what you've gone through in terms of obtaining some 

compensation, you obviously feel that there has been a great injustice. 

Mr Hodges:  Yes. 

Senator HENDERSON:  In light of the fact that you received some settlement and there is still the Redress 

Scheme, what would you like to be different to provide yourself with a greater sense of justice than you have 

received? 

Mr Hodges:  I'd like easier access to the aged-care system for home packaging. I'm not sure how much we're 

going to get. I don't like to put a figure on it. But basically I want to have my home-care package and be left 

alone. There's no way I will go back to hospital. I've seen too much happen in there, and I'd rather just pass away 

at home. Mum wanted to pass away at home and dad wanted to pass away at home. That's fine by me. I've got my 

will all set up. Once I die, everything goes to a certain organisation. 

Senator HENDERSON:  I'm sorry; we're under a bit of time pressure. I apologise, but I need to bring you 

back to the key issue before my time runs out. What needs to change to make your access to greater compensation 

under the Redress Scheme easier? Have you sought to apply for further redress under the national scheme? 

Mr Hodges:  I would prefer to not have to do the whole application. 

Senator HENDERSON:  You don't want to have to do the whole application again? 

Mr Hodges:  No, because it's too traumatising. 

Senator HENDERSON:  So in your case, where you've detailed your circumstances in an enormous amount 

of detail through the royal commission, it would be more helpful for you if you could attach that affidavit to your 

application rather than having to rewrite everything and retell everything? 

Mr Hodges:  Yes. 

Senator HENDERSON:  If you were able to do that, do you think you might make an application? 

Mr Hodges:  Yes, I would. 

Senator HENDERSON:  If the process were simpler then you would seek to make another application? 

Mr Hodges:  Yes. The statutory declaration was done in South Australia with the royal commission. It's been 

accepted. It's in the public document. It's in the book. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Yes. So you should be able to use that again. Mr Hodges, I'm sorry that I'm going to 

have to finish up, but, clearly, that would alleviate the enormous amount of distress, rather than having to fill out 

an application form from scratch. Can I just thank you and wish you all the very best. Again I really want to 

express my appreciation for your evidence today. 

Mr Hodges:  That's all right. I also have my federal minister keeping an eye on things for me. 

Senator HENDERSON:  That's excellent. 

CHAIR:  Thank you very much, Mr Hodges, for your contribution this afternoon. It has been very, very 

important for the work of the committee and we appreciate the effort that you have gone to. So we thank you for 

your attendance here today. If the committee does have any further questions, they will bring them to your 

attention in writing. You will be sent a copy of the transcript of your evidence and will have an opportunity to 

request any corrections to the transcript, should there be any errors. Again, we extend our appreciation to you for 

making your time available to us this afternoon. 

Mr Hodges:  No worries. 
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KAPUT, Ms Larissa (Lara), Private capacity 

Evidence was taken via teleconference— 

[14:31] 

CHAIR:  Welcome. We're very appreciative of the effort you've made to join us this afternoon by 

teleconference. Is there anything you would like to add about the capacity in which you appear today? 

Ms Kaput:  I'm a former Jehovah's Witnesses child, and I appear as one of the 70 survivors of Jehovah's 

Witnesses who attended a private session of the commission. I'm also a whistleblower and an advocate. 

CHAIR:  Thank you, Ms Kaput. We welcome you this afternoon. Although the committee does not require 

you to give evidence under oath, I should advise you that this hearing is a legal proceeding of the parliament and 

therefore has the same standing as proceedings of the respective houses. The giving of false or misleading 

evidence is a serious matter and may be regarded as a contempt of the parliament. The evidence given today will 

be recorded by Hansard and does attract parliamentary privilege. I now invite you to make a brief opening 

statement before I proceed to inviting other senators and members to ask questions or engage in a discussion with 

you. 

Ms Kaput:  Thank you. I have seen hundreds of Jehovah's Witnesseses child survivors gathering in support 

groups. They articulate their pain and seek validation from their community. Most are too traumatised, 

uneducated, poor and socially isolated to effectively seek help. They use aliases so as not to be discovered and 

shunned by their family and friends. They're generally not allowed to vote nor take any interest in politics. So 

even former members simply don't understand the government process, including this very public hearing. Yet the 

former Jehovah's Witnesses community are standing by, ready to help you, the committee, and hold their 

leadership to account. I encourage you to please read our previous submission in relation to the Jehovah's 

Witnesses and its administrative management corporation, the Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of Australia 

Ltd, and their controlling parent organisation, the Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society of Pennsylvania 

Incorporated. 

Thank you for these hearings so that we can tell you what's happening. For comparison, the commission's 

figures show the Jehovah's Witnesses' rate of offending was 32 times worse than the incidence of abuse by the 

Catholic Church. Of the over 2,000 cases referred to the authorities by the commission, over 500 were alleged 

Jehovah's Witnesses cases, making this relatively small organisation responsible for 25 per cent of the 

commission's cases, yet they haven't joined the redress scheme. We believe that the Jehovah's Witnesses 

institution will never voluntarily join the scheme. The extent to which our redress applications are missing, in 

addition to what we've previously submitted, is likely due to a number of factors. 

Survivors understand that no Jehovah's Witnesses entities will ever sign up. They're daunted by the application 

form, which you discussed earlier this morning. They have a fear of being shunned, as I mentioned before, by 

their family and friends for taking their brother to court—that's a phrase known to the Jehovah's Witnesses. And 

they have a fear of providing information about the organisation that could then be used against them. 

Interestingly in these times, there's information on their website about the coronavirus but not a single media 

release referencing either the commission or actual child abuse records in various countries. The leaders have 

been under the radar and are essentially abuse deniers. 

We ask the federal government to revoke their charity status. In terms of financial consideration, we estimated 

previously that financial exposure to the Redress Scheme for the Jehovah's Witnesses organisation Watch Tower 

Bible and Tract Society of Pennsylvania Incorporated was $132 million. But around the time that the commission 

was announced, in 2012, the Jehovah's Witnesses restructured their business. They separated their cash from their 

assets, keeping only $5,000 in each kingdom hall, which is equivalent to a church, and then started selling off the 

properties. It seems that they started with properties where the abuse happened. 

Since then, property sales in Australia have been approximately $38 million, but globally their sales property 

portfolio is approximately A$6.5 billion at today's exchange rate. They are quickly liquidating their assets 

internationally. So, I'd like to submit into evidence to the committee a draft property portfolio that we are 

currently reviewing. It seems that they're trying to dodge their obligations. Not only have they not joined but they 

appear to be ensuring that they can tell you they don't have enough for redress. So, that is my opening statement. 

I'd like to speak to you about our recommendations. 

CHAIR:  Yes, please. 

Ms Kaput:  Our first recommendation is that consideration be given to introducing a bill for the purpose of 

amending the National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse 2018 to allow for future class actions 
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in relation to institutions that fail to join the Redress Scheme. In the past 24 hours we've reviewed the legislation, 

but we can find no changes. 

Recommendation 2 is that the Joint Select Committee refers the structure of the Jehovah's Witnesses 

organisations to the Australian Securities and Investments Commission, ASIC, for investigation as to whether the 

individual members of the governing body of Jehovah's Witnesses and the members of the board of directors of 

the Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society of Pennsylvania are in fact officers as the term 'officer' is defined by 

section 9 of the Corporations Act 2001 of Watch Tower Australia. 

Recommendation 3 is that the Joint Select Committee hold sufficient additional public or private briefings to 

receive further qualified input from individual Jehovah's Witnesses survivors, especially given the high rates of 

child sexual abuse within the organisation and the obstacles survivors face in seeking redress. I'd like to thank you 

again for holding these sessions, and I believe that other Jehovah's Witnesses have already requested to be in 

further public hearings. But, on this particular recommendation, we understand that the Department of Social 

Security has attempted to negotiate with the Jehovah's Witnesses and—with no blame whatsoever—that the 

honourable Paul Fletcher MP was unable to 'find their front door'. We can support you, because we know how 

they mask their legal entities. The governing body, which are really in charge, endorse a strategy they call 

'theocratic warfare'. We can help you by giving some examples of how this works and how they will be avoiding 

you. 

Recommendation 4 is that the committee have a quota of at least one female Jehovah's Witnesses survivor, and 

support person if required, at each and every future meeting, including the roundtables, of the joint select 

committee with oversight of the implementation of redress related recommendations, and of the Royal 

Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse. I personally have contacted the director of 

governance, integrity and assurance of the redress and reform group of the Department of Social Services, asking 

to be included, but my requests remain unanswered. The reason that we've asked for females to be included is that 

we were very much excluded previously. 

Recommendation 5 is a new recommendation I'd like to add today, and that is: knowing what we do about what 

is happening financially with them—that they are selling off property—that the joint select committee conduct a 

full forensic investigation of all relevant Jehovah's Witnesses finances. As instructions come from the governing 

body in the US, it might be pertinent to name the parent company as the funder of last resort. That company is the 

Watch Tower Bible and Tract Society of Pennsylvania. Thank you for listening. 

CHAIR:  Ms Kaput, thank you very much for those tremendously insightful observations about that particular 

institution. I will have some questions but, as is our custom, I'll start with the deputy chair, Ms Claydon. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you, Ms Kaput. I know you have been trying to highlight the prevalence of abuse 

within Jehovah's Witnesses. I do note your additional information today—or additional to my knowledge, 

anyway—around the alleged selling-off of assets as a potential mechanism to avoid obligations under the 

National Redress Scheme.  

I'm trying to better understand what you have asked of this committee. I'm a little confused about whether this 

idea of having certain witnesses at public briefings was actually for this committee, the Redress Scheme or the 

government. I'm not entirely sure. Certainly, from the committee's point of view, this inquiry was very much an 

open invitation for survivors to contact us to give evidence, as you are doing. I'm not aware of any kind of feeling 

that would stop people from making a contribution, so please let us know if that's been your experience. As we 

hold public hearings—we were going to be travelling around the country, but we are doing them by 

teleconference now, of course—if you're facing some sort of obstacle to participation, we do need to know about 

that, so I'll get you to talk about that.  

I'm just reaffirming that your preferred mechanism at this point—which we did alert people to in the 

committee's previous report—was the removal of tax deductibility status for organisations that fail to participate 

in the Redress Scheme by the end date of 30 June. Is that still the most pressing means at this point? Given all the 

knowledge you have about the Jehovah's Witnesses, do you think that that is still an effective lever for the 

Commonwealth government to pursue? 

Ms Kaput:  Okay. To answer your first question, it's the roundtable that we were requesting to be a part of, 

because we need to work more closely with you to help you. I don't think that that can happen just through a 

single submission, phone call or public hearing. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Can I just be really clear that the roundtable was not our committee. That's why I was 

confused a little earlier. But that's okay; now I understand. This committee that you are speaking to now did not 
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participate in the roundtable last year. That was run by the department. I think the minister and a whole lot of 

government people were there, but not this committee. 

Ms Kaput:  Okay. I'm sorry about that. But, if there were an opportunity for us to help you, we're willing and 

able and standing by. 

Ms CLAYDON:  And we're happy to—we can and will—feed that back to the department when we talk to 

them, okay? I just wanted to clarify that for you. Sorry, back to you. I didn't mean to interrupt. 

Ms Kaput:  No—thank you. On the mechanism of tax deductibility, do I think that would definitely force 

them to join up to redress? No, I don't. But naming and shaming them has absolutely no effect; they have no 

shame. So it is a lever that will help, but I think we have to go much further than just removing their charity 

status. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Given your knowledge of the inner workings of Jehovah's Witnesses organisations, do you 

have a view as to what additional steps the Commonwealth might take? 

Ms Kaput:  Yes—for example, holding individuals to account. My understanding is that since the royal 

commission there have been no criminal charges against any of the leadership, either here or overseas, for the 

child abuse that occurred. If individuals were held to account by a further investigation, I think that would be 

effective. There are a number of other things, which I prefer not to discuss publicly, because they will take steps 

to counteract them. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Okay; fair enough. Perhaps I can go back to matters that are on the record, and that is—if 

I'm not mistaken—that there were over 500 Jehovah's Witnesses cases that were before the royal commission. Is 

that correct? 

Ms Kaput:  Yes, 514. Sorry—there were 1,800 alleged abuses and 514 were those referred to the authorities. 

Ms CLAYDON:  And that accounted for around 25 per cent of the royal commission's case load? 

Ms Kaput:  That were referred to authorities, yes. 

Ms CLAYDON:  You can't even get to first base with the National Redress Scheme, because they're not 

participants in the scheme, so how do those 1,800, or 514 people—I'm not sure of the figure now—get redress or 

justice? 

Ms Kaput:  Currently they will have to approach it individually by running their own cases. There is not 

currently a class action in Australia; there is one in Canada, and there is a grand jury in the US, which something 

may result from. But here in Australia, they are really languishing. They are not prepared, generally, to run their 

own cases because of the extreme pressure through shunning. There have been some cases—I shouldn't call them 

'cases', because they never got to court but were mediated before court. The Jehovah's Witnesses try to keep 

everything out of the public domain, so there has been a lot of private mediation that has never gone to court. 

Generally, they're hoping the government will take some action to allow them to make a claim for the three 

aspects of redress. 

Ms CLAYDON:  That goes to your first recommendation about allowing for future class actions to be held. 

Ms Kaput:  Yes. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Have people who were abused in the Jehovah's Witnesses care made applications for 

redress? What has been your experience, or have you not even bothered because they're not participating? 

Ms Kaput:  Some people have made redress applications; I don't know of very many. I don't have access to 

reports or numbers. But, generally, they are watching everything and waiting. They think the organisation won't 

sign up so they think, 'Why should I bother?' They're daunted by the application form; it's too much for them. 

They have this fear of being shunned by their family and friends if they find out—for example, if they need a 

witness. And they have a fear of providing information via the form that could be shared with the organisation 

and, in the future, could be used against them. So there are many things preventing them. However, I believe that 

if we went forward, if there was an investigation, if some of the leaders were held to account publicly, if their 

charity status was revoked and if there was a mandatory way of forcing them to join redress, many people would 

come out of the woodwork. The barriers are just too high right now. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you. There is a very low number of people actually applying to the scheme in the first 

place. I think all of those barriers that you point to are part of the problem. You have the additional problem of an 

organisation that has refused to participate and join in the scheme, as I understand it. 

Ms Kaput:  Yes. 
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Ms CLAYDON:  I have many more questions, but I'm going to hand back to the chair so that others can have 

an opportunity. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Can I go back to your comment on the issue around changing the legislation to enable 

class actions. Could you articulate a bit further about what you are looking for or what is needed, in your view, 

and why changes are needed to the legislation? What is needed and why is it needed to enable class actions? 

Ms Kaput:  Yes, but I can't speak to that today, because the original submission that I made was in 

conjunction with a friend, Steven Unthank, and that recommendation came from Steven. What I could do is ask 

him to articulate that further for you. Then we can consider it with the rest of our points today, if that is okay with 

you. 

Senator SIEWERT:  That would be fantastic. 

Ms Kaput:  My apologies. 

Senator SIEWERT:  That's totally fine. I then want to go to the issue of revoking charity status. Obviously 

that is something that a lot of organisations and people have been calling for. From your comments, it sounded 

like you actually don't think it will make that much difference to them, that threat. Is that how I should interpret 

your comments? 

Ms Kaput:  Yes and no. I'll explain a bit further. Yes, I do think that could have an impact. However, saying 

that they have not joined has no impact, because even if they're named and shamed they don't care. If they 

continue to hold their tax-deductible status, they're fine. If and when Jehovah's Witnesses find out that they no 

longer hold that, it will make them rethink and they could lose members. They don't want to lose members 

because they rely on the funding from members. They are losing money from the organisation because they've 

now been reported in 21 countries for child sexual abuse. They would be concerned that their members would 

leave without that. So it may be an appropriate mechanism, but it may not be enough. We don't know until that 

happens whether it will be sufficient. 

Senator SIEWERT:  From what I can understand, because they haven't joined and it's very well-known that 

they haven't joined, that means that people aren't putting in applications, or is that holding people back from 

putting in applications? Because people know that they haven't signed up, is that putting off a large number of 

people from making applications for redress? 

Ms Kaput:  Yes, I believe so. 

Senator SIEWERT:  So you would expect that if they do sign up we would then see a number of people 

making applications for redress? 

Ms Kaput:  Yes, I would. 

Senator SIEWERT:  In the meantime, of course, it's not just the financial aspects of redress. There is also 

access to counselling support. What are survivors doing in terms of access to counselling support at the present 

time? 

Ms Kaput:  They are really struggling. The $5,000 was discussed earlier today, for example. If they had access 

to that $5,000, they would absolutely use it. It would be insufficient. Right now, off the top of my head, 50 per 

cent of people are seeking and are getting some mental health support, but it's not enough. Fifty per cent aren't, 

because they don't believe it's going to help. They are so broken and so damaged that they've given up. 

The other thing that was discussed this morning was that the church is helping people to write their wills. That 

is also happening within the Jehovah's Witnesses. Even though people haven't signed up, the Jehovah's Witnesses 

are already doing things like having themselves inserted into people's wills. If they did sign up and then we started 

to get redress, I would have concern that some of that would disappear. But they certainly need mental health 

support. 

Another thing that was discussed this morning was the apology itself. I think most people wouldn't want the 

apology from the organisation, because people just don't believe it. The Jehovah's Witnesses have remained silent 

in relation to the Redress Scheme. They've refused to join. They've refused to meet with providers. They use 

shunning, as I discussed before. This silences the victims. They've refused to say sorry as an institution. I don't 

believe people would believe an apology if they got one. I think that would actually trigger them. In the main, I 

think that people wouldn't want that. Some people would, but, in the main, I don't believe they'd want that. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Chair, can I ask one more question? 

CHAIR:  We do have others that have questions, and we are now falling into extended time, so I deny that on 

this occasion. My apologies. Ms Kaput, thank you very much for the evidence thus far. It has been very 
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compelling. What is the attitude of other jurisdictions in regard to this issue, specifically relating to the Jehovah's 

Witnesses organisation? 

Ms Kaput:  Do you mean what other countries are doing in relation to— 

CHAIR:  No, jurisdictions. The scheme is a cooperative model between the Commonwealth and each state and 

territory. The Commonwealth's attitude is one element of that. I'm assuming that you've been making these points 

in advocating to other states and territories as well, and I'm interested to know what their attitudes are. 

Ms Kaput:  No, I haven't. I'm sorry. I haven't, so I don't know. 

CHAIR:  That's okay. That's important. We might be able to provide you with a bit of advice about how you 

can continue to raise the merit of this issue. I was drawn to your point that you didn't think that public shaming 

was an approach that this organisation responded to. Did I understand your comments correctly? 

Ms Kaput:  Yes, that's correct. They thrive on persecution. This is probably the most mainstream cult in the 

world, and they like to be different. So they would be telling their members that, when they're persecuted, this is a 

good thing. Naming and shaming has the opposite effect for them. They are telling people now that it's a sign of 

the end of the times. They're expecting Armageddon any day. This is one of those things that feeds into their 

persecution, which they actually welcome. 

CHAIR:  I understand the point that you're making. That's enough from me. 

Senator HENDERSON:  I wanted to ask something in relation to the 514 referrals that came out of the royal 

commission. Can you explain the status of those referrals and whether there have been charges and convictions 

against a number of Jehovah's Witnesses' members as a result of those referrals? 

Ms Kaput:  Yes, I believe there have been, and I believe there have been a large volume that have, but I don't 

have that at hand with me at the moment. I can forward that information through. I'm sorry. 

Senator HENDERSON:  As you say, there have been a number of criminal convictions, and we are talking 

about very serious crimes here, of course. Has that been influential in giving you and other survivors the ability to 

take any sort of other civil action against the church? 

Ms Kaput:  Again, yes and no. It does give some people confidence, yet it's despair for others, because they're 

sitting behind the scenes, just hoping the government will see them, recognise them and understand intuitively 

what needs to be done, and therefore many people are not coming forward. They do not have the confidence yet. 

I'm sorry. I know I'm not answering that for you, but— 

Senator HENDERSON:  Maybe you could take that on notice and provide the committee with further 

information about the criminal convictions which have flowed as a result of the royal commission. Is there any 

particular element of the Jehovah's Witnesses organisation which gives rise to children being more exposed to 

child sexual abuse than children in other organisations or churches? 

Ms Kaput:  Yes. The number of clergy offending is 2.5 times in comparison to the Catholic Church, and we 

believe that the reason for this—and I must note that there's been no research into this, so this is anecdotal—is the 

shunning. For example, when you leave the Catholic Church, you are allowed to leave the Catholic Church. 

People don't shun you, which means they still continue to have meals with you, they will talk with you, and you 

won't be thrown out of the family. Jehovah's Witnesses have an extreme version of shunning. People may not 

look you in the eye. They will not have a meal with you. It is endorsed by the organisation officially. You can 

look it up on jw.org today. They also will separate you from not only your family but all friends within the 

Jehovah's Witnesses. If you are working for a Jehovah's Witness, they will take steps to stop you working. So it's 

a full social isolation. The fact that they can silence people through that mechanism means that a child saying, 'I 

have been abused,' can quickly be silenced not only by their internal family but from their congregation and from 

their wider friends network. It's quick. It's final. And it is the way that they operate globally. It's not just in 

Australia; 21 countries have reported on this. 

Senator HENDERSON:  I'm also keen to understand more details in relation to the barriers to class actions. I 

assume it would be more difficult to shun members or child sexual abuse survivors if most of the perpetrators 

were in jail or held to account for their crimes. The committee would obviously really appreciate that further 

information in relation to class actions. 

Ms Kaput:  Thank you, I will do that. 

Senator HENDERSON:  Thank you very much again for your evidence today and your incredible campaign 

for justice. We are very grateful. 

Ms Kaput:  Thank you all. 
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CHAIR:  Ms Kaput, I thank you very much for your evidence again today. It's been very, very illuminating. I 

just remind colleagues and others who are witnessing this that, it's always open to the committee to recall 

witnesses if the committee does have any further questions or it would like to further examine some of the points 

that witnesses have made. Certainly, the points you make in regard to specific recommendations to this 

committee, I think, have been very, very constructive, so I thank you for that. We may be able to attend to some 

of those before we report. If the committee does have any additional questions, we have the option to recall you 

and to put questions on notice to you in writing. You will be sent a copy of the transcript of your evidence and 

will have an opportunity to request corrections to any transcription errors. Again, we thank you very much for 

your contribution this afternoon. 

Ms Kaput:  Thank you. 

CHAIR:  Thank you very much. 
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WALKER, Ms Suzanne, Private capacity 

Evidence was taken via teleconference—  

[15:04] 

CHAIR:  Welcome. Do you have anything to add about the capacity in which you appear? 

Ms Walker:  I am a survivor of institutional sexual abuse. 

CHAIR:  Thank you very much. We also have a copy of your submission, which you have very recently 

provided to us. We appreciate that. Although the committee does not require you to give evidence under oath, I 

should advise you that this hearing is a legal proceeding of the parliament and therefore has the same standing as 

proceedings of the respective houses. The giving of false or misleading evidence is a serious matter and may be 

regarded as a contempt of parliament. The evidence given today will be recorded by Hansard and attracts 

parliamentary privilege. You are now invited to make a brief opening statement before I ask members of the 

committee to ask you questions and discuss your submission. 

Ms Walker:  I am a mother to three sons and a survivor of institutional sexual abuse. This occurred when I 

was aged 12 to 14. I find it heartbreaking that, for so many survivors, the National Redress Scheme will be their 

only option, as we may be the only victim of sexual abuse in that institution, and so there is no ability to make a 

civil claim or a class action against our institution. Redress is a daunting process. It is long and frustrating, and the 

information varies. I knew that completing the Redress Scheme process would be the only option open to me. 

Over 17 months the task was finally completed. Last Friday I finally finished and submitted my National Redress 

Scheme claim, which totalled over 85 pages, including intricate details of the abuse, the impact on myself—both 

physical and mental scars—the ripple effect on my family, tax statements, statements from my mental health 

workers and doctors, and freedom-of-information documents from the institutions I was abused at. 

I would have liked to apply for the maximum payment via extreme circumstances.s I felt that being raped by 

peers while in high school, at only 12 years old, as the teacher looked on and ignored this; and then, 18 months 

later, being raped again by two adult males in an adult acute-care hospital after being dragged into a seclusion 

room and heavily drugged—with no hope of contact from my parents for seven days—and with other sexual 

incidents also occurring in that facility, would qualify me, especially after feeling, within a few weeks of release, 

that I needed to attempt to take my own life, at age 14, and ending up in intensive care for a week at the local 

hospital. However, no-one at Redress can tell me, or any other survivors or support services—such as 

Relationships Australia or knowmore legal services—what qualifies as extreme circumstances. 

I have suffered from both mental and physical illness from my childhood sexual abuse, and my three sons have 

lived through the dreadful ripple effect of having a mother who has been unwell for most of their lives. In the past 

four years my three sons have had to cope with my attempting to end my life four times. This has also ended my 

20-year marriage. I apologise if hearing this is confronting for you. This is the reality of childhood sexual abuse 

for survivors. It has been confronting for my family also. Each time I attempt it, I am admitted to an acute-care 

setting. 

Many survivors who gave their stories to the royal commission into childhood institutional sexual abuse lived 

through triggering media exposure for five years. We gave our stories at private hearings, and so many have had 

to go through another royal commission, the mental health commission, and retell our stories again, involving 

sexual abuse in psychiatric settings as teenagers. Then there was the National Redress Scheme. This process has 

been full of inconsistencies. We were told we would not have to give us stories again and that it wouldn't be 

traumatising. It has been. Describing your abuse, who your abuser was and any impacts on you has been 

devastating; applying for FOI and school reports and reading what drugs they injected you with in hospital before 

the attack, no easier. 

There were some positives along this journey. I found that, every time I called the Redress 1800 number, the 

staff were incredibly kind and helpful. Being told at the end of the redress process that I could call ahead to 

Centrelink, walk into their office, have my large redress application document scanned and not have to deal with 

the post office was amazing—and this is not well known by survivors. This information needs to be readily 

available to them. 

A positive on my redress journey was the help from Aaron from Relationships Australia. I linked in with this 

service after I was unable to receive further counselling with the other service provider in Ballarat, CASA. I 

changed to Relationships Australia and found that, although initially I was told I would only be able to receive six 

sessions to assist with redress, this was not the case. This is very important. Some survivors will complete their 

redress counselling in six sessions. Others will need 30. This is not a linear process. 
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Aaron would call the knowmore legal service when I needed information. When I had tried this early in my 

journey, I had to wait six weeks for a reply from knowmore, so this was very valuable to me. This is clear 

feedback that extra funding may be needed for the free services that survivors can tap into. If we use lawyers to 

assist us, in the end we will lose out financially from paying them. I would dearly like to see a place where 

survivors can access information that is simple to comprehend, as many of us struggle with truckloads of data. 

This would give us the basics to help us through this challenging process. 

Now my family just waits. I know how long freedom-of-information applications take to process, and I can see 

no reason why the redress applications are taking a year to complete. I know some survivors are dying while 

waiting for their family's struggle to get access to payments. This simply is not good enough and needs to be 

addressed. Thank you. 

CHAIR:  Thank you very much, Ms Walker, for your evidence. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you, Ms Walker, for being so frank with us about both your lived experience and 

your experience of navigating your way around the National Redress Scheme. Obviously, what we're trying to 

focus on is how that scheme can become more survivor focused and speedier in its delivery of redress. You're in 

the process now, as I understand it. You've lodged an application now—is that correct? 

Ms Walker:  That's correct. I lodged my application on 13 March—last Friday. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Congratulations on getting it through after all that effort. Can you just talk us through who 

assisted you. Was there adequate assistance and support for you to lodge that application last week? 

Ms Walker:  Certainly, It's taken me 17 months. There are only two services in Ballarat that can assist with 

your redress. One of them is CASA, the Centre Against Sexual Assault. I had been linked with CASA for quite 

some time. They had been giving me quite extensive counselling, and at this point they were prepared to help. 

They had funding for redress only but not so much for the counselling at that point. So I felt I was getting a little 

rushed through the redress process. I would essentially go and have an appointment each week, but I wasn't 

finding that I was getting time to process what was happening with me, and I was getting quite retraumatised and 

retriggered when bringing up my trauma, so it wasn't really working for me. So I discontinued the services with 

them and took up with Relationships Australia after a little break. I found that it was affecting me profoundly 

mentally. Relationships Australia initially told me that they could only offer me six sessions. I felt that wasn't 

going to be enough. After talking through it with them they were able to access more sessions. They've never 

really talked about when that would cease. That's worked really well for me. The counsellor who's assisted me is 

very well trauma trained, I believe through the Blue Knot Foundation. She has assisted me the whole way 

through. If I've needed advice through knowmore legal, she's been able to get that quite quickly for me. If I've had 

questions in between sometimes I've called the Redress 1800 number, and that's worked quite well for me. 

Ms CLAYDON:  That's great to hear. When Relationships Australia thought they could only give you six 

sessions, was that under the counselling and psychological support service category? Where does that idea that 

you could only have six sessions coming from? 

Ms Walker:  It wasn't from my counsellor. It was when I first rang them and initially linked in. I believe it was 

just to help with redress. It was right back at the start when I said, 'I need help with redress and I believe you're 

the other provider.' I said, 'I don't think that will be enough for me. I've got a couple of institutions involved and 

it's quite traumatising for me.' They got back to me and said, 'We can access some more sessions.' Once I linked 

in with the counsellor and she saw how much was involved, it was never really discussed again. It just kept going. 

I believe they must have gone back—I'm not sure who; they didn't tell me—they must have gone back to some 

higher powers and accessed some more funding. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Your experience of 17 months and eventually finding the right kind of support to enable you 

to lodge the application might be some insight as to why there are very few applications before the National 

Redress Scheme as it is. Do you think that your experience reflects broadly some of those challenges that 

survivors everywhere are finding? 

Ms Walker:  I know survivors who are trying to go alone with this and trying to do it online. There's not a 

chance that I could have done this online. I find that a lot of childhood survivors tend—for myself, I tend to 

disassociate, and when I'm talking and thinking about my abuse I really struggle with remaining present. Doing a 

complex task on the computer you really need to be present. I have a friend who's trying to get through it, and I'm 

constantly trying to link her in with a service. She has a lot of pain issues, though, and she will struggle to get to a 

service. She is trying to do this online and really struggling with it. I think maybe people are just not aware of 

what's out there. That might be part of problem. Also, it's really difficult to talk about your abuse. A lot of people 

feel a lot of shame. They shouldn't, but they do. It's just part of being a childhood survivor. It may be difficult for 
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them to be talking about it with somebody else. That may be part of it, so they're trying to go it alone. I know that 

maybe some people struggle with it. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Is it your view that counselling and perhaps legal support services that you can access are 

working but you've not had a clear pathway to understand how you access them in the first place? 

Ms Walker:  That would absolutely be the case. I definitely think they're needed. People need a clearer 

process of how to access them. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Do you have any idea about what that might look like? What would be the preferred 

pathway for you to get the information you require in order to progress your application, to get support while it's 

being assessed, and even once a determination is made? Where would be the best source for you to be able to go 

and access that kind of information? 

Ms Walker:  I think we need a one-off letter from redress. I've registered with them. We get a lot of updates 

and information, but a lot of that information is who's opting in. Eventually you stop reading it. You stop opening 

the emails and listening, because you know whether you're institution has opted in or not. You stop reading it. The 

National Redress Scheme people on the 1800 number seem to know, but nobody else seems to know.  

For example, Relationships Australia weren't aware that I could submit my application via Centrelink and they 

would scan the whole thing; I didn't have to go to the post office. When I told my support worker, she was 

surprised. She wasn't aware that that was the case, and that was very handy for her to know. I wasn't aware. It's 

almost like there's such a huge amount of information it's hard for them to tell us everything, but they're not 

telling the support agencies either. I don't know. I think that all the helpful information does need to be put up 

somewhere, and the things that people need to be wary of as well, because there are some things that survivors 

possibly need to be wary of in applying for redress. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you very much. Your very recent experience of navigating that system is really 

helpful to us. We've heard that there's been some disquiet around part 3 of the application form, and the level of 

detail that people have to go into about their abuse. Are there any other aspects of the application process that you 

found needed improving? 

Ms Walker:  I found that part about the impact difficult. I did this like an essay at uni, really. I put a lot of 

effort into it because I wanted them to believe me. I was told 'they will believe you', but I did all my freedom of 

information, I got as much proof as I could, so that they would believe me. It was important to be believed—and I 

think that's behind a lot of survivors; they feel that need to be believed because they haven't been in the past. I 

wanted them to know, so, rather than just circle the impact, I put a paragraph under each one. That profoundly 

affected me mentally, as I went through how it affected my physical and mental health, and how it affected my 

family. The intimate details—yes, they were very, very difficult as well. Putting down details of your abuser and 

who was looking on and all that kind of stuff was very difficult.  

But it's very difficult even at the point when you're asking for something under the Freedom of Information 

Act. For example, with the education department, I happened to mention that I wanted it for redress. They did 

eventually waive the fee, but they didn't have the facility to waive the fee for survivors, which I thought was quite 

poor. That's something that probably needs looking into. Also, you may have seen in my emailed application that 

they sent a couple of forms for counselling. If I wanted to receive counselling, I could fill out all these details, 

which was akin to doing a redress application, and even that would have been incredibly triggering for survivors.  

So it's almost re-traumatising. There are government institutions that are not being very mindful of the impact 

this has on survivors. 

Ms CLAYDON:  That's a very important point. Also, I hadn't realised that you were being charged for 

freedom-of-information requests in order to provide additional support for your application. That's something we 

might be able to look at as well. Thank you. I'll pass back to the chair.  

CHAIR:  Senator Siewert, do you have any questions? 

Senator SIEWERT:  No, all my issues have been covered.  

CHAIR:  Thank you, Ms Walker, for your evidence and your valuable contribution. We do appreciate the 

effort that you've made, both this afternoon and in your written submission. If the committee has any further 

questions, they will be put to you in writing. You will be sent a copy of the transcript of your evidence and you'll 

have the opportunity to request corrections to transcription errors when that is provided to you. Again, thank you 

very much. 

Ms Walker:  Thank you very much. 
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RENDINA, Ms Maddalena Maria, Private capacity 

Evidence was taken via teleconference— 

[15:25] 

CHAIR:  I now call Ms Maddalena Rendina to give evidence. Thank you very much for making yourself 

available this afternoon. Although the committee does not require you to give evidence under oath, I should 

advise you that this hearing is a legal proceeding of the parliament and therefore has the same standing as 

proceedings of the respective houses. The giving of false and misleading evidence is a serious matter and may be 

regarded as contempt of parliament. The evidence given today will be recorded by Hansard and attracts 

parliamentary privilege. I now invite you to make a brief opening statement, and then we'll proceed to some 

questions and discussion with other members of the committee. 

Ms Rendina:  I'm a forgotten Australian. I've not been dealing with the Redress Scheme for long. It was only 

about 2½ years ago that I found out about it. I hadn't realised. What I wrote about to the person on the email was 

that I have a problem with the money that's allocated for seeing psychiatrists, clinical psychologists and therapists. 

Because I have CPTSD, I've gone from clinical psychologist to clinical psychologist. The psychologists and 

therapists have all said, 'Well, I can help you with this, but I can't help you with that.' That's taken away a lot of 

my allotment, I guess you'd say. I ended up finding a clinical psychologist last year, but because she was more 

expensive than everyone else I only had 10 sessions with her. My last session was in December, so now I can't go 

for any sessions at all until 1 July. I live on my own. I have nobody. I don't have friends. I don't have family. I 

have completely no-one at all. It makes it hard for me—to sit in my house and see no-one or whatever. 

I'm of a spiritual nature. I have found this clinical psychologist—who is more expensive and who is a long way 

from my house; it used to take me an hour to get to her—really good because she embraced my spiritual side. 

Other psychologists that I would go and see would say, 'Oh, were you a little alien?' and put me down. They 

would make me feel worse, and I'd just come home. 

I feel the money would be better spent in our ways. I don't want to do therapy. I don't believe it helps someone 

like me. I would prefer if we could be allocated that money—not given it but allocated it—to do things like 

eutaptics, which is FasterEFT—you have properly heard of EFT—so we can go to yoga or the gym, meditation, a 

different alternative to just being told: 'You have to go and see a psychiatrist or a clinical psychologist or a 

therapist.' They don't help. They don't understand the trauma that we've been through. Most of them just want to 

throw medication down your throat and say, 'Here, take these. See me in six months. Get over it.' That is the 

attitude they have. A lot of people in the medical field have no idea what a forgotten Australian is, so they have 

no idea what we have been through at all. I have been doing self eutaptics but it is obviously better to do it with a 

professional. I have actually found that it has helped with a lot of my anxiety. I am able to leave my house now 

whereas before I didn't leave my house for over 10 years. I am able to talk to people. If I feel an anxiety attack 

coming on I know how to deal with it and I have never found a psychologist or psychiatrist that has told me how 

to deal with it at the time. I'm just worried. I am so sorry, because I was an inmate, I only completed year 7. But I 

think these therapies would be better for us if we had a choice. That is what I wanted to speak about today. 

CHAIR:  Thank you very much, Ms Rendina. We appreciate your evidence. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you very much, Ms Rendina. Could I ask you to explain the way that your access to 

counselling or psychological services is operating in Victoria, because each state and territory has got a slightly 

different way of managing this. You spoke about there being a cap of some sort. Maybe that is a financial cap 

because you could only get 10 sec sessions, as I understand it, from your clinical psychologist given the cost to 

see them. Can you talk me through what are the constraints in the Victorian system for you? 

Ms Rendina:  As far as I know about our constraints, there is only a certain amount allocated. They don't tell 

you what that amount is but if I went to see a normal clinical psychologist, I could have 12 sessions—I believe it 

is—in a financial year, so one a month. If I went to see a therapist then it would be 16 sessions a year with my 

clinical psychologist, because she was more expensive, so they have obviously got a certain amount. They said to 

me I would only get 10 sessions with her because it is $280 for a session. 

Ms CLAYDON:  And it is your understanding that this constraint is a result of the National Redress Scheme? 

It is not a state access to services issue, is it? 

Ms Rendina:  I believe it is a redress because I got the name of Open Place, which deals with us getting 

psychological help, doctors, glasses, contact lenses and all of that. So it goes through them and they the ones who 

have the say. I contacted my local parliament lady, Natalia—I can't think of her name—and she didn't even know 

what a forgotten Australian was, and I was quite shocked with that because it was within six months of the whole 
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commission. She said to me, 'That has nothing to do with us at state level,' and I said, 'Okay.' So then I figured it 

was a federal thing. It could be state—I could be wrong—but I'm just going by my conversation with her. 

Ms CLAYDON:  That's fine. An issue raised with us, in a prior parliament and in this current parliament, is 

that there is a disconnect between what the royal commission recommended, in terms of access to counselling and 

psychological services, and what ended up being part of the framework for the National Redress Scheme. So the 

royal commission said that there shouldn't be caps and limitations on that access, but the Redress Scheme does 

have that. So it would be your view, as I understand it, that you probably would—I don't want to put words in 

your mouth, but I'm assuming you would—prefer the royal commission recommendation, which didn't limit the 

amount or access to a certain number of sessions or anything, and that you would like more freedom with which 

to spend that amount on other services that you find therapeutic that might not be regarded as being under the 

strict banner of a counselling or a psychological service? 

Ms Rendina:  Yes. It's just way too strict. I'm on a Facebook page which has got girls from [inaudible] on it. I 

have posted on there and said, 'How are you all feeling?' and no-one was happy with what they were receiving 

because they were saying it's too restricted. You only have a certain number of sessions. I can go to the doctor and 

get Medicare and get the same sessions. I wouldn't have to pay the gap. 

I needed dentures. I'd got mine from the Royal Dental Hospital. They'd made me four, which I hadn't been able 

to eat with. I asked them at Open Place about whether they covered dentures, and they said, 'Well, as long as you 

haven't spent any money for the year, we will pay $1,500, but give you a once-off payment of $1,000.' So I went 

and got those dentures, but I had to look for the cheapest person I could get privately, because dentures are $3,000 

upwards. I ended up finding someone for $2,500. So we're very restricted. They won't bend at all. It's our way or 

the highway to them. It's just disappointing. Because you've been so restricted, always, as a child, you just feel 

that same restriction again. They've got power over you again. Does that make sense? 

Ms CLAYDON:  It does. Thank you. As I said, the royal commission actually had recommended lifelong 

access to counselling and services, and that that be available on an episodic basis, and that they should be flexible 

and trauma-informed, and I guess that's not everybody's experience, it would seem, at this point. So thank you for 

your evidence this afternoon. It's very much appreciated. 

Ms Rendina:  You're very welcome. Thank you so much for allowing me to speak. I appreciate that. I love 

being heard. 

CHAIR:  Ms Rendina, on this committee we're very, very keen to amplify voices like yours. I have just one or 

two questions if you've got a few more moments before you leave us. In your evidence, what you're really saying 

is that natural therapies, things like yoga, Reiki et cetera, should be considered. So the definition around 

counselling, support and therapy should be broader so that the full scope of opportunities that people can take to 

improve their healing should be able to be accessed through the scheme—that's effectively what you're saying, 

isn't it? 

Ms Rendina:  Definitely. I know that I would be cured a lot faster if I could, instead of seeing a psychologist, 

go and see and a person who does FasterEFT—Eutaptics. I know that I'd feel better if I could afford to go to yoga. 

I know you can't at the moment. A lot of girls who are on the Facebook page were saying the same. They would 

love to able to join a gym or go to yoga, because a lot of them are in my position, where we're on a disability 

pension, so it makes it hard. We can't afford that. 

CHAIR:  In the expression of interest that you sent through to the committee, you talked about Eutaptics. 

Ms Rendina:  Yes. 

CHAIR:  I'm not familiar with Eutaptics. Can you explain what form of healing that is. 

Ms Rendina:  Yes. Have you heard of EFT? 

CHAIR:  No. 

Ms Rendina:  I think it's Emotional Freedom Technique. It's actually quite big worldwide. There's a gentleman 

who sort of did a branch-off of EFT which he called FasterEFT. They were going to sue him for using 'EFT', so 

he changed it to 'Eutaptics'. The reason I know is that I went to one of his free talks. Because of my anxiety, I had 

a really hard time, so he welcomed me as a guest for a weekend seminar, so I just had to drive to Preston. I was 

shocked at how quickly I was able to walk around the shops. I was shocked at how quickly I got over driving in 

traffic. It really helped me a lot, but I'm only getting it from YouTube. But, if I worked with a professional one on 

one with Eutaptics—this is for me, because I don't like roads—I could go deeper. I can't go deeper at the moment, 

because I'm by myself. It's tapping the meridian areas. It's tapping above your eyebrow with your two fingers and 
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tapping at the side of your eye, under your nose, under your chin and on your collarbone. It's very, very popular, 

and that's what I prefer to work with. 

CHAIR:  Most importantly, it works for you. 

Ms Rendina:  A hundred per cent, and it shocked me. I went in thinking, 'What have I got to lose?' and it 

shocked me how much it helped me. 

CHAIR:  Again, Ms Rendina, thank you very much for your evidence this afternoon. It's been different, but 

that sort of demonstrates the important work of the committee and that we are interested in hearing from lots of 

different people with lots of different experiences and, of course, lots of possible remedies for them that are 

unique to their own circumstances. Again we thank you for your attendance here today. If the committee has any 

further questions, they'll be put in writing to you. In addition to that, you will be sent a copy of the transcript of 

your evidence, and you will have an opportunity to request corrections to transcription errors if they should arise. 

Thank you very much. 

Ms Rendina:  Thank you so much. I really appreciate this. 

CHAIR:  It's our pleasure. 
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CARTWRIGHT, Ms Susan, Branch Manager, Redress Scheme Operations, Department of Social Services 

McGUIRK, Ms Emma Kate, Acting Group Manager, Redress, Department of Social Services 

Evidence was taken via teleconference—  

[15:44] 

CHAIR:  I now call the Department of Social Services, who will participate by teleconference, to give 

evidence. Thank you very much for making yourselves available. Although the committee does not require you to 

give evidence under oath, I should advise you that this hearing is a legal proceeding of the parliament and 

therefore has the same standing of the respective houses. The giving of false or misleading evidence is a serious 

matter and may be regarded as a contempt of parliament. The evidence given today will be recorded by Hansard 

and attracts parliamentary privilege. I now invite you to make a brief opening statement, if you wish, before we 

proceed to discussion. 

Ms McGuirk:  I have no opening statement. 

CHAIR:  Ms Claydon, do you have any questions? 

Ms CLAYDON:  I do. I will just pick up on a couple of questions that have come about as a result of some 

evidence taken today. I'm sure you were listening in. One of them is regarding a question on the National Redress 

Scheme application form—question 36—which asks people to identify if they have been a state ward or not. Are 

you familiar with the part I'm referring to? 

Ms McGuirk:  Yes. 

Ms CLAYDON:  There was a concern, which was put to us by CLAN, around the challenges in trying to get 

data regarding how many state wards were actually applying for redress and across what states and territories. 

They were advised that that information was not available yet. There is a question on the form which asks people 

to identify if they were a state ward or not. Can you explain why it is that CLAN or other organisations, including 

us, might not be able to get that breakdown of how many applicants in the Redress Scheme are care leavers, for 

example? 

Ms McGuirk:  We certainly should be able to look at that information. I can't fill you in on why CLAN, and 

potentially other organisations, have said that that is the case. Certainly, I'm quite happy to take that broad issue 

on notice and see what I can provide to the committee, but I'm pretty sure we should be able to give you 

something on that. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you for that. There was a suggestion that CLAN, I think, will subsequently put 

through to the committee some refinement of the question. They thought that there was some confusion about the 

subsets. People were asked to tick if they were a state ward, they were asked to tick if they were fostered, and 

there were a range of other options, which they thought actually confused. It might have been better to have 'state 

ward' as a very clear category, and then people could define further from that. We will pass on to you those 

suggestions. We undertook to do that today. That's just to give you a heads up on that. 

I'm not sure whether you'll be able to answer this, but the other question that came up in evidence this 

afternoon was around people being charged for freedom-of-information requests to, say, the department of 

education or a range of places when trying to get information to support their application for redress. Are you 

aware of this, and do you have any advice for us—firstly, are you aware of that happening? 

Ms McGuirk:  I'm not personally aware of that. I can look into it for the committee and get back. I think that's 

probably the best way to respond to this one. 

Ms CLAYDON:  If you could get back to us, that would be good—and also, what avenues are available for 

people to have those fees waived. 

Ms McGuirk:  Absolutely. We'll provide as comprehensive an answer on that as we can. 

Ms CLAYDON:  That would be very much appreciated. Of course we've also had a range of evidence that 

goes to institutions that have not yet signed up and are not participating in the National Redress Scheme. I refer to 

our last meeting, where I asked a very specific question as to whether the Red Cross, for example, had joined up. 

You explained to me that we couldn't publicly identify organisations that had not yet joined up. I've listened very 

closely to what the minister has had to say over the last few weeks, and the government does have a very explicit 

strategy for naming and shaming of organisations that have not yet signed up. I'm just trying to understand the 

tension between those two positions and whether the department's position has shifted at all since we last spoke. 

Ms Cartwright:  When we last spoke we explained the rules around the protected information requirements 

that we work under. We're trying to exhaust every avenue that we have when talking to institutions. What the 
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minister has been referring to about potentially naming institutions—there would have to be found a public 

interest to do so. In order to establish that we would have to be able to give evidence that we have exhausted all 

possible opportunities to support organisations to join the scheme. We don't believe that that has occurred yet. At 

the moment the department is very engaged with organisations who are expressing various views on joining the 

scheme. Even when an organisation essentially says that they are declining to join the scheme, we keep working 

with them even after that point, trying to understand what it is that is making that institution come to that decision 

and then trying to support them with other ways that might—not mitigating what they're doing, but trying to find 

the reasons and then the department trying to come up with a response why that reason may not be an issue for 

them and continuing to work with them like that. The department do not believe we have exhausted all of those 

options yet. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Perhaps I could just follow up on that, because my reading of the provision, which is part 4-

3 of the act, is that it does allow for disclosure in the public interest, and it doesn't say that you have to have 

exhausted a particular process in order to satisfy that test of public interest. So it's difficult for me—and, I suggest, 

for many people—to understand how it is that the public interest isn't being served. In an interview that I listened 

to very carefully, the minister said: 'We will no longer be protecting the names of these organisations. We will be 

publicly naming them.' I'm presuming that, as you have suggested, that is because of the level of public interest, 

and there is a part of the act that allows the operator to disclose, in the public interest, for a specified purpose. I'm 

perplexed as to why the department is still in a position where they're saying, 'We are not allowed to name these 

institutions.' 

Ms Cartwright:  As you can understand, some of these discussions with institutions are extremely sensitive. 

In some cases the department is of a view at the moment that publicly naming those organisations may be 

counterproductive to bringing those organisations onto the scheme. Some of them are very delicately balanced 

discussions that we're having. So, the department's view at this point is that we don't believe we have reached that 

situation where it's in the public interest to name those organisations at this point in time. 

Ms CLAYDON:  It's a struggle to understand how the government or the department is serious about naming 

and shaming if we aren't allowed to name those who refuse to join the scheme. Do you agree that that threat in 

fact loses impact if it's never carried through? 

Ms Cartwright:  We're not saying that won't happen at some point. But at this point in time, based on where 

we're at with the negotiations with a range of these institutions— 

Ms CLAYDON:  We've got less than four months and, if I'm not mistaken, around 280 organisations are yet to 

join the scheme, if my memory of our last discussion serves me correctly. Is that correct? 

Ms Cartwright:  At our last discussions that was the number. It's a different number as at this week. It's 

actually 295 non-government institutions that haven't joined the scheme, or where there are applications in. As 

you can understand, we're receiving applications every day. We're very alive to the upcoming deadline. We are 

approaching this on a case-by-case basis. And as I said before, there are extremely sensitive negotiations going 

on, and we're making decisions on a case-by-case basis about how to approach that. 

Ms CLAYDON:  There were a lot of recommendations put before the government from this committee's last 

report, and the government has noted our previous recommendation to increase payments from a $150,000 

threshold to $200,000, which puts it in line with the royal commission's recommendations. The government's 

recent response to that report was to note that recommendation. I'm wondering: what does 'noted' mean in that 

context? Has the minister or the department, for example, written to the states and territories about this matter? 

Has it been raised with states and territories, with ministers? Where are we up to in that process? 

Ms Cartwright:  We have certainly been talking with our state and territory colleagues about those 

recommendations. We have a joint cross-jurisdictional meeting where we discuss these matters. When the 

minister put out a press release about the response she did indicate that we essentially require unanimous 

agreement of the Redress Scheme governance board to implement those. We are discussing those matters with the 

jurisdictions. Some of them relate very much to the second anniversary that will commence from July. Essentially 

the terms of reference for that review are already stipulated in legislation. A number of matters that are raised 

cross over with the terms for that review and will be dealt with as part of that. Our state and territory colleagues 

will be very much a part of what goes on with that review.  The simple answer is yes, we are discussing those 

matters and a broad range of matters with our jurisdictional colleagues. Many of the things we're looking at will 

be part of that anniversary review. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you for that. We've just got four months, a very small window of opportunity, for 

getting those organisations to join up the scheme. As we heard today, there are still hundreds of organisations that 
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have not yet joined. I want to clarify what options are being considered to improve that situation. We know that 

you're doing some negotiations, which is why you still feel you cannot invoke the public interest component of 

the act to name those today. But is the government considering or are your being asked to provide advice of 

something around the removal of the tax-deductibility status, for example? 

Ms Cartwright:  There's no particular option that is off the table at the moment, as I think we've highlighted to 

the committee before. There's a meeting of the ministers redress board on 30 March by telepresence. They will be 

talking about this issue. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Given that we've had a shift of number of the organisations that haven't joined, can you 

clarify where we're up to, for the sake of all the committee. We have had some recent information supplied to the 

committee, but I want to make sure we're up to date now. How many people have applied for redress, as we are 

now? 

Ms Cartwright:  I'll give you a range of information. I'll provide some data that's up to date as at 13 March. 

Up to that, altogether the scheme has received 6,425 applications. Of those, 4,785 are applications on hand. Of 

those, 534 are on hold because at least one institution named is yet to join. We've got 320 offers of redress 

currently with applicants being considered. I remind the committee that applicants have up to six months to 

consider that offer. We have finalised 1,411 applications. 1,388 payments have been made to survivors, totalling 

$112.4 million. Our average redress payment at the moment is around $81,000. Is there any more specific 

information— 

Ms CLAYDON:  I will come back to you with some additional questions if we have time. 

CHAIR:  Thank you very much, Ms Claydon.  

Senator SIEWERT:  Could you repeat the first figure for the number of applicants. I didn't get it down in 

time. 

Ms Cartwright:  As at 13 March, the scheme has received altogether 6,425 applications. We currently have 

4,785 of those on hand. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Thank you. I want to get a bit more on the numbers and then I want to go back to the 

institutions, if that's okay. There are now 295 NGOs that haven't joined. Last time, we discussed how many of 

those were named in the royal commission. Could I get an update on that. I'm also trying to get an understanding 

of how many institutions are responsible for the bulk. As I understood it, there were 15 institutions at the time that 

were responsible for 280 of the applications. Can you update us on that figure. 

Ms Cartwright:  That actual figure that you just said happens to be the same number [inaudible]. We always 

have what we call a 'top 15'. The top 15 that we would've spoken to you about when we provided the previous 

information would be a different number of people, because there have been institutional declarations since that 

time. So, when I talk about the top 15, it's a slightly different version. However, at the moment the top 15 still 

account for 280 applications, but that's 52 per cent of that whole number. When you're looking at 15 of the 295 

[inaudible] those applications on hold. 

Senator SIEWERT:  How many of those 295 are named in the royal commission? 

Ms Cartwright:  I don't have exactly that information with me. Just a moment and I can go to a question on 

notice that I think you asked at the last hearing—what I'm able to tell you about them. I'm referring to Senate 

question 20-000079 in which [inaudible]. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Has that changed from there? 

Ms Cartwright:  I haven't had that data updated in the last— 

Senator SIEWERT:  I just wanted to know if you had the figure, given the updated numbers. 

Ms Cartwright:  That did indicate that at that time, because that was updated at the end of February. Five of 

the 15 were named in the royal commission, and that included the two—want No. 1 and No. 2—if you want those 

with the greatest number of applications. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Thank you. How are you going in terms of these organisations? Those that were named 

are in a different category to those that were not named. It's a lot of institutions. How are you going in getting 

them on board before 30 June? The minister was talking about naming and shaming. Is it the intention that all of 

those would be named prior to 30 June if they haven't signed up? 

Ms McGuirk:  I can't speak to the intentions of the minister. We're certainly working very closely with those 

institutions, and I hope that none of them would be in a position to be named, because we would have got them all 

across the line to be able to join. Just to give you a bit of an idea, there were 116 institutions named in the royal 
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commission. We've got 66 of them now participating. A further 26 are in the process of onboarding. They're the 

ones that we're very confident about. They're literally at the last stages. As for the remaining 24 organisations, 

we're working extremely hard to encourage them to join. So, of that 116, we're talking about the final 24, because 

we're very confident about 26 of them. 

Senator SIEWERT:  But, with the remaining institutions that are in these applications that are on hold, are 

you also working with them to get them on board? 

Ms McGuirk:  Yes. For every institution that has been named in an application, even if there is only one 

application, we are working with that institution to try and bring them on board. In the department, we are 

actively engaging with them. Our state and territory colleagues are also reaching out to those organisations. It 

goes right down to ministers and attorneys and all sorts of things having discussions. So, for every institution that 

has been named in an application, there is a strategy. Again, it is on a case-by-case basis depending on what 

interaction we've already had with that organisation. As soon as an application comes in and an institution is 

named, we inform that institution. We provide them with information about what's involved. In the first instance, 

we say, 'Look, you've been named in an application; we'd really like to talk to you about what's involved.' Then it 

just escalates from there. I can confirm that, for every single institution, we're engaging with them as soon as 

they're named. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Thank you. For those that have been named in applications but were not named in the 

royal commission, what's the progress in getting those on board? Are you finding they are resistant? I know we've 

had some discussions about how these organisations, if they're very small organisations, hadn't really thought 

about joining, because they didn't know they were involved until there was an application made. How are they 

responding, and how many of these smaller unnamed institutions have you now had join up? 

Ms McGuirk:  I suppose that would be a case of extracting 66. We've had 295 or so—that's the number I'm 

giving you. We've got 171 non-government institutions currently participating in the scheme. Of those 171, 66 

were named in the royal commission. I said before that it really is a case-by-case basis. We've had some 

organisations with, say, just one application who have been very open. They understand the importance of the 

scheme. Others need more information—I mean, they all need more information. But I wouldn't say there's a 

blanket answer I could give you to that. It's very much about how the institution reacts. Most are generally 

shocked about this. We have broader participating groups, if you want, that are like an umbrella group for a larger 

range of organisations, many of whom don't have any applications at the moment. There are institutions that have 

none, and they are still willing to part of the scheme. So there really is no one answer that I can give you on that. I 

don't think I've got anything else to offer you there. 

Senator SIEWERT:  OK. The meeting of the states—that's 30 March? 

Ms McGuirk:  Of the ministers and attorneys? 

Senator SIEWERT:  Of the ministers—I beg your pardon, yes. 

Ms McGuirk:  Ministers and attorneys is 30 March. 

Senator SIEWERT:  At that meeting, will the issue of what happens over the next three months in terms of 

getting the institutions on board be discussed; and what happens if they're not all on board? Is that clearly on the 

agenda? 

Ms McGuirk:  Yes, it is. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Chair, can I go to a couple of questions about the application form and the process? 

CHAIR:  My inclination is to give you one more question. I wouldn't mind about 10 minutes of questioning. 

Mr Milton Dick has now joined the call. It may well be that my questions and yours overlap. 

Senator SIEWERT:  I'll just stick to the institutions, then. Could you take this on notice if it has changed. Last 

time, we discussed the numbers of applications for multiple institutions. Has that data substantially changed—I'm 

talking about the proportion—and, if it has, can you give us the figures? If it's only slightly changed, I'm fine with 

you just saying it hasn't changed that much. 

Ms McGuirk:  It hasn't changed significantly, no. Yes, it has changed, but not greatly, and I'm happy to 

provide the detail of that on notice if you'd like. 

Senator SIEWERT:  If you could, that would be appreciated. My understanding from last time was that 70 

per cent of the applications were for more than one institution. 

Ms McGuirk:  Yes, and that's remaining relatively steady. We talked specifically about, I believe, the number 

of applications where four or more institutions are named, and now that is over 2,000. 
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Senator SIEWERT:  OK. Thank you. 

Ms McGuirk:  I'll provide a more granular level of detail for you on notice. 

Senator SIEWERT:  That would be much appreciated. 

CHAIR:  Great. Thank you very much, Senator Siewert. I have some questions for the department. How many 

nominees have been identified for applicants? 

Ms McGuirk:  I don't believe I have that information. 

CHAIR:  That's OK. We'll put that on notice. So, just to be clear, in earlier evidence you said there were 6,425 

applicants, and there were 4,785 you described as 'on hand'. What's the difference between those two figures? 

Ms McGuirk:  Yes. The difference between the two is finalised applications. The 6,425 are applications to the 

scheme since the scheme opened, and 'on hand' means those currently being processed or on hold. 

CHAIR:  OK. Of the applications that have been resolved, how many of them had nominees; and, of the 

4,785, how many of them have identified a nominee—that is, filled out the Redress Scheme nominee form? My 

next question is: what is the difference between a legal nominee and an assistance nominee? 

Ms Cartwright:  Primarily, the difference is that a legal nominee can make decisions when accepting an offer 

on behalf of the applicant whereas the assistance nominee is a person that we would contact throughout the 

process up until the last process where we would need to involve the applicant and that assistance nominee in 

making the decision on whether or not to accept the Redress Scheme offer. 

CHAIR:  I'm interested in knowing how many legal nominees there are as well. Am I right to assume that a 

legal nominee would be a subset of the assistance nominees, or not necessarily? 

Ms Cartwright:  Not necessarily. It may be. 

CHAIR:  My next query goes to some issues in regard to part 3 of the application form. It's been put to me, 

and it's been put in evidence today as well, that part 3 of the application form invites some additional trauma or 

triggers trauma for applicants. Are you familiar with that commentary around part 3 of the application form? 

Ms Cartwright:  Are you referring to the section that talks about the impact on an applicant? 

CHAIR:  Yes. 

Ms Cartwright:  We've received a variety of feedback on that. We understand that, for some applicants, it's 

actually quite important to them that they're able to get that information across, because the way the rest of the 

application form works is very much focused on facts and describing what happened to them and not necessarily 

how that made them feel or the impact on them. So I think it's fair to say that there is a very broad range of 

feedback that we've been given on that section. Applicants can say whether they want that shared with an 

institution or not. That is the choice of the applicant. It doesn't automatically go to an institution. 

CHAIR:  That is actually contained on, I think, page 27 of the application for redress, where they actually tick 

a box for whether or not that information should be provided to the relevant institution at that particular point in 

time. 

Ms Cartwright:  Yes, that option is there. All of the application was designed with input from survivors, 

including that part, even down to the details of being able to circle each of those things rather than having to write 

how they feel. We have tried to make the application as sensitive as possible to survivors, and all aspects were 

done with focus groups, if you want to consider it that way, of survivors. We were trying to be as sensitive as we 

possibly could to their needs. 

CHAIR:  There's no reason why the application form can't be constantly recalibrated to make sure that it's the 

most effective it can be from the survivor's perspective. 

Ms Cartwright:  Absolutely. That's why we do welcome all feedback on the application. It's a live thing. As 

long as it doesn't change the fundamental legislative requirements we have, we're always open to feedback. 

CHAIR:  What's the number of the institutions that have been identified by an applicant but not yet signed up 

to the scheme? 

Ms Cartwright:  There are currently 295 non-government organisations that have not joined the scheme where 

they've been named in an application. 

CHAIR:  In one of the questions on notice, you quite accurately characterised them as 'onboarding', 'defunct', 

'declined' et cetera. What does 'inquiring' mean? 

Ms Cartwright:  Sorry, which question on notice were you referring to? 
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CHAIR:  This is question reference No. SQ20000079. You identify them as 'onboarding defunct', 'onboarding 

outreach', 'declined', 'inquiring'. What does 'inquiring' mean? 

Ms Cartwright:  'Inquiring', I suppose, is the definition we give to an organisation before we consider them 

fully onboarding, so that would be an organisation from whom we've had some positive engagement. They're still 

learning what's involved. They may not have formally put something to their board or— 

CHAIR:  I understand— 

Ms Cartwright:  We're certainly engaging with them. They're asking more about— 

CHAIR:  There are 14 institutions that fit that characterisation. My question on notice is: how long you have 

been engaging with those 14 institutions? Have they been engaged with for two weeks or have they been engaged 

with for 18 months? Without disclosing the name of the organisations, I'd like to know how long each one of 

those 14 have been engaged with by the department? 

Ms Cartwright:  Sorry, I don't quite understand the 14. I'm looking at— 

CHAIR:  That's number of applications, that's right. How many organisations are there that you would 

categorise as 'inquiring'? 

Ms Cartwright:  I don't have that particular information. I can provide that on notice. 

CHAIR:  I have two questions. The first is: how many organisations has the department characterised as 

'inquiring'? The second is: the time that the department has been engaging with them thus far? Because I suppose 

what myself and other members of the committee are probably trying to identify is what is the risk? What is the 

risk in that inquiring group of some organisations deciding not to, or declining to, sign up? Does that make sense? 

Ms Cartwright:  I understand what you're asking for and we'll look at that. It also can depend on the size of 

the institution. Also it's a lot faster for many small, lone institutions to join— 

CHAIR:  I understand— 

Ms Cartwright:  The time frames are different. But I understand what you're asking and we'll get that 

information to you. 

CHAIR:  Thank you. I can understand the challenges with individual circumstances, and I won't cite the 

details, but what would be a reason or an explanation for two siblings that, unfortunately, had similar experiences 

involving the same institution or institutions, why would they not be getting a decision on their redress application 

at the same time or in a close time period? Why would there be a difference in someone getting, perhaps, positive 

news about their redress application and their sibling receiving no information about their redress application for 

some period of time? Why would a situation like that emerge? 

Ms Cartwright:  There may be slight nuances in each individual's application. Even when there are family 

members there may be another institution or another bit of information that the schemes needs to collect for the 

determination to be made. 

CHAIR:  Perhaps on notice you could expand on your answer a little bit more. I am hearing not many but 

enough examples of where there seems to be, unfortunately, considerable delay between family members, which 

then puts additional emotional stress on those family relationships. Going to the governance structure, the 

cooperation between the Commonwealth and the states, is it a unanimous agreement of each jurisdiction before 

scheme design issues can be incorporated or is it a majority decision? 

Ms McGuirk:  It depends on the nature of the decision that's required. What is it changing? Does it have a 

financial impact? Is it rules? There's a variety of different things. We have a system that's linked to the number of 

expected applications. For example, where we expected the application to come from some states, their vote is 

worth a little more. Probably the best way to do this would be to provide you with an explanation, on notice, 

setting out the different categories. 

CHAIR:  Perfect. That's exactly where I was going. I was wondering whether or not that document was 

publicly available and whether I had just overlooked it somewhere. 

Ms McGuirk:  No. It's in the intergovernmental agreement, but we're quite happy to provide that to the 

appropriate expert, on notice. 

CHAIR:  Fantastic. That would be great. I'd greatly appreciate that information. Mr Dick, do you have any 

questions of the department? 

Mr DICK:  Yes. Thank you to the officers for providing us with such an amount of information; it is very 

much appreciated. I want to get past the money stuff for a second and ask about the number of formal apologies, 

if people have been requesting those under the scheme.  You may not have this to hand, but could you provide 
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any data on the number of people requesting and then, equally, if there have been any rejection of those apologies. 

What I'm hearing is that getting through this process is quite an ordeal but also that getting closure and an apology 

is part of it. Have you got any information on that for me today? 

Ms McGuirk:  I have some of that available for you. As at 13 March 2020, a bit over 50 per cent of those 

who've moved through the entire process—736 survivors—have indicated that they would like to participate in a 

direct personal response. The survivors choose when and how they want that response, and they often take their 

time to do so. It's in the hands of the survivor to initiate that, not the institution. We collected data as at 30 June on 

that, so I don't have up-to-date point-in-time data for you on how many have occurred. 

Mr DICK:  Is that applicants or people who have been processed? 

Ms McGuirk:  The 736 number? 

Mr DICK:  Yes. 

Ms McGuirk:  That's the number of applicants who have indicated that they would like to participate in a 

direct personal response. 

Mr DICK:  What is that as a percentage of all applicants? 

Ms McGuirk:  It's just over half—52 per cent, I think. 

Mr DICK:  Is there any information to hand that some organisations don't want to participate in that? Or have 

they said: 'We'll pay the money; that's it. It happened years ago. That's not our problem now.' Is there any 

evidence of numbers, or potential feedback, on organisations not wanting to participate in that? 

Ms McGuirk:  Institutions have no choice about that. As part of signing up to the scheme, it is a requirement 

that, if a survivor has requested a direct, personal response, the institution must provide a direct, personal 

response. As I said, how that's done—face to face or however—is very much up to the survivor, and the timing of 

that is up to the survivor, but an institution cannot refuse to talk to them. 

Mr DICK:  When an organisation says, 'Thank you for your correspondence; we've noted your request and 

we're going to sort it out,' do we do any follow up or have we got any data to show that that's working or not 

working? 

Ms McGuirk:  Institutions are responsible for complying with the legislation. It is about ensuring they're able 

to engage successfully with the survivor, so it wouldn't be what you just described: 'Thank you for your interest. 

Isn't that good.' 

Mr DICK:  'Yours sincerely.' 

Ms McGuirk:  It's fully with the survivor. Institutions are responsible for implementing processes to receive 

feedback and receive complaints from survivors about direct personal responses. They must do that. Institutions 

are also responsible for meeting the cost of providing direct personal responses to survivors for whom they are 

responsible. The DPR framework is a legislative instrument under our legislation. It outlines the obligations for 

participating institutions. What they're required to do is very significant. Institutions are provided with training 

from the department about— 

Mr DICK:  What if they refused to do it? Do they have that right? 

Ms McGuirk:  No, they don't. It's a legislative requirement. Under our legislation they must provide that and 

they must engage successfully with the survivor in doing that. That includes the complaints process. 

Mr DICK:  Privacy is another issue that has been raised with me. Have we had any breaches yet of data going 

to the wrong place? Are we carefully monitoring this to ensure that no-one's information is being forwarded to 

someone who shouldn't have it? I think that's a sensitive issue. 

Ms McGuirk:  Yes, we do monitor that. 

Mr DICK:  So there have been no privacy breaches? 

Ms McGuirk:  There have been some privacy breaches. 

Mr DICK:  'There have been some,' you say? 

Ms McGuirk:  Yes. 

Mr DICK:  What have they been? 

Ms McGuirk:  I don't have that. I know there have been, but I do not have that information in front of me. 

There have been a variety of breaches about institutions and about other people. It's a very big area. I genuinely 

don't have that information in front of me. If there are particular categories you'd like to understand, we can— 
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Mr DICK:  Can we get a breakdown? I don't think it'll be a large number, but could we get a breakdown of 

where that's happened so that there is some quality assurance we can have a look at? 

Ms McGuirk:  We can have a look at what we can provide on notice to you. 

Mr DICK:  Thank you for that. When you ring up the Redress Scheme, when you first make contact, are all of 

those calls recorded? 

Ms Cartwright:  Yes, they are recorded. 

Mr DICK:  You know when you buy a product you get, 'This call will be recorded.' Is the person asked at the 

beginning if they don't want it recorded? Are you given the option, or do you have to intervene? 

Ms Cartwright:  When an applicant calls the scheme they are advised that the call is recorded and they are 

also asked if they don't want that call recorded. Also, if the call is transferred from a National Redress Scheme 

line to the applicant's case coordinator, the coordinator would ask the caller again if they want it recorded. 

Mr DICK:  Where are those calls put? Where do they go? Are they held by the Redress Scheme in a safe 

space? What are the data provisions around that in terms of where the calls are stored and who can access them? 

Ms Cartwright:  Calls are stored for seven years, and that's in line with the call recording policy. Access to 

any of the national redress calls are restricted to approved staff only on a need-to-know basis. All call recordings 

are encrypted at the time of recording, and then they're stored in an encrypted format until they are deleted after 

seven years. These calls are stored by Telstra in the highest level secure environment, and the storage complies 

with the Australian government's Protective Security Policy Framework, the Australian government information 

security manual and the department's privacy and security guidelines.  

Mr DICK:  Sure. That's fine. Thank you. Senator Siewert asked question on notice 000084 regarding how 

many First Nation applicants had received payments. I think it was 231. 

Ms McGuirk:  Yes. 

Mr DICK:  What is the total number of applicants so far? 

Ms McGuirk:  Of Indigenous—is that what you're asking for information about? 

Mr DICK:  Yes. 

Ms McGuirk:  I have some 21 February data. There were 1,552 people identifying as an Aboriginal 

Australian, 25 identifying as a Torres Strait Islander and 54 identifying as both Aboriginal and Torres Strait 

Islander. We can never be firm on that because we still have 209 people who chose not to answer the question 

about whether or not you are one of the First Nations peoples. 

Mr DICK:  Yes. While I have you, just on numbers, do you know how many prisoners have actually applied 

from prisons? I don't know but I'm guessing that's a big chunk of that. Could we get a breakdown of what states 

and where that's at? 

Ms McGuirk:  A breakdown state by state is problematic for this group because the numbers are smaller, and 

when we get to breaking them down by state we could potentially be breaching privacy. 

Mr DICK:  I've got it. 

Ms McGuirk:  So it's not appropriate and we can't provide that due to the low numbers in some jurisdictions. 

I've got a number here that I'm happy to see if I can update for you, but it was a number at the beginning of 

February. There were 35 applicants who had applied from jail, and there were 159 applicants who had applied 

with a serious criminal conviction of more than five years. But I can get you a more updated figure than that. 

Mr DICK:  If you can, that would be great. My final question is about applications and payments. Can we get 

some raw data on the different types of abuses, for want of a better term—whether it has been contact, 

penetration, exposure. Are we collecting that sort of data on who's getting payments for different sorts of abuse? 

Ms McGuirk:  I'll look at what I'm able to provide you on notice. I don't have anything like that with me and 

I'm not sure of my ability to get exactly what you're looking for, but I'll see what I am able to provide. 

Mr DICK:  Thank you. 

Ms CLAYDON:  I just want to go back to the information you've provided on the direct personal response. As 

I understood it, you said that 736 survivors, which is approximately 50 per cent of the applications received, have 

indicated that they would like a personal response. You suggested that you had old data, dated at 30 June, but 

would advise us of how many institutions had actually completed a direct personal response at that stage. Could 

you tell us how many that is? 
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Mr McGuirk:  The data as at June 2019 is the only data I can give you. At that stage, institutions had reported 

that eight direct personal responses had been completed. To put that in context, at that stage, we had far fewer 

institutions that were participating in the scheme. So that figure is the number that had been completed, but we 

had far fewer institutions. Also, as I said before, it is up to the survivor to initiate that contact. We will have 

another number come 30 June this year, but I don't have anything to update you with in between. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Let's just work with that data that you do have, because it does seem alarming to me that 

maybe 50 per cent of those people applying for a national redress are requesting a direct personal response yet, as 

of June last year, just eight institutions had reported completing a direct personal response. Fifty per cent of 

people were asking. There were some 736 requests, and eight have been completed. 

Mr McGuirk:  Well, no. 

Ms CLAYDON:  As I understand, you're saying that there are eight institutions, so they might have delivered 

more than one direct personal response. Do we know— 

Mr McGuirk:  No, sorry. On that number of 736, as at 13 March, we do know the number of survivors that 

have indicated that they would like to participate in one. So that number of eight was completed at 30 June 2019. 

That is not a subset of the 736. That 736 is almost like a point in time as at 13 March. In the first year of the 

scheme, there were 346 decisions that had been made altogether. 

For a direct personal response to have been completed, the survivor needs to have contacted the institution. 

They need to have decided the appropriate method for conveying that direct personal response, and that can take a 

period of time. It's also an option for people to tick 'Am I interested in getting a direct personal response?' Some 

people might tick that as a safety net to say: 'I don't know if I want that or not. But if tick it now then I've got that 

option.' If you don't tick that on your application and your application is finalised, you can't have that direct 

personal response as part of us being able to make an institution do that as part of the scheme. I just want to 

provide that context around there that it's very much about the survivor. 

The survivor ticking that box is in no way saying that they definitely want it. What they're doing is leaving the 

option open to themselves. They have until the scheme closes to have that direct personal response. As I said, 

some people may change their minds. They think, 'Yes, I want that,' then they get their redress payment and 

decide: 'Actually, I'm done. This is closure for me, potentially.' Perhaps their counselling that they receive as well 

may lead them to not requiring that direct personal response. 

I just want to put that context and caution around just looking purely at figures there, when this is really in the 

lap of a survivor deciding what they want. That number eight is very old data as well—from when we had a lot 

fewer institutions on board. We may have had a lot more requests then, but the institutions weren't there. We'll be 

able to provide more data to you in June to update that and perhaps get a better feel. You've got another eight 

years. 

Ms CLAYDON:  If you actually have a line of sight throughout the whole process, how do you track when 

someone has indicated that they would like to receive a direct personal response? How do you know if that has 

been delivered or not? 

Ms McGuirk:  The institutions provide us with a report. That's the one I'm talking about, that will be— 

Ms CLAYDON:  And they do that on an annual basis, by the sound of it. 

Ms McGuirk:  Yes, they do. 

Ms CLAYDON:  So that's why you only have data at 30 June each year? 

Ms McGuirk:  Yes, it's part of the reporting obligations under the framework. It's a legislative— 

Ms CLAYDON:  I understand. I know last time we spoke you mentioned the situation where 23 people had 

passed away while waiting for a redress payment. Are there any further updates on that? A level of concern and 

anxiety amongst a number of the survivor groups has been raised with us this morning. These are people who 

often already feel quite marginalised coping with all kinds of health issues, and are very anxious with the 

coronavirus environment now. I'm not sure what additional protections or services are being supplied at this time, 

and whether or not more people have passed away waiting for redress payments since we last talked. Can you 

give me an update on that. 

Ms McGuirk:  I don't have an updated number here. I'm happy to look at what I can provide on notice, but I 

will highlight that the department has written to the committee to amend that testimony. The number 23 that was 

provided was actually the number of payments that have been made to beneficiaries. It was actually in respect of 

19 people who had died. When we pulled that piece of data—usually in the system it's 'one person one payment'. 

However, when we went back we realised that the information we provided to the committee was 23 payments in 
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respect of 19 people, because there were multiple beneficiaries for some applicants—departing from our one 

payment one person rule. I assure the committee we have changed the way that that data is extracted now. So 

when I seek to update that number for you on notice, which I'm committing to do, we will be able to assure you 

that it will be the correct information. As I said, a few weeks ago now we sent a letter to the committee outlining 

and apologising for that. But I will take an update on that number on notice. 

CHAIR:  Just on that point—being conscious of privacy requirements—I think it would be prudent for the 

department to provide some context around that number of 19 if possible. It may not mean that they made 

applications on the first day of the operation of the scheme. They may have made applications a few months ago, 

or six months ago. And, of course, the age demographic around that would be an important consideration as well. 

I've seen this argument about people dying when they are waiting for receipt of certain payments or for certain 

monies owed to them or for signing up for schemes. I think the committee would appreciate whatever context the 

department can put around that figure, so that the figure is not incorrectly interpreted by the committee, by 

witnesses or by others who might have a keen interest in the Redress Scheme. Is that point understood? 

Ms McGuirk:  I'll see what context we can provide, acknowledging that that is a very small number, and often 

breaking it down any further may potentially lead to a privacy breach. 

CHAIR:  Agreed. I understand that. 

Ms McGuirk:  I understand what you're saying. We'll see what we can do. I will remind the committee that if 

we become aware that an applicant is terminally ill, very ill, they become a priority case for the scheme. We move 

their application right to the absolute top of the pile and we move it as quickly as we can through the scheme. 

CHAIR:  Great. Of course. Thank you very much. I'll go to Senator Siewert, but we will have to conclude at 5 

pm, because we are beyond the advertised completion time now. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Chair, can you ask the department if, when they're coming back to me with the direct 

response, they could also include the number of complaints they've received with regard to the direct response 

process in relation to that policy. 

CHAIR:  I'm sure the department has heard that additional question. Thank you. Senator Siewert. 

Senator SIEWERT:  I want to go back to the question that Mr Dick was following up in terms of the question 

I asked on the number of First Nations people who have received payments. Of the new figures you gave us—we 

know how many have been approved; how many have been rejected? 

Ms McGuirk:  I don't have that particular number in front of me. I'll have to take it on notice. 

Senator SIEWERT:  That would be appreciated. Can I ask about the question beginning 'SQ 20' and ending in 

'80', which was about the defunct organisations. You said that there are a number of institutions that have declared 

it and they've been dealt with under the funder-of-last-resort arrangement. Does that mean that people who have 

applied to these defunct organisations have now received some redress payments? 

Ms McGuirk:  No. It means that we can fully process their applications through to offer. That won't 

necessarily result in payments for all of those applicants at this stage. 

Senator SIEWERT:  I notice you said you can't provide a breakdown of the amounts of redress an applicant 

has received. Could you take on notice: out of those seven institutions, how many applications are there in total, 

rather than the breakdown, and how many have received payments? 

Ms McGuirk:  I'll see what I can provide. A lot of that is protected information, when we're talking about the 

number of applications for particular institutions— 

Senator SIEWERT:  I want the total for all of the seven. 

Ms McGuirk:  I understand what you're asking and, again, I will provide to you what I can, looking at the 

numbers, to ensure that people can't be identified. I understand what you're trying to get to, and I'll get you as 

close as I can. 

Senator SIEWERT:  Thank you. In the answer to question 79, of the top 15, Nos 2, 4 and 8 are all defunct 

organisations with a not insignificant number of applications. Are those three currently being pursued? If they are, 

have they been resolved in terms of funder of last resort? 

Ms McGuirk:  When we identify an institution as defunct, we look for any other existing body that could 

potentially take responsibility for that institution. So, similar to the answer I gave before—we don't rest when 

institutions indicate an inclination that they're not interested—we're the same with a defunct institution. We keep 

researching, trying to find any organisation that could potentially take responsibility for them. I'll check again 

what I can identify and what I can't. But I understand what you're asking, and I'll see what I can get for you. 
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Senator SIEWERT:  You've obviously used the funder-of-last-resort provision under the scheme for these 

others. If you could give us as much information as possible on those three, that would be appreciated. 

Ms McGuirk:  Yes, we'll see what we can do. At the moment, our funder of last resort, as we've discussed 

before, is where we can link to a government of some sort. I understand what you're asking, and I'll see what I can 

get for you. 

Senator SIEWERT:  OK. I'll have some more questions on notice, and I appreciate that we will be seeing the 

department again. 

CHAIR:  Mr Dick and Ms Claydon, unless there's anything particularly urgent, I propose to bring this public 

hearing today to a close. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Sure. I've just got one more question for the department on the storage issue. It's a question 

they can take on notice if we've run out of time. I wanted to see if they could confirm where that data on people 

calling up the National Redress Scheme is being stored—whether that's being stored off-site by a private 

contractor or offshore, where it is. I'd like that information. 

Ms McGuirk:  I'll provide you with the full details on notice. But I'm advised that the files are stored by 

Telstra in the highest level secure environment. But I'll take the rest of the details on notice, if that's acceptable.  

Ms CLAYDON:  So it's your understanding that Telstra is responsible for storage and protection of that data? 

Ms McGuirk:  Yes, it's part of the contract we have with Telstra. 

Ms CLAYDON:  Thank you very much. Thanks, Chair. 

CHAIR:  Excellent. Ms McGuirk and Ms Cartwright, on behalf of the committee I thank you for your 

evidence today. We are grateful for the cooperation the department has shown to date. If the committee has any 

further questions, they will be put in writing to you, but I do foreshadow that we might choose to recall the 

department in the course of our public hearing program. You will be sent a copy of the transcript of your evidence 

and will have an opportunity to request corrections to any transcription errors. Thank you again. 

Committee adjourned at 17:02  
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