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Submission to the Royal Commission into

Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse

Issues Paper 6: Redress Schemes

1. INTRODUCTION

knowmore is a free legal service established to assist people engaging with or considering engaging with
the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Childhood Sexual Abuse. Advice is provided
through a national telephone service and at face to face meetings, including at outreach locations.
knowmore has been established by the National Association of Community Legal Centres Inc, with
funding from the Australian Government, represented by the Attorney-General’s Department.
knowmore has offices in Sydney, Brisbane and Melbourne and an office in Perth will open in July 2014.

Our service was launched in July 2013 and since that time we have provided over 3,500 client advices.
Many of the clients that we have assisted have been seeking legal advice about their options, if any, to
obtain financial and other redress in relation to childhood sexual abuse they suffered in institutional
contexts. Many of these clients have had direct experiences with a redress process, whether it be state
or institution based.

knowmore’s submission will respond directly to the questions proposed by the Royal Commission in
Issues Paper 6, and recommend that a national, independent redress scheme be established for
survivors of institutional abuse. We recommend that this scheme be accompanied by the creation of an
independent Commonwealth statutory agency/tribunal to make decisions relating to awards of redress,
including the payment of financial compensation. Funding for the scheme should come from the
Commonwealth, State and Territory governments as well as institutions, including non-government
organisations involved in relevant service delivery.

We also recommend that consideration be given to establishing a statutory Commonwealth agency, as
a permanent Commission for Children or Child Safety, equipped with other functions including
regulatory oversight at a national level of organisations and institutions who have current responsibility
for delivering services to children; as well as a best practice research arm to inform policy change and
improvement for institutions. Consideration could also be given to locating the redress scheme within
this agency.



Given the barriers that exist in accessing compensation through the civil litigation system (as detailed in
knowmore’s response to Issues Paper 5'), it is vital that survivors of childhood institutional sexualabuse
have an alternate way to access compensation and support in recognition of that individual’s experience.

In our experience, survivors wish to access an alternative redress process for many reasons. Many clients
wish to utilise a process to obtain financial compensation for the abuse that occurred as well as various
non-financial and/or therapeutic outcomes. An appropriately designed redress scheme will ensure
survivors will be able to have the abuse that has been perpetrated against them acknowledged in a
therapeutic and supportive way, while providing the support that the individual needs. Importantly, an
effective redress scheme will also ensure institutional accountability for that abuse and its impacts upon
the survivor.

Recommendations to establish some form of redress scheme or to provide reparation or compensation
payments to survivors of childhood abuse have been made in a number of past inquiries within
Australia.?2 Many of these inquiries have recommended that an independent board or authority be
-established to make decisions about compensation.?

Some of these recommendations have been adopted by the relevant governments and we have seen
payments made to some categories of survivors of institutional child abuse in Tasmania, Queensland
and Western Australia following the establishment of specific redress schemes in those States. Further,
institutions themselves have also established redress schemes, such as the Catholic Church’s Towards
Healing protocol, the Salvation Army’s internal compensation process and the internal schemes that
exist in most Anglican dioceses.

While redress schemes have not been established in all State and Territory jurisdictions, nor by all
institutions, both prior to and since the commencement of the Royal Commission there has been some
support expressed for the establishment of a national redress scheme.* The Commonwealth Senate

1 See http://www.childabuseroyalcommission.gov.au/getattachment/13de076f-98a9-4564-bc94-
88d2c8005dc0/18-Knowmore

2 The Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission’s Bringing them Home: The Stolen Children report in
1997, which examined the impact of removal policies on Stolen Generations, recommended a compensation
mechanism to provide redress to those children removed. Following the Forde Inquiry into the Abuse of Children
in Australian Institutions in 1999 recommending that a compensation fund be established, the Queensland
Government introduced a redress scheme limited in eligibility to those who had been placed in children’s
institutions in that State. The Tasmanian Ombudsman in 2004 recommended that a fund be set up to provide
some form of compensation for children in care in Tasmania (Tasmania subsequently established a Government
scheme, which has now ended, to compensate those who suffered abuse while in the care of the Tasmanian
Department of Health and Human Services). 2004-2005 saw the Commonwealth Senate Community Affairs
Reference Committee recommend that an independent national redress scheme be established, and the
Mullighan inquiry in South Australia recommended that the State Government there examine the issue of redress
and “investigate the possibilities of a national approach to the provision of services”. The recent Victorian
Parliamentary Inquiry into the Handling of Abuse by Religious and Other Organisations made recommendations
that the government look at an appropriate way to compensate survivors of childhood abuse.

3 It is noted that the Royal Commission is currently examining, as part of its broader research program, the
challenges to the implementation of the recommendations arising from such inquiries.

4 It was noted in the 2009 report of the Senate Community Affairs Reference Committee, Parliament of Australia,
Lost Innocents and Forgotten Australians Revisited: Report on the progress with the implementation of the
recommendations of the Lost Innocents and Forgotten Australians Reports, that the New South Wales
Department of Community Services was supportive of compensation “being considered at the national level” and
willing to assess the viability of a proposal. Further, recently the Truth Justice and Healing Council, the
organisation coordinating the Catholic Church’s response to the Royal Commission, noted that it was supportive
of a national redress scheme.




Committee looking at Australians who experienced out of home care® and the Human Rights and Equal
Opportunity Commission® both made recommendations that an independent board be established to
provide for compensation payments to be made to survivors who had experienced abuse. The Senate
Community Affairs Reference Committee’ in 2009 heard from many criticising the lack of government
movement on a national redress scheme for survivors and urged government and institutional providers

to look at the issue of compensation.

2. LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation 1: That a national and independent decision-making body be established as an

independent Commonwealth statutory agency to assess and determine, under a national redress
scheme, claims for redress, including financial compensation, made by survivors of childhood sexual
abuse in institutional contexts. This national body should:

be able to determine awards of redress against guidelines;

have a role or jurisdiction to review past decisions made under other institution based redress
schemes or State based redress schemes, with, as is necessary to now do justice, a capacity to
enforce the waiver of the rights and obligations of the parties arising from the resolution of
such past matters;

incorporate an appeal or review mechanism for parties dissatisfied with initial decisions of the
new decision-making body; and

while having due regard to the confidentiality of individuals, operate in such a way that
promotes the broader goals of transparency, accountability of institutions and the general and

specific deterrence of future child sexual abuse and inappropriate institutional responses.

Recommendation 2: That the establishing legislation provides for the relevant decision-maker under
this new redress scheme to have an additional power to comment, in delivering decisions in
appropriate cases, upon anything connected with a redress claim that relates to:

= ways to prevent child sexual abuse from happening in similar circumstances in the future;

= ways to provide for improved institutional responses to future allegations of child sexual

abuse;
* the general welfare and safety of children in institutional contexts; and
» the administration of justice.

Recommendation 3: That the Commonwealth Government produce an annual report regarding
preventative recommendations arising from redress claims and the progress of relevant institutions,
whether government or non-government, in implementing such recommendations.

Recommendation 4: That given the circumstances of many survivors of childhood sexual abuse in
institutional contexts who are now aged and/or in ill-heath, actions be taken to establish a national
redress scheme as soon as practicably possible.

5 Senate Community Affairs Reference Committee, Parliament of Australia, Forgotten Australians, A report on
Australians who experienced institutional or out-of-home care as children (2002).

5 Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission, Bringing them Home: The Stolen Children Report, Report
(1997).

7 Senate Community Affairs Reference Committee, Parliament of Australia, Lost Innocents and Forgotten
Australians Revisited: Report on the progress with the implementation of the recommendations of the Lost
Innocents and Forgotten Australians Reports (2009).



Recommendation 5: That further consideration be given to establishing a national body, in the form
of a Children’s or Child Safety Commission, to better protect the interests of children and to improve
the quality of services delivered to children nationally. Such an agency should have a broad range of
functions, including regulatory oversight of relevant institutions at a national level, and all of the
current functions of the existing role of National Children’s Commissioner.

Recommendation 6: That if it is considered such a Commission should be established, further
consideration be given to whether that agency should include within its functions the recommended
national redress scheme.

Recommendation 7: That the recommended national redress scheme not be implemented with a
‘closing’ date for the lodging of claims.

Recommendation 8: That any survivor who has experienced childhood sexual abuse within an
institutional context as contemplated by the Royal Commission’s Letters Patent be eligible to make
an application under a national redress scheme.

Recommendation 9: If a national redress scheme is to be established, consideration be given to
widening its application to include claims of physical and emotional childhood abuse in institutions.

Recommendation 10: That a national redress scheme provides for clear application and decision-
making processes.

Recommendation 11: That under the procedures relating to redress claims, institutions be required
to disclose all documents within the institution’s possession or control, in whatever form, relating to
the claimant.

Recommendation 12: That the procedures relating to redress schemes provide the means for
claimants to readily access records concerning them that are now held by third party agencies, such
as government departments.

Recommendation 13: That the decision-making body under a national redress scheme proceeds and
makes its decisions informally and expeditiously.

Recommendation 14: That there be a clear right to legal representation for claimants with respect to
all steps of preparing a claim, lodging a claim, determining that claim and any appeal process.

Recommendation 15: That the independent Board (i.e. the decision-maker for redress claims) has the
legislative power to pass information on to relevant law enforcement bodies, with the claimant’s
consent.

Recommendation 16: That a nationally co-ordinated and Taskforce approach be adopted by Australian
policing agencies to ensure a co-ordinated and effective response to such material.

Recommendation 17: That any decision of the board awarding redress under a national Australian
scheme should be reviewable and, particularly, claimants should have the right to seek a review of
the Board’s award of compensation to them.




Recommendation 18: It is essential that the principle of choice be maintained at the centre of any
national redress scheme, in terms of the types of outcomes available to claimants. Survivors should
be given the option of choosing the types of redress they are wishing to access and be given the
opportunity to access appropriate forms of redress at relevant times.

Recommendation 19: That the Health and Other Services (Compensation) Act 1995 (Cth) and the Social
Security Act 1991 (Cth), be amended to exempt payments made under a national redress scheme to
survivors of historic child sexual abuse for their abuse from the operation of refund and deeming
provisions, to ensure an amount is not required to be paid back to Medicare and Centrelink benefits
can continue to be received. Consideration should also be given to the possibility of seeking a
determination under s 8(11) (d) of the Social Security Act 1991, in regards to Centrelink payments.

Recommendation 20: That non-monetary and therapeutic benefits be able to be claimed by survivors
to cover a range of present and future needs, including, but not limited to:

= medical costs

» educational supports

» assistance in finding families

» formal apologies through the institution

Recommendation 21: That consideration be given to enabling survivor groups to make collective
applications for compensation through a national redress board.

Recommendation 22: That a redress fund be funded by all relevant institutions, including all Australian
governments and institutions, but that payments for each claim should be paid by the
Commonwealth, with orders for repayment of some or all of that award to be made by particular
institutions and State/Territory governments.

Any institution that has responsibility for children should be required to pay annual contributions
based upon risk factors either to the National Child Safety Commission, part of which will be provided
to an ongoing redress fund, or directly to the redress scheme. These fees would be determined by a
number of factors, including:

e the size of the institution

e the assets of the institution

o the number of claims the institution has had maintained against it

All institutions with responsibility for delivering services to children must be required to hold
appropriate insurance to cover any claims that may be made.

Recommendation 23: Claimants be required to show that it was reasonably likely that the abuse
occurred, to be able to access the benefits of a redress scheme.

Recommendation 24: That counselling support be provided to survivors making an application
through a national redress scheme.

Ongoing counselling should be provided to survivors who wish to access it through a service provider
of their choice and that this counselling be funded by a national redress scheme.



Recommendation 25: That an independent, multidisciplinary and trauma informed legal service be
established to assist survivors in making decisions around engaging in the national redress process,
and in pursuing claims under that scheme. The service should also provide assistance in relation to
related legal issues.

Recommendation 26: Financial amounts previously received by claimants, relating to injuries and
abuse claimed for under any new redress scheme, should be taken into account in calculating
redress awards.

The receipt of any previous ‘compensation’ for that abuse and injuries, should not be a bar to
applying for additional redress.

3. SPECIFIC QUESTIONS

1. What are the advantages and disadvantages of redress schemes as a means of providing redress or
compensation to those who suffer child sexual abuse in institutional contexts, particularly in
comparison to claims for damages made in civil litigation systems?

As detailed by knowmore in its submission responding to Issues Paper 5 on civil litigation systems,
there are distinct barriers that exist within those systems that operate to deny many survivors
both access to that form of redress and to the support that they need while pursuing it. As such, it
“is the position of knowmore that while civil litigations systems should be reformed and remain as
an alternative for survivors seeking justice, an independent, national redress scheme should also
be established as an alternative method to pursue redress. For many survivors this will be the more
appropriate mechanism to deal with these types of claims.

The major barriers that exist in the present civil litigation system and which operate to defeat
potential civil suits seeking redress include:®

= the lack of a legal entity to sue: for example, the structuring of institutions in a way such
that the ‘Ellis defence’ operates;®

= statutes of limitation that apply to personal injury claims of this type;

= the current state of the law limiting the vicarious liability of institutions for the criminal acts
of their employees or for others in positions similar to employees, such as clergy and
volunteers;

= the length of time these claims take to resolve; and

8 See knowmore’s submission to Issues Paper 5 for a further in-depth discussion on the barriers in our civil
litigation systems and possible reforms proposed.

9 In the case of Trustees of the Roman Catholic Church v Ellis & Anor [2007] NSWCA 117, the New South Wales
Court of Appeal held that an unincorporated association, such as the Roman Catholic Church in the Archdiocese
of Sydney, cannot, at common law, sue or be sued in its own name because it does not exist as a juridical entity
(the so-called “Ellis defence”). Applied in PAO & Ors v Trustees of the Roman Catholic Church for the
Archdiocese of Sydney & Ors [2011] NSWSC 1216.



* the cost and other demands involved in engaging solicitors and in prosecuting a contested
action through a highly adversarial legal system.

While knowmore made a number of recommendations about potential reforms that should be
made to civil litigation systems, such as the removal of limitation periods for childhood sexual
abuse claims and a move to an “enterprise risk” approach to vicarious liability, the civil litigation
process will still often not be an appropriate mechanism for survivors seeking redress and support.
The reasons for this include:

= the historical nature of the acts of abuse, and the circumstances in which they occurred,
will often result in there now being a lack of evidence in these types of matters.
Consequently, the application of the ordinary civil standard of proof (on the balance of
probabilities), is too high a threshold for many meritorious claims to succeed at civil law;

= there may now simply be no entity or individual against whom a civil action can be brought,
with any real prospect of recovery of damages;

= the civil litigation process is adversarial, time consuming and costly, meaning that it may
be years before claims are resolved;*°

* the need to engage in a process which is inherently and extremely traumatising for
survivors, to the point where the validity of their experiences of abuse may be the subject
of prolonged cross-examination by lawyers representing perpetrators and the institution;!
and

= the outcomes arising from civil action may not be satisfactory or appropriate for individual
survivors, as they may not be looking solely for financial assistance but also other,
therapeutic outcomes, such as an apology or access to counselling or medical services, and
procedural reforms that will reduce the risk of further incidents of child sexual abuse.

The other current main legal mechanisms for pursuing redress are the State and Territory based
statutory victims of crimes compensation schemes. These too often involve a number of barriers,
including:

= time limits requiring claims to be brought within a specific time period represent a possible
bar to claims, although out of time applications may be able to be made;*?

0 We note as an example the current matter before the NSW Supreme Court that has been commenced by a
group of survivors in relation to allegations of historic child sexual abuse of child migrants at Fairbridge Farm. The
initial statement of claims was lodged over five years ago, with leave only just been granted to have the matter
heard by the Court. See: Giles v Commonwealth of Australia [2014] NSWSC 83 (21 February 2014). See also
Rundle v Salvation Army (South Australian Property Trust) & Anor [2007] NSWSC 443, where in May 2007 the
NSW Supreme Court decided an application for an extension of time to commence proceedings, in respect of a
statement of claim filed more than four years earlier. While these examples involved complex interlocutory
proceedings that might not entail so much delay should reforms be enacted to civil litigation procedures for claims
for childhood sexual abuse, it remains that civil cases ordinarily take considerable time to prepare and to proceed
to final decision.

11 The Royal Commission’s Case Study 8, regarding the response of the Catholic Church to the complaint made
by John Ellis, stands as a prime example.

2 For example, applications made in all State and Territory jurisdictions bar New South Wales must be made
within a certain period, usually two or three years from the date of the act of violence or injury. Most jurisdictions
allow for an extension of time application to be made.



» commencement dates of certain schemes operate as a complete bar, making some
historical claims impossible;!3

= the quantum of compensation is low and often does not take into account the range of
factors of relevance, especially for historic child sexual abuse cases, including the impact
that the abuse has had on the survivor;

» often schemes require individuals reporting to the police or a government agency;**

* the requirement of many schemes that the sexual act be a criminal offence as
contemplated by the law of that State or Territory; and

= the linking of the redress provided to a criminal act attributes responsibility to the offender
(more often borne, in terms of the provision of financial redress, by the Government),
rather than to the institution, leading to perceptions by survivors of a lack of accountability
on the part of the institution and a lack of any incentive to enact reform. Indeed, some
clients of knowmore have instructed they are unwilling to pursue claims under such
schemes in relation to acts of institutional child sexual abuse as they do not regard the
relevant state government as the body responsible for their abuse.

We note the recent release of Issues Paper 7, concerning statutory victims of crime compensation
schemes. knowmore will provide a more detailed response on this topic in responding to that Issues
Paper.

Given the above barriers to the two main alternatives to a redress scheme, it is clear that an alternative
approach is required to provide justice to survivors. Accordingly, while the concept of an effective
redress scheme has considerable merit, it must be acknowledged that the problems with the existing
civil litigation and criminal injuries systems are not resolved by the existing and/or recent government
orinstitutional redress schemes. Wide-ranging reform of past models and existing redress schemes must
occur to deliver such an effective and fair redress scheme for the future. In short, a new approach is
required, being an independent and national scheme.

As noted, many of knowmore’s clients have engaged with the redress processes that are currently in
existence or, in the case of State based schemes, have been in place in recent years and are no longer
available. Comparatively few clients have reported achieving satisfactory outcomes. Other clients have
simply had no possible redress scheme available to them. The problems with the past and current
redress mechanisms are numerous. Many fall into a general category of inconsistency, of both access
and outcomes. Some of the major problems or disadvantages of the current redress schemes include:

»  fundamentally, the inability of many survivors to access a government or institutional
scheme at all. As noted above, not all Australian States and Territories have enacted

13 For example, the Australian Capital Territory scheme does not allow claims to be made for injuries occurring
before June 1983; see: Victims of Crime (Financial Assistance) Act 1983 (ACT) s 4: the Victorian scheme does
not allow victims of crime to make claims for certain payments where the act of violence occurred before 1997,
see: Victims of Crime Assistance Act 1996 (Vic).

14 Most State and Territory schemes require the individual to make a report to the police and/or a government
agency for the claim to be successful; for example in New South Wales, the victim is required to make a report to
a government agency to be able to make a claim for certain awards of financial assistance, see: Victim Rights
and Support Act 2013 (NSW) s 39. In Victoria, the Tribunal must refuse to make an award of assistance if
satisfied that the act of violence was not reported to police within a reasonable time, see: Victims of Crime
(Financial Assistance) Act 1983 s 52.



redress schemes.’> knowmore has advised many clients who spent their childhood in
multiple institutions across different States, particularly across eastern Australia. These
clients are painfully aware of the inequities in the redress scheme options that have been
open to them, particularly in relation to government administered institutions; “/ was
abused in homes in both Queensland and New South Wales. | received some compensation
from the Queensland scheme following the Forde Inquiry but nothing from New South
Wales ... ”;

= of the States which did enact schemes, each scheme restricted eligibility in a way that
excluded thousands of people who had suffered childhood institutional abuse but in
contexts outside the limited scope of such schemes. Other potential claimants missed
submission deadlines and closing dates, either because they were unaware of possible
entitlements and procedures, or were emotionally unable at the relevant time, as survivors
of childhood sexual abuse, to report that abuse and provide the level of information
required by these schemes to substantiate a claim; and

= of the non-government schemes, as the Commission will be aware, inconsistent and
inadequate outcomes for survivors are commonly reported. Even in some of the more
established schemes, such as Towards Healing in the Catholic Church, the varying
responses enacted at a diocese or Order level, together with a culture of confidentiality
and non-disclosure obligations, have resulted in hugely inconsistent outcomes for
claimants which bear little proportionality to the abuse suffered, when compared to an
assessment of likely damages if a civil claim on the same facts had been maintained.®

In some instances, institutions have clearly made a genuine effort to establish what outcomes a
survivor is seeking and to provide reasonable financial redress. But in many other cases, claimants
have received completely inadequate redress, when measured against the abuse endured and the
institution’s responsibility (for example, circumstances where the institution has failed to act
appropriately upon reported allegations of child sexual abuse, thus arguably contributing to
further offending occurring). In some instances, commercially ‘hard-line’ approaches have
undoubtedly been pursued by institutions, in a context of well knowing that any other option open
to the survivor for seeking redress, such as through a civil claim, would face major impediments.
Unequal bargaining positions have often, in our clients’ experiences, led to completely inadequate
amounts of financial redress being offered, on a “take it or leave it” basis, and begrudgingly
accepted for want of any alternative.

Beyond these general disadvantages of gross inconsistencies of outcomes and consequent
unfairness, many clients have reported that their experience of institutional redress schemes was
characterised by:

15 In this context, we note with interest media reports published during the Royal Commission’s Case Study
concerning the experience of women who were sexually abused as children, between 1950-1974 while committed
in The Parramatta Girls’ Trajning School and The Institution for Girls in Hay, to the effect that the NSW
Government was now considering options for a redress scheme for those survivors.

16 For further information on the specific issue of our client's experiences with the Catholic Church's Towards
Healing scheme, see knowmore’s submission to Issues Paper 2, at

hitp://www .childabuseroyalcommission.gov.au/getattachment/e7ce30e8-1116-4453-8d11-¢865af92d57 3/7 -
Knowmore1




= alack of any independence on the part of the institution or the process;

= little or no understanding of the survivor’s position and the ongoing impacts of their
childhood abuse, in the context of an existing and highly significant power imbalance
between the parties;

= unacceptable delay, with many clients reporting they had to drive the process and the
institution was purely reactive;

= a reluctance on the part of the institution to entertain any legal representation for
claimants,'’ and a corresponding inability on the part of the claimant to properly prepare,
present and negotiate their claim without competent assistance;

= a lack of willingness or knowledge on the part of legal representatives to pursue claims
vigorously in the redress scheme context (or to properly explain processes and limitations
to clients), leading to compromise and inadequate settlements, at times accompanied by
legal costs eroding significantly the amount of financial redress claimants actually received;

® a reluctance by institutions to accept any legal or ‘moral’ responsibility for the conduct
complained of, through delivering heavily qualified outcomes, such as financial settlements
with no admission of liability or even acceptance that the acts complained of occurred;

= no effective appeal or review mechanism in relation to an adverse decision, with the
institution receiving, assessing and adjudicating on the claim and any further
representations; and

= 3 failure to deliver any meaningful non-financial outcomes, such as a sincere personal
apology, ongoing support and institutional and procedural reform.

As noted above, many institutional processes are conducted entirely in a confidential way. One
consequence of this is that there is no opportunity for broader lessons to be learned across institutions
in general, and little opportunity across larger institutions, particularly those like the churches that are
administered, in a day to day sense, by multiple entities, such as individual dioceses and/or Orders. Allied
to these outcomes is a lack of any deterrent impact arising from decided cases, both across institutions
generally, or within a larger institution operating as distinct and separate entities.

In the next section of this submission we detail a number of features that knowmore, based on our work
with clients, considers to be important for making a redress scheme effective. It follows that the absence
or limited application of many of these features in current redress schemes contributes to their collective
inability to operate effectively as a means of providing justice and appropriate outcomes for survivors.

As noted, in theory the operation of an effective redress scheme presents as a way to overcome the
barriers that currently exist in the other primary compensation mechanisms, being claims for damages
made through civil litigation systems and claims under statutory schemes for victims or criminal injuries
compensation. However, to be effective in providing a comprehensive mechanism for survivors to access
the supports and outcomes required by them, an alternative to the current redress schemes must be
established to overcome the issues and problems listed above.

Y7 This remains an issue, despite the current proceedings of the Royal Commission.
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An appropriately designed, national and independent redress scheme, as recommended herein, could
provide the following advantages to survivors in providing redress and compensation:

»  Non-legalistic: the scheme should not be constrained by the general rules of civil procedure,
including the rules of evidence, and should operate as a true non-litigation based, administrative
alternative to those who, for one reason or another, do not wish to or cannot pursue a civil claim
for damages.

* A range of outcomes: the scheme should allow for an informal and timely process for survivors
to obtain redress in a variety of ways appropriate to that individual survivor. In particular,
financial outcomes, both in quantum and liability (in the sense of who ultimately bears the
burden of payment), should reflect the abuse endured and the damage sustained by the claimant
and, very importantly, the level of institutional culpability.

= Independence: in the model proposed, the redress process would be overseen by an independent
body, taking away the current model of institutional based schemes and adding much needed
transparency to the redress process and decisions.

»  Fairness: the scheme should ensure that all survivors of institutional abuse will be adequately
compensated, including in circumstances where institutions may no longer exist or institutions
do not have the funds to pay amounts determined. It is vital that the current problems of
inconsistent access and outcomes are overcome.

= [ess traumatising: A redress scheme would generally be a faster and more efficient method of
dealing with claims, and operate in a way that minimized trauma for claimants through effective
and trauma informed practices and the incorporation of access to necessary support mechanisms
during and after the claims process. One of those essential support mechanisms is legal
assistance.

»  Free legal assistance: In light of the trauma experienced by survivors of institutional child sexual
abuse and the difficulty many of them have experienced in presenting any claim for redress or
compensation, it is important that claimants to any redress scheme have legal assistance in
preparing and presenting their claims for redress.

»  Certainty and transparency of process: Clear processes, guidelines and operation of the scheme
will mean that institutions, claimants and their advisers are aware of the processes for dealing
with claims and understand the likely outcomes, which should encourage timely resolution of
claims. Additionally, transparency of process and outcomes, with due regard for individuals’
confidentiality in appropriate circumstances, will operate to promote institutional learning and
risk management responses in relation to the handling of allegations of institutional abuse, such
as procedural reform and better management practices, both at the level of the institution
involved in a case, and more widely, by way of general deterrence. Procedural fairness for all
parties is also essential in the processes of the scheme, and in any review mechanism.



2a. What features are important for making redress schemes effective for claimants and institutions?

We have set out above the key components any redress scheme must have to ensure it operates
effectively for all parties involved: non-legalistic in nature; providing a range of outcomes; independent
of institutions involved in claims; fair and consistent in eligibility to access and in outcomes; trauma-
informed and supportive; providing claimants with access to free legal representation; and certain and
transparent in process.

Atthe heart of any scheme should be the needs of survivors and consideration of how the scheme should
operate to deliver appropriate and adequate forms of redress and assistance for them. Based on the
experiences of knowmore’'s clients, we think it important that a redress scheme addresses the following
principles:

= take into account the needs of survivors, their families and their communities;

= address the unique needs of every survivor with respect, engagement, appropriate support
mechanisms and informed choice (including the delivery of culturally safe and appropriate
services and processes);

= avoid as far as possible causing further harm to survivors, their families and their communities;

= promote community initiatives as a significant means of redressing institutional child abuse; and

= establish programs of public education, protocols and other strategies for prevention of further
institutional child abuse.*®

A number of redress schemes have been established both domestically and internationally, which can
be drawn on to give an indication of both the beneficial features that could be included in a national
Australian scheme and those features that may detract from the efficiency and efficacy of any such
scheme.

An Independent Decision Maker

Having an independent statutory authority to make all decisions about redress helps to ensure the
efficacy and legitimacy of the process is maintained and that outcomes are fair to all parties and
consistent across institutions and claims.

The lack of an independent decision maker has been a key criticism of survivors in redress schemes
established thus far in Australia. Many of our clients have engaged with schemes where there has been
no element of independence, with representatives of the institution assessing and making all decisions
about claims. The power imbalance between the claimant and the institution, together with the context
. of the claims arising from circumstances of childhood sexual abuse, inevitably means that engagement
for most clients, particularly without effective legal and other support, is difficult and traumatising and
accompanied by an understandable lack of trust in the institution’s processes and the likely outcome.
From its work to date the Royal Commission will be well aware of the sad reality that many survivors
made contemporaneous complaints about their abuse as children to either officials of the relevant
institution or to others (such as parents, teachers or police) and were disbelieved, or not uncommonly,
even further victimised by the very adults they reported to. in that context, a lack of trust in believing

18 | aw Reform Commission of Canada, Restoring Dignity: Responding to child abuse in Canadian Institutions,
Report, (2000) Canadian Department of Justice < http://www.justice.gc.ca/eng/rp-pr/cp-pm/cr-re/dig/intro.htmi>
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the same institution will now approach a redress process in a compassionate and fair way is inevitable
as a consequence of the trauma resulting from claimants’ childhood sexual abuse.

This context demands that independence must be strictly observed in practice, and not just noted in
policies and procedures. As knowmore submitted in its response to Issues Paper 2 on the Catholic
Church’s Toward Healing process, there have been consistent complaints from our clients of the
perceived lack of independence of the personnel engaged in that process. Some clients have instructed
that the personnel in the Towards Healing process have been involved with the Catholic Church and are
therefore part of the organisation which abused them, concluding that by implication these people, and
the process itself, cannot be trusted.

Similarly, many clients have expressed the view that a partisan approach was adopted by the
facilitator/mediator in the process, which has left them feeling that they were seen as the ‘guilty’ party
and not to be believed. Concerns have also been raised by clients about counsellors being nominated by
the Catholic Church in the Towards Healing process. Understandably, some clients have explained that
they were not comfortable seeing a counsellor nominated by the Church or one who is in any way
affiliated with the Church (or for some clients, any other religious institution). Irrespective of the
personal qualities and approach of the counsellor involved, the context of childhood sexual abuse and
the resultant complex trauma experienced by survivors leads to some to understandably suspect that
any counsellor so affiliated will be on the side of the Catholic Church and that the counsellor will not be
supportive of the claimant, or may not respect the confidentiality of their disclosures.

As noted above, and as reflected in some of the case studies examined to date by the Royal
Commission,'® many clients have experienced institutions adopting a very ‘hard line’ and adversarial
approach during redress negotiations. Clients have spoken of being harassed and bullied by decision
makers aligned with institutions to take the manifestly inadequate settlement on offer and have been
told that they should accept it because they would not get any better offer, and it would otherwise be
withdrawn. For vulnerable claimants, particularly those lacking competent legal and other support
during the redress process, the adoption of such an approach, in the context of the ongoing effects of
their trauma, is simply overwhelming and leads to a preparedness to compromise so as to try and effect
some immediate reduction of their trauma levels.

Given the importance of independence to the effective functioning of a redress scheme, it is
recommended that a new independent agency be established by statute. We note that an independent
agency was established in the Republic of ireland following its Commission of Inquiry, where after
extensive consultation it was decided that an independent scheme should be established to make
decisions about redress to compensate survivors of abuse in residential institutions.

The Irish scheme was established by way of legislation, with the Parliament enacting the Residential
Institutions Redress Act 2002. This Act established both the Residential Institutions Redress Scheme and
the Residential Institutions Redress Board to receive and assess claims. The Royal Commission will no
doubt be familiar with the relevant aspects of the Irish scheme, which enables survivors to make a claim
through the Board, which is then assessed per the guidelines under the Act in relation to the severity of
the abuse and the injury/effect of that abuse.

19 Such as case studies 3, 8 and 11.
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A similar decision making function within a national Australian redress scheme would ensure a similar
level of independence. It would be envisaged that the scheme would:

» determine awards of redress against guidelines;

* have arole orjurisdiction to review past decisions made under institution based redress schemes
with, as is necessary to do justice, enforced waiver of the rights and obligations of the parties in
relation to the resolution of such matters;

* incorporate an appeal or review mechanism for parties dissatisfied with initial decisions of the
new decision-making body; and

* while having due regard to the confidentiality of individuals, operate in such a way that promotes
the broader goals of transparency, accountability of institutions and the general and specific
deterrence of future child sexual abuse and inappropriate institutional responses.

On the last mentioned issue, such a scheme and Board would, in assessing and determining cases, be in
an advantageous position to identify both institutional factors that may have contributed to the
occurrence of child sexual abuse, and improvements or ‘best practice’ initiatives or models for child
based institutions to follow in the future to reduce the risk of harm. For that reason, we would
recommend that legislation provides for the relevant decision-maker under the scheme to have a power
to comment, in delivering decisions in appropriate cases, upon anything connected with a redress claim
that relates to:

® ways to prevent child sexual abuse from happening in similar circumstances in the future;

= ways to provide for improved institutional responses to future allegations of child sexual abuse;
» the general welfare and safety of children in institutional contexts; and

» the administration of justice.

Such a statutory power would, in some respects, be similar to the powers that Coroners have in relation
to inquest findings, and the important preventative function served in making those coronial comments
or recommendations. See, for example, section 46 of the Coroner’s Act 2003 (Qld).

We also note that it is the practice in Queensland and in New South Wales, in relation to coronial
recommendations, for the Government to publish annually a Government Response to Coronial
Recommendations Report that contains responses to coronial recommendations directed to
Government in the preceding calendar year.?° If the above recommendation is adopted, it is further
suggested that there would be merit in the Commonwealth Government producing a similar report
regarding preventative recommendations arising from redress claims, and the progress of relevant
institutions, whether Government or non-Government, in implementing such recommendations.

It is envisaged that a national redress scheme would be funded by all appropriate parties and that all
institutions should be required to make contributory payments where those institutions are presently
engaged in activities that have responsibility for children. We will discuss the funding of such
arrangements in more detail in our response to Question 4. "

20 For a recent example of this report see https://publications.qld.gov.au/dataset/the-queensland-government-s-
response-to-coronial-recommendations/resource/e02723df-ce08-4313-bacc-9b82bfe7b1ch

14



A properly constructed and truly independent national redress scheme will enable survivors of
institutional childhood sexual abuse to access a range of compensatory outcomes and will overcome the
barriers that exist in terms of survivors effectively accessing other, current legal remedies.

Given that discussion about redress schemes has occurred within governments and institutions at
various levels over a number of years since the Senate Forgotten Australians Inquiry, it is essential that
this issue be progressed as soon as possible. While we appreciate the Royal Commission has some time
yet to complete its work and report, it is an inescapable reality that for many survivors, who are now
elderly and suffering from a range of health problems, the time available to them to obtain some form
of justice is diminishing.

Recommendation 1: That a national and independent decision-making body be established as an
independent Commonwealth statutory agency to assess and determine, under a national redress
scheme, claims for redress, including financial compensation, made by survivors of childhood sexual
abuse in institutional contexts. This national body should:

" be able to determine awards of redress against guidelines;

n have a role or jurisdiction to review past decisions made under other institution based redress
schemes or State based redress schemes, with, as is necessary to now do justice, a capacity to
enforce the waiver of the rights and obligations of the parties arising from the resolution of such
past matters;

= incorporate an appeal or review mechanism for parties dissatisfied with initial decisions of the
new decision-making body; and while having due regard to the confidentiality of individuals,
operate in such a way that promotes the broader goals of transparency, accountability of
institutions and the general and specific deterrence of future child sexual abuse and "
inappropriate institutional responses.

Recommendation 2: That the establishing legislation provides for the relevant decision-maker under
this new redress scheme to have an additional power to comment, in delivering decisions in
appropriate cases, upon anything connected with a redress claim that relates to:

= ways to prevent child sexual abuse from happening in similar circumstances in the future;

= ways to provide for improved institutional responses to future allegations of child sexual abuse;
u the general welfare and safety of children in institutional contexts; and

= the administration of justice.

Recommendation 3: That the Commonwealth Government produce an annual report regarding
preventative recommendations arising from redress claims and the progress of relevant institutions,
whether government or non-government in implementing such recommendations

Recommendation 4: That given the circumstances of many survivors of childhood sexual abuse in
institutional contexts who are now aged and/or in ill-heath, actions be taken to establish a national
redress scheme as soon as practicably possible.
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The importance of seeking to continuously improve the quality of services delivered to children in
institutional contexts, and to reduce the incidence of child sexual abuse in institutions and also more
generally, raises the issue of whether such a national redress scheme and decision-maker should be
placed within a broader organisation, as foreshadowed in the introductory section of this submission.
We note that various States have created statutory agencies and roles that have broader responsibilities,
including some oversight and regulatory functions and responsibilities to protect and promote the
interests of children, in particular, those in circumstances of disadvantage. Examples include the
Commissions for Children and Young People in Victoria, New South Wales and Queensland.

We also note the establishment and appointment in 2013 of the National Children’s Commissioner,
whose role is to promote public discussion and awareness of issues affecting children, conduct research
and education programs and consult directly with children and representative organizations. The role
also examines relevant existing and proposed Commonwealth legislation to determine if it recognises
and protects children's human rights in Australia. The work of the National Children's Commissioner is
intended to complement the work conducted by State and Territory Children's Commissioners and
guardians, as noted above. The position sits within the Australian Human Rights Commission, Australia’s
national independent statutory body dealing with human rights.?*

The work to date of the Royal Commission demonstrates that there are many issues relating to the
protection of children receiving services from institutions that might be better addressed through a
more co-ordinated and national response, rather than simply on a State by State basis. Accordingly we
recommend that consideration be given to the issue of whether children’s interests would be better
protected, and the quality of services delivered to children improved, if a national Commonwealth
Commission was established with a broader range of functions, including regulatory oversight of
relevant institutions at a national level and, as exists at present in relation to the role of National
Children’s Commissioner, a research function to drive continuous improvements in practice, and roles
of scrutinising legislation and consulting with stakeholders.

If it was considered that such a Commission should be established, further consideration should be given
to whether it should include the recommended national redress scheme.

A model for such a Commission is attached as Annexure A.

Recommendation 5: That further consideration be given to establishing a national body, in the form of
a Children’s or Child Safety Commission, to better protect the interests of children and to improve the
quality of services delivered to children nationally.

Such an agency should have a broad range of functions, including regulatory oversight of relevant
institutions at a national level, and all of the current functions of the existing role of National Children’s
Commissioner.

21 Taken from http://www.dss.gov.au/our-responsibilities/families-and-children/publications-articles/national-
children-s-commissioner
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Recommendation 6: That if it is considered such a Commission should be established, further
consideration be given to whether that agency should include within its functions the recommended
national redress scheme.

Eligibility criteria

It is important that any national redress scheme does not place overly restrictive eligibility criteria on
individuals wishing to access the scheme. Many knowmore clients have expressed concerns about the
overly restrictive eligibility criteria placed on many of the past redress schemes and how they have
operated to their detriment.

First, the scheme should not limit access to a defined period of opportunity, as the past State based
schemes have done with ‘closing dates’. To so limit eligibility in this way is completely inconsistent with
the recognised effects of the complex trauma that results from childhood sexual abuse, and the weight
of authoritative research, with which the Royal Commission will be familiar, as to the average length of
time that elapses before survivors are able to make and support a disclosure about their experiences.
One client commented on their inability to apply under a now closed scheme, “I just wasn’t ready when
redress came out. Now | am ready to tell my story but there is nobody to listen!”

Additionally, many clients have reported to knowmore that they were simply unaware of the existence
of past redress schemes, and therefore missed lodgement closing dates. In this regard, many clients have
moved to live in States (or even overseas), away from the jurisdiction where they were institutionalised
and abused as children.

The ‘closing date’ approach of past schemes has in practice meant that many survivors missed out on
putting in an application, despite being eligible for payments. The position is analogous in many respects
to the problems arising in the civil litigation context, as a result of the application of limitation periods
(although closed redress schemes permit no option of seeking to extend the ‘cut-off’ date).

It is essential that any scheme is open ended and on-going, allowing survivors to access what services
they wish, when they are ready.

Recommendation 7: That the recommended national redress scheme not be implemented with a
‘closing’ date for the lodging of claims.

The State redress schemes that have been previously established have also been narrow in their scope,
excluding many survivors on what they perceived to be a relatively arbitrary basis. For example, the
Tasmanian scheme only applied to those who were abused while in the care of the Department of Health
and Human Services and did not cover abuse occurring in private placements or those children placed
into care voluntarily.?? The scheme established in Queensland following the recommendations made in
the Forde Inquiry into the Abuse of Children in Queensland Institutions did not extend to cover abuse

22 Ombudsman Tasmania, Listen to the children: Review of claims of abuse from adults in state care as children,
(2004).




suffered by children in many institutional contexts, such as out of home care, therefore excluding foster
care and other institutions such as hospitals.?

What is clear from our clients’ experiences is that there has been a two tiered system, where some
survivors have been compensated and others not, with no reasonable or fair rationale underpinning the
distinction. For many clients who were abused in New South Wales or Victorian government institutions
there has been no accessible compensation process, as there have been no State redress schemes
established. One client aptly described their placement and the consequences as “pot luck,” in that they
were placed and abused in a State government institution and therefore unable to access any form of
redress scheme such as was available to children who experienced similar circumstances but in State
government homes in other States, or in institutions maintained by organisations with existing internal
redress schemes.

The existing and past inequalities of access to redress must not be replicated in any new national
scheme. In regard to what should be the eligibility criteria for that scheme, we note the Letters Patent
for your Royal Commission, and the definitions set out therein of ‘institution” and ‘institutional context’:

institution means any public or private body, agency, association, club,
institution, organisation or other entity or group of entities of any kind
(whether incorporated or unincorporated), and however described, and:

f. includes, for example, an entity or group of entities (including
an entity or group of entities that no longer exists) that
provides, or has at any time provided, activities, facilities,
programs or services of any kind that provide the means
through which adults have contact with children, including
through their families; and

ii. does not include the family.

institutional context: child sexual abuse happens in an institutional context
if, for example:

fii. it happens on premises of an institution, where activities of an
institution take place, or in connection with the activities of an
institution; or

iv. it is engaged in by an official of an institution in circumstances
(including circumstances involving settings not directly
controlled by the institution) where you consider that the
institution has, or its activities have, created, facilitated,
increased, or in any way contributed to, (whether by act or
omission) the risk of child sexual abuse or the circumstances or
conditions giving rise to that risk; or

V. it happens in any other circumstances where you consider that
an institution is, or should be treated as being, responsible for
adults having contact with children. %4

23 Commission of Inquiry into Abuse of Children in Queensland Institutions, Final Report (2000).
24 | etters Patent for the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse.
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We recommend that similar and consistent eligibility criteria should be adopted for any national redress
scheme. In particular, by now the Royal Commission will have been informed of many examples, as
knowmore has, of children being sexually abused in circumstances falling within sub-paragraph (iv) of
the terms of reference, where perpetrators have misused their position and association with an
institution, and the consequent relationship of trust with the child victim, to commit sexual offences. It
is important that this reality be recognised in the eligibility criteria and that a narrow approach not be
adopted, that limits eligibility to only abuse that occurred within institutions themselves. Such an
approach would unfairly exclude thousands of survivors of what is quite properly recognised under the
Royal Commission’s Letters Patent as “institutional child sexual abuse”.

Where terms within the above definition are further defined in the Letters Patent, such as ‘official’, we
recommend those definitions be also adopted.

Sub-paragraph (v) of the Letters Patent as above is a ‘catch-all’ provision that may not necessarily be
required to define the jurisdiction of any future redress scheme; it is difficult to anticipate circumstances
where institutional child sexual abuse could not be brought within the other aspects of the definition.
However, this is a definitional issue where knowmore recognises the Royal Commission may have dealt
with cases where it was necessary to use this head of jurisdiction, and can therefore better assess its
utility in any future context.

In time, it is suggested that the tribunal determining claims under a national redress scheme could
formulate and issue some ‘guideline’ decisions around eligibility and jurisdictional issues, such as where
it is considered that an institution or its activities have created or facilitated a risk of child sexual abuse.

Similarly, we suggest that the definition of ‘child sexual abuse’ adopted by the Royal Commission should
be maintained, being the working definition of ‘child sexual abuse’ outlined by Senior Counsel Assisting
during her opening remarks at the Commission’s first sittings.?> Importantly, the non-exhaustive list of
‘sexually abusive behaviours’ noted by Ms Furness SC included ‘voyeurism’ and ‘grooming’ behaviours.

Again, it is important that a wide definition be employed for the purposes of determining eligibility and
jurisdiction. As is noted in the research resources appearing on the Commission’s website concerning
childhood sexual abuse,?® defining ‘sexual abuse’ is a complicated task and one that depends on the
relationship between the victim and the perpetrator. In the current context of institutional child sexual
abuse, any redress scheme will be dealing with cases which will exhibit the consistent feature of huge
power imbalances between the child victim and the perpetrators, who often wielded absolute authority
over institutionalised children. In those circumstances, consistent with the approach to defining child
sexual abuse noted in these resources, any behaviour with a sexual element, between a child and a
person with such power and authority over them, should be regarded as constituting child sexual abuse
for eligibility purposes.

Finally, from its work to date the Royal Commission would well understand that the sexual abuse of
children in many institutions, especially residential homes, rarely occurred in isolation of physical and

25 Transcript 3 April 2013, at p.13
26 Viewed at: hitp://www.aifs.gov.au/cica/pubs/facisheets/a142091/index. himl
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emotional abuse, and that at times, the boundaries between different forms of abuse often overlapped.
Some of our clients have spoken of institutional cultures where extreme physical abuse and degradation
of children created a culture which in turn facilitated the occurrence of sexual abuse. Indeed, the Royal
Commission’s Letters Patent specifically provide for this reality in authorising the Commission to inquire
into “related matters”. We have also spoken to clients who suffered extreme physical and emotional
abuse in residential homes and other institutional settings, but who did not experience sexual abuse
within the Royal Commission’s Terms of Reference. The overwhelming majority of clients who have
reported surviving sexual abuse also report enduring physical and emotional abuse; in many institutions,
particularly residential home settings, it seems rare for sexual abuse to have occurred in isolation of
other mistreatment.

While the reasons for the limitations of the current Royal Commission’s scope are understood, in terms
of the magnitude of the Commission’s existing task and the need to make timely reports and
recommendations, it is perhaps difficult to maintain why any national redress scheme, if one is
established, should be so restricted and exclude those who suffered abuse in institutional contexts as
children, which did not involve sexual abuse. Further, the limitation of any such scheme simply to
childhood sexual abuse would mean that many claimants would be forced to undertake more than one
process to seek redress (which in itself will be re-traumatising) and may, for the reasons set out herein,
have no recourse to redress for the non-sexual aspects of their institutional abuse.

Recommendation 8: That any survivor who has experienced childhood sexual abuse within an
institutional context as contemplated by the Royal Commission’s Letters Patent be eligible to make an
application under a national redress scheme.

Recommendation 9: If a national redress scheme is to be established, consideration be given to
widening its application to include claims of physical and emotional childhood abuse in institutions.

Clear decision making processes — consistency, transparency and accountability

It is essential that the redress scheme provide for clear application and decision making processes so
that survivors and institutions are aware of procedural requirements and how decisions about redress
claims are determined. Processes should be as informal as possible and need to recognise the
circumstances of vulnerability and disadvantage of many survivors.

As noted herein, many knowmore clients who have had unsatisfactory experiences with redress
schemes have complained about the lack of consistency and transparency of processes and decisions.
Many of the existing institutional redress schemes really provide very little practical guidance as to what
information should be collected and submitted by claimants in support of claims, leading often to
‘piecemeal’ processes and delay and, inevitably, claimants omitting to provide relevant information
within their possession that would have assisted their claim. Some of our clients have been traumatised
during redress processes when informed by institutions or their legal representatives that they may be
required to submit to an ‘independent’ psychiatric or psychological examination with a practitioner of
the institution’s choice, in order to ‘verify’ their injuries. For survivors, the making of such a request can
be seen as invalidating of their experiences and in itself potentially highly traumatic, in that disclosing
such experiences to an unfamiliar and possibly ‘critical’ person is extremely challenging.
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Further, clients routinely speak of the lack of any accountability when it comes to reviewing decisions
made under redress schemes.

The Irish Scheme had a formal decision making process, which included:

» an application is lodged with a written claim, which provides evidence of identity;
» proof that they were in a particular institution(s); and
® evidence that the injury that was suffered in the institution is consistent with the alleged abuse.

The Irish scheme also provided for an appeal mechanism (this is discussed further at page 24).

The evidence that might be required for such an application is discussed in response to question 10. At
this point however, we would note in relation to the issue of proof on the point that a claimant was in a
specific institution at a specific time, that it is not uncommon for clients to have been unable, through
their own endeavours and even where assisted by other services,?” to locate any institutional records
relating to their childhood. Reasons given for this include the passage of time and loss or destruction of
documents; the transfer of administrative responsibility for an institution; and intervening natural
events (floods and fires have been cited). Additionally, we understand there may be instances where
survivors have been told by institutions that no records exist, although such records have later been
discovered in the possession of the institution or another agency.

Accordingly, any redress scheme procedure must require disclosure by the institution of all documents
within the institution’s possession or control, in whatever form, relating to the claimant. There must also
be processes, beyond accessing existing Right to Information schemes, whereby claimants and
institutions can ‘discover’ documents held by third party agencies, such as Government departments.

Recommendation 10: That a national redress scheme provides for clear application and decision-
making processes.

Recommendation 11: That under the procedures relating to redress claims, institutions be required to
disclose all documents within the institution’s possession or control, in whatever form, relating to the
claimant.

Recommendation 12: That the procedures relating to redress schemes provide the means for
claimants to readily access records concerning them that are now held by third party agencies, such as
Government departments.

Principles of informality

Expeditious and informal processes should be central to the redress scheme, with such
requirements contained in the legislative provisions. There should be an obligation that the
independent body making decisions do so in an informal way and that decisions should be made
as quickly as possible. Processes must be respectful of survivors and their experiences, and must
be accompanied by a commitment to the application of trauma-informed practice.

27 Such as Find and Connect
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There are a number of precedents in existence for such provisions, relating to existing
administrative tribunals.

However, there should be a clear right to legal representation for claimants with respect to all-
steps of preparing a claim, lodging a claim, determining that claim and any appeal process.

Recommendation 13: That the decision-making body under a national redress scheme proceeds and
makes its decisions informally and expeditiously.

Recommendation 14: That there be a clear right to legal representation for claimants with respect to
all steps of preparing a claim, lodging a claim, determining that claim and any appeal process.

Police Reporting

It is important that the processes attaching to any redress scheme ensure that there are powers
for matters involving allegations of historical offences to be reported to the relevant State,
Territory or Commonwealth policing agency, with the claimant’s consent, and also provide for all
relevant material to be passed to the relevant police agency.

Many of the survivors we have assisted have not made a report about their abuse to the police,
for many reasons. Giving the survivor an opportunity to have the relevant information to be passed
to the police will ensure that they will not need to unnecessarily recount their experience, and
facilitate the reporting of crimes to the relevant authorities and the detection, investigation and
prosecution of offenders.

Many redress schemes that have operated in both Australia and overseas have had either formal
or informal information sharing processes with relevant law enforcement agencies. Given the
breadth of information that would be received in these applications, it would be important to
ensure that there are formal information sharing procedures established across relevant agencies.
As current policing structures around Australia are established along State and Territory lines, a
nationally co-ordinated approach to pursuing historical sexual abuse claims is required. In this
regard, we would note the Taskforce model established to date in some jurisdictions,?® to co-
ordinate responses to information transmitted by the Royal Commission and other relevant
inquiries.

Significant amounts of reports and criminal ‘intelligence’ about offenders will arise from claims
dealt with under a national redress scheme. It is important that there is the opportunity for this
material to be passed to law enforcement agencies to enhance the capacity to identify, group and
target perpetrators and maximise prospects of prosecution, through improved capacities to
corroborate information.

A national approach to gathering of this intelligence about offenders is important to ensure that
where offences were committed by the same offender in multiple jurisdictions, relevant
jurisdictions are aware of those offences committed in other jurisdictions to maximise prospects
of prosecution in each jurisdiction.

28 For example, the Victorian Taskforce SANO
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Similarly, there should be provision for the dissemination of information to any other relevant
agency, such as State and Territory departments with responsibilities for child safety issues.

Recommendation 15: That the independent Board (i.e. the decision-maker for redress claims) has the
legislative power to pass information on to relevant law enforcement bodies, with the claimant’s
consent.

Recommendation 16: That a nationally co-ordinated and Taskforce approach be adopted by Australian
policing agencies to ensure a co-ordinated and effective response to such material.

Appeal Process

It is essential that the redress scheme has a formal appeal process. One of the key complaints from our
clients has been the lack of any appeals process or the lack of independent review mechanism available
for the review of decisions made under existing schemes. Very few internal redress schemes in Australia
have allowed for an appeal process.?®

As mentioned above, the Irish scheme allows for a survivor to submit their decision (as to the
compensation award), to a Review Committee.3°

It is recommended that any decision of the board awarding redress under a national Australian scheme
should be susceptible to review and, particularly, claimants should have the right to review the Board’s
award of compensation to them. Such decisions could be reviewed in a number of ways, including:

= 3 merits review process through an authorised review officer within the redress Tribunal, or
within any national Child Safety Commission; or

= allowing the decision to be one that could be reviewed by the Administrative Appeals Tribunal
on the merits; and

= allowing any such AAT matter to be appealed on a matter of law to the Federal Court; or

= allowing the decision of the authority to be one that can be reviewed by the courts per the
Administrative Decisions (Judicial Review) Act 1974 {Cth).

Given the need to make any redress process as informal, efficient and accessible as possible, it is
recommended that any review process be timely and as informal as possible in its processes. It is
essential that applicants be given the opportunity for a review to take place, and a process of allowing a
full internal review on the merits, would allow for this.

Recommendation 17: That any decision of the Board awarding redress under a national Australian
scheme should be reviewable and, particularly, claimants should have the right to seek a review of the
Board’s award of compensation to them.

29 Noting the Tasmanian, Queensland, South Australian schemes have not allowed for a review process.
30 Residential Institutions Redress Act 2002 s.13(4)(b)

23







