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Overarching guestion

A What are the elements that facilitate
differential pathways and
appropriate service system support
for the safety and welbeing of
women and children living with and
separating from family violence in an
Integrated Iintervention system
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Focus

A Collaborative practice in interagency
workingbetween Child Protection,
Specialistomestic and family
violence services, and Family Law
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A A history of contentious relations

AND opportunities for good practice

ﬁ THE UNIVERSITY OF



rogram Structure




Transformation (Ison, 2009)
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SCOPING REVIEW

A State of Knowledgpaper
A briefing paper

Parenting Research Centre and
University of Melbourne

24 modelsf interagencywork
reviewed
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Purpose

To conduct acoping reviewsing systematic search and selection processes to
map out the evaluations of models of interagency working in order to address
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Research question

What processes or practices dbild protection
servicesandspecialist domestic violence services or
family lawengage in so that they can work better
together to improve service responses for women and
children living with and separating from family

violence?
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Models identified

Twentyfour models of interagency working with some degree of child
protection involvement weradentified:

A nine were centred on domestic and family violence services;
A 10 centred on child protection; and

A five were courtbased models.

A nine were Australian models: and

A 15 were norAustralian models.
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Key finding

There idittle definitive data on whicltlearsuggestions for interagency working
In this area can beade.

Qufficient evidence to suggest what works for tBervices and systenus for
the individuals being servedm®t yet available

Howeverc directions for recommended policy and practice emerged.
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Components of interagency
working

Interagency component Models

Management and operations structures and processes 19
Service provision 19
Service planning 18
Entry into the service system 16
Governance changes 14
Quality monitoring of services 12
Attending to the service array 9
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Development of formal agreements for working together and sharing information

Use of operations manuals

Shared theoretical frameworks, goals and vision

Colocation

Shared data management and security systems

Formation of committees and meetings

Appointment of agency representatives and coordinators or liaisons

Allocation of specific child protection funding

Role clarification

Shared intake and referral procedures

Common risk assessments

Agreements to include child protections in various aspects of services

Training on interagency working

Crossagency leadership
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Recommendations cont.

A A stronger evidence base is needed

A Interagency working needs to involueore than just
training;

A Agencies need tpayattention to how the
Infrastructuresurrounding the interagency collaboration
may support thisvork;

A Particularattention couldbe paid to the involvement of
child protection indomestic and family violence
serviceg; child protection involvement was lacking in
several of the identified models.
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Challenges in the CP work

A Developing a differential response

1) not all children s
) Unethical to res

now signs of significanharm

oond to women seekingelp with a

referral to child protection
i) Inundating the child protection system
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PATHWAY S

A Purpose: to understand how
the child protection system -
Intervenes with families ‘ =
where D/FV is identified in an
Initial report

A Data from2010/2011 &
2013/2014 .
I NSW Community Services

I Victoria Department of Health
and Human Services

I WA Department for Child
Protection and Family Support
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Pathways Methodology

A Analysis 1: Descriptive

I comparing family demographic & case
characteristics with identified D/FV reported to
the CP system with families reported without
D/FV identified

A Analysis 2: Assessing effects of triage on the system

A Analysis 3: Crogarisdictional issues
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Background

A Preliminary work has indicated that CP systems face a numbe
of challenges with families where D/FV Is an identified issue

A The three jurisdictions differ in terms of where within the
system these problems arise, how they manifest and the
strengths and challenges to the system in addressing the issue
of D/FV

ﬁ THE U SITY OF
MEL[’-C}U RINE

e



New South Wales

AIn 2010, NSW introduced a number of innovations to the
system to better triage cases of suspected harm to children

A Divert those which do not meet the statutory threshold of Risk
Of Significant Harm (ROSH) out of CP system and towards
appropriate service provision

A Two most significant innovations were the Child Wellbeing
Units (CWU) and the Mandatory Reporters Guide (MRG)
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Western Australia

An 2013, WA introduced the Family and Domestic Violence
Response Team (FDVRT), a process which involves early triag
between WA police, nogovernment Family and Domestic
Violence Coordinated Response Services (CRS) and the
Department for Child Protection and Family Support (CPES)
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Victoria

A The state of Victoria has not introduced processes similar to
NSW and WA to its system

A However, Victoria has developed statéde family violence
specialist services and family support services for early
Intervention

ﬁ THE UNIVERSITY OF



Parallel processes In research and practice

A The nature of colla
A Reflections on the

noration

orocesses required for 5 state child

protection departments to engage in case reading training and

workshops
A The levers to open

the policy window?
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Challenge 2: Intervention with perpetrators (mainly men)



