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Jesuit Social Services: Who we are and what we do  

Jesuit Social Services has been working for more than 40 years delivering practical support and 
advocating for improved policies to achieve strong, cohesive and vibrant communities where every 
individual can play their role and flourish. 

We work with some of the most marginalised individuals and communities, often experiencing 
multiple and complex challenges. Jesuit Social Services works where the need is greatest and where 
we have the capacity, experience and skills to make the most difference. 

Our services span Victoria, New South Wales and the Northern Territory where we support more than 
57,000 individuals and families.  

Our service delivery and advocacy focuses on the following key areas: 

• Justice and crime prevention – people involved with the justice system 

• Mental health and wellbeing – people with multiple and complex needs and those affected 
by suicide, trauma and complex bereavement 

• Settlement and community building – recently arrived immigrants and refugees, and 
disadvantaged communities 

• Education, training and employment – people with barriers to sustainable employment. 

The promotion of education, lifelong learning and capacity building is fundamental to all our activity. 
We believe this is the most effective means of helping people to reach their potential and exercise 
their full citizenship. This, in turn, strengthens the broader community.  

Research, advocacy and policy are coordinated across all program and major interest areas of Jesuit 
Social Services. Our advocacy is grounded in the knowledge, expertise and experiences of program 
staff and participants, as well as academic research and evidence. We seek to influence policies, 
practices, legislation and budget investment to positively influence participants’ lives and improve 
approaches to address long term social challenges. We do this by working collaboratively with the 
community sector to build coalitions and alliances around key issues, and building strong relationships 
with key decision-makers and the community. 

Our Learning and Practice Development Unit builds the capacity of our services through staff 
development, training and evaluation, as well as articulating and disseminating information on best 
practice approaches to working with participants and communities across our programs.  

We acknowledge the Traditional Custodians of all the lands on which Jesuit Social Services operates 
and pay respect to their Elders past and present. We express our gratitude for their love and care of the 

land and all life. 
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Our recommendations 
 

• That Australian Governments (federal, state and territory), in partnership with the community, 
act immediately to put in place appropriate structures, plans and resources targeted to the 
most vulnerable communities to effectively break the web of disadvantage. Doing so will have 
clear and tangible benefits for children across Australia. 
 

• That youth detention facilities be prioritised as requiring immediate attention as part of 
Optional Protocol to the Convention Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading 
Treatment or Punishment (OPCAT) implementation. 
 

• That an independent third-party reviewer should be established to regularly review conditions 
for those accommodated in regional processing centres. 
 

• The use of isolation of children and young people in youth justice facilities be banned. 
 

• The youth justice workforce must be grounded in principles that place the interests, 
developmental needs and rehabilitation of children and young people at the forefront, with a 
minimum qualification introduced across Australia. 
 

• That offshore processing centres should be closed to ensure the safety, dignity, and legal rights 
of all asylum seekers – with a priority of settling children with their families in Australia as a 
matter of urgency. 
 

• That the Australian Government ceases the immigration detention of children in Australia. 
 

• That restorative approaches such as group conferencing be expanded throughout criminal 
justice systems across Australia, based on the successful Victorian model. 
 

• That the Australian Government withdraw its reservation to article 37(c) of the UNCRC, which 
allows children and young people to be detained with adults. 
 

• That the age of criminal responsibility is raised to 14 (as a minimum) across all states and 
territories, and put in place evidence-based approaches to supporting vulnerable children who 
are below this age. This should include methods of holding them to account, such as 
restorative justice and family centred approaches as well as preventative measures, which 
target the social and economic factors which lead to anti-social behaviour. 
 

• That the Federal Government develop justice targets as part of the Closing the Gap 
framework, including:  

(a) close the gap in the rates of imprisonment between Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander people and non-Indigenous people by 2040; and  

(b) cut disproportionate rates of violence against Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
people to at least close the gap by 2040, with priority strategies for women and 
children.1 
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• That governments consider introducing the use of Racial Equity Tools to guide policy decision-
making.  
 

• That, reiterating the recommendations of the Refugee Council of Australia’s 2016 report 
Addressing the pain of separation for refugee families, the following changes concerning 
access to family reunion for refugees be made:  
 allocate at least 5,000 visas under the family stream of the Migration Program for 

refugee and humanitarian entrants 
 introduce needs-based concessions under the family stream of the Migration Program 
 conduct a consultation with refugee communities, practitioners involved in providing 

support with family reunion applications and other relevant stakeholders to develop a 
process for assessing eligibility for the concessions 

 reduce processing times, increase funding to support the process and remove 
restrictions to family reunion to people arriving by boat 

 reduce the associated costs, increase the allocated places and decouple the 
Community Support Program from the offshore Refugee and Humanitarian Program. 
 

• That all Governments expand restorative justice conferencing to out-of-home care placement. 
 

• That all Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander and CALD young people in out-of-home care 
placement have individual cultural plans developed to ensure that their culturally specific 
needs are met. 
 

• That targets are introduced as part of the Closing the Gap framework that seek to: 
 reduce the rate of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children and young people in 

out-of-home care 
 increase compliance in child protection placements of the Aboriginal Placement 

Principle 
 

• That all Governments extend the age of young people leaving out-of-home care to 21 years, 
and invest in additional services to support this approach.  
 

• That National Preventive Mechanisms across Australia explore a range of new or innovative 
feedback channels to complement more traditional mechanisms to allow people who have 
been detained to offer their views post-release. 
 

• That National Preventive Mechanisms use third parties (such as community service 
organisations) to give people a voice once they have been released from detention. 
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Introduction 

Jesuit Social Services welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the National Children’s 
Commissioner’s report to the United Nations Committee on the Rights of the Child.  
 
Since the previous United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC) report, there has 
been little progress in the protection of Australian children and young people. Many of the same key 
issues are faced by vulnerable young Australians, and government responses have fallen short. 

Despite Australia’s ratification of the Optional Protocol to the Convention Against Torture (OPCAT), 
young people are still subjected to inhumane treatment, both in criminal justice detention and in the 
offshore facilities accommodating children seeking asylum. Too many children are incarcerated in our 
criminal justice system, and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander young people are still 
overrepresented. The age of criminal responsibility has not been raised, and remains out of line with 
international standards. Young people in out of home care are left vulnerable when they are forced to 
leave state care at 18, without the necessary supports to transition successfully into young adulthood. 
These are areas of particular concern for Jesuit Social Services. 

Our submission offers feedback on a number of the key human rights ‘clusters’ that are relevant to our 
work, with a particular focus on the Northern Territory and Victoria, based on our grounded 
experience and advocacy in these two jurisdictions.  

Often, the young people most affected by these shortcomings in policy and practice are those already 
involved in a web of entrenched disadvantage. Before responding to the specific proposals, we would 
like to highlight some of the critical issues faced by particular communities which inform the discussion 
of children’s rights.  

Entrenched disadvantage 

In 2015, Jesuit Social Services along with Catholic Social Services Australia released the findings of its 
fourth Dropping off the Edge report (DOTE),2 which found that complex and entrenched disadvantage 
continues to be experienced by a small but persistent number of locations in each state and territory 
across Australia. These communities experience a web-like structure of disadvantage, with significant 
problems including unemployment, a lack of affordable and safe housing, low educational attainment, 
and poor quality infrastructure and services.3  

A new approach 

The social fabric of communities can play an influential role in buffering the worst effects of 
disadvantage4, with community factors being shown to influence mental health levels in children5, 
educational achievement and levels of safety and crime6.  

The impacts of trauma (including neglect and exposure to violence) on children are severe and have 
lasting consequences, with altered brain growth and psychological functioning shown to be linked to 
trauma7. There are long-term social costs associated with this, including mental health issues and 
other chronic health problems, criminality, homelessness, substance misuse and abuse and 
intergenerational transmission of abuse. It is estimated that child abuse and neglect in Australia cost 
almost $5 billion per year, including interventions and the associated long-term human and social 
costs8. 
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A new approach is needed so we do not continue to fail the communities that bear the greatest 
burden of disadvantage. A sustained long-term commitment across the government, community and 
business sectors is urgently required to resolve this complex problem. 

Jesuit Social Services calls on all Governments, in partnership with the community, to act immediately 
to put in place appropriate structures, plans and resources targeted to our most vulnerable 
communities to effectively break the web of disadvantage. 

We need a multi-layered, cooperative and coordinated strategy that is owned and driven by the 
community. It must involve all layers of government and the business and community sectors, 
reflecting shared responsibility and joint commitment to resolve this entrenched problem. This 
strategy must take account of the unique characteristics and circumstances of local communities and 
be sustained over the long term. It must be: 

• Targeted – The response must be targeted or concentrated to specific areas that meet the most 
severe criteria for disadvantage. 

• Tailored – The policies, programs and approach to dealing with disadvantage in a community 
must be unique to that community’s needs, tailored to their particular circumstances, based on 
the unique linkages between indicators in that area and supplemented by informed audits of 
existing programs in that locality. 

• Integrated and cooperative – The response needs to acknowledge that disadvantage in one 
dimension of life (e.g. unemployment) reinforces disadvantage in other areas (e.g. household 
income). Effective responses to reducing disadvantage must address the multiple and 
interrelated causes and exacerbating factors that underpin the entrenched nature of 
disadvantage experienced by communities. Effective responses therefore involve cooperation 
between government and departmental portfolios, integrated community initiatives and 
coordination between different levels of government. 

• A long term horizon – DOTE 2015 demonstrates that not only is entrenched disadvantage 
persistent across time but that short-term policies do not work in addressing the experience of 
disadvantage among communities. A long-term, bipartisan commitment is vital to prevent 
communities from dropping off the edge. 

• Community owned and driven – Community leaders must be engaged to drive sustained 
change. A new approach must recognise the strength within communities and work with them 
to build capacity, generate action, attract external resources and maintain direction and energy. 
There is a well-documented history of the benefit of ‘aid’, disconnected from the strengthening 
of specific community capacities, tapering off and disappearing once external inputs cease. 

• Engaged at the individual, community and national levels – Research into the outcomes people 
experience in life demonstrates that individuals are affected by their own capabilities and 
opportunities, their family circumstances, their community, and the broader social and 
economic environment. Any effective change in the outcomes for individuals must therefore 
include action across these three domains of life: individual, community and macro 
environment. 
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Special protection measures 

Special protection measures enshrine the rights of young people in justice contexts, the rights of 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander young people, and the rights of young people outside their 
country of origin seeking refugee protection.  

Children outside their country of origin seeking refugee protection, 
unaccompanied asylum-seeking children, internally displaced children, migrant 
children and children affected by migration 

Article 22 

Treatment of children seeking asylum 
It is a tragedy that the Australian Government continues to needlessly prolong its punishment of men, 
women and children seeking asylum who arrived by boat - ostensibly to discourage irregular migration, 
despite this being largely accomplished through boat turn backs - rather than finding a durable 
solution to resolve the status of a significant number of people in Australia’s care.   

Australia is the only country in the world to detain children who seek asylum as a first option, rather 
than last option. Australia’s treatment of children who come here seeking asylum is in breach of a 
myriad of international human rights obligations that Australia has ratified, including the UNCRC.  

We acknowledge the significant decrease in the number of children held in immigration detention 
facilities during this reporting period. However, we note that children remain subject to statutory 
indefinite mandatory immigration detention should they arrive in Australia by irregular means or lose 
their lawful status. Research indicates that children in migrant detention are at an increased risk of 
psychosocial and developmental problems, particularly given the prevalence of histories of trauma 
amongst this cohort, and the re-traumatising effects detention can have.21 A third of children in 
immigration detention in Australia have experienced a mental health disorder requiring psychiatric 
attention. Over 300 children committed or threatened self-harm over a 15-month period.22 Regardless 
of the conditions in which children are held, a number of studies have shown that detention has a 
profound and negative impact on child health and development. Even very short periods of detention 
can undermine child psychological and physical well-being and compromise their cognitive 
development. We support the End Child Detention Coalition recommendation for the Australian 
Government to pass legislation which reflects the current practice of placing children in an alternative 
to detention program in the community when on Australian territory. 

A significant number of children who have sought refugee status in Australia have been denied access 
to appropriate protection. Children in the so-called ‘legacy caseload’, now recognised as refugees, face 
an uncertain future, having only been granted temporary visas. In addition, after almost five years of 
waiting, 22 children and their families remain in the Nauru Regional Processing Centre without a 
permanent solution. 23  

Jesuit Social Services believes that offshore processing centres should be closed to ensure the safety, 
dignity, and legal rights of all asylum seekers. We call on the Australian Government to close down the 
Nauru processing operation and to bring all asylum-seekers and refugees in Nauru to Australia. The 
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• an understanding of the particular needs of Aboriginal children and young people who are 
overrepresented in the youth justice system 

• the critical role of education as a protective factor, and the need to ensure vulnerable 
children’s continued engagement in school. 

Our approach 

Recognising the need to divert vulnerable children away from the youth justice system, Jesuit Social 
Services delivers the Barreng Moorop program in partnership with the Victorian Aboriginal Legal 
Service (VALS) and the Victorian Aboriginal Child Care Agency (VACCA). The program is funded by the 
Commonwealth Government, and in 2017 was transitioned from Jesuit Social Services as the lead to 
VACCA to administer and run the program, with VALS and Jesuit Social Services remaining engaged as 
partners. 

Barreng Moorop works with 10-14 year old children, their siblings and their families residing in the 
North and West metropolitan regions of Melbourne who intersect the criminal justice system. The 
program provides culturally responsive trauma-informed services to divert young Aboriginal people 
away from the criminal justice system.  Since its inception in 2015, Barreng Moorop has assisted 35 
Aboriginal children and their families. 

Barreng Moorop works with the whole family and community (where appropriate) to provide a wrap-
around response, understanding the composition of Aboriginal families, in which the extended family 
plays an active role. The responsibility of child care and rearing is shared amongst a range of family 
members with, in many cases, a multi-generational core of kin providing primary care.  

Barreng Moorop works with, and provides support to, family members with the focus of using family, 
community and culture as a protective factor to divert young people away from the criminal justice 
system in a manner which is sustainable and genuine. 

Barreng Moorop uses trauma informed practice which acknowledges past trauma Aboriginal people 
have experienced throughout history due to colonisation, loss of culture and connection to land and 
the removal of children from their families. We note that these factors and the impact of 
transgenerational trauma plays out in the daily life of many of the Aboriginal children and families we 
work with. 

Outcomes2 from Barreng Moorop participants in 2016-17 show that a number of positive 
improvements were seen, including:  

• 82 per cent of participants had an improved view of self 
• 76 per cent of participants had improved health and wellbeing 
• 76 per cent of participants had improved connection with family 
• 76 per cent of participants had an improved capacity to set goals 
• 65 per cent of participants had improved participation in education or employment. 

Racial Equity Tools 
One of the measures being used in the US to address the overrepresentation of minority groups in the 
criminal justice system is the adoption of ‘Racial Equity Tools’, which Jesuit Social Services was 

                                                           
2 Data sourced from internal participant database measuring improvements against Jesuit Social Services’ Our Way of 
Working outcomes in 2016-17 
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introduced to during meetings with Seattle University and the City of Seattle as part of our recent 
#JusticeSolutions study tour3.  
 
Racial Equity Tools provide a structure for institutionalising the consideration of racial equity and 
involve assessing (in several ways and at several stages) racial elements of any new proposals (see 
Appendix B, which contains an outline of a Racial Equity Tool). The Tool is designed to integrate explicit 
consideration of racial equity in decisions, including policies, practices, programs and budgets. The tool 
is both a product and a process. Use of a Racial Equity Tool can help to develop strategies and actions 
that reduce racial inequities and improve outcomes for all groups, such as lowering the 
overrepresentation of people of colour in prison. 
 
The Tool recognises that many current inequities in our society are sustained by historical legacies, 
structures and systems that repeat patterns of exclusion. Without intentional intervention, institutions 
and structures will continue to perpetuate racial inequities. Seattle’s support for Racial Equity Tools 
acknowledges that Government has the ability to implement policy change at multiple levels and 
across multiple sectors to drive larger systemic change.  
 
A Racial Equity Tool:  

• proactively seeks to eliminate racial inequities and advance equity  
• identifies clear goals, objectives and measurable outcomes 
• engages community in decision-making processes  
• identifies who will benefit or be burdened by a given decision, examines potential unintended 

consequences of a decision, and develops strategies to advance racial equity and mitigate 
unintended negative consequences  

• develops mechanisms for successful implementation and evaluation of impact.  

The tool can be used at multiple levels to increase impact and effectiveness, such as: 

• government staff: the routine use of a Racial Equity Tool by staff provides the opportunity to 
integrate racial equity across the breadth, meaning all governmental functions, and depth, 
meaning across hierarchy. 

• elected officials: elected officials have the opportunity to use a Racial Equity Tool to set broad 
priorities, bringing consistency between values and practice. 

• community organisations: community based organisations can ask questions of government 
about use of Racial Equity Tools to ensure accountability. In addition, community based 
organisations can use a similar or aligned Racial Equity Tool within their own organisations to 
also advance racial equity. 

Racial Equity Tools promote data and evidence-based policy decisions that also target specific 
geographic areas, critical if we are to address locational, entrenched disadvantage. They promote 
targeting our responses to the most vulnerable members of society and they encourage governments 
to recognise the unintended consequences of their decisions and to partner with disproportionately 
affected communities to achieve long-term positive change.  
 
Racial Equity Tools may be useful in the Australian context, particularly for addressing the over-
representation of Aboriginal and Torres Strait peoples in the criminal justice system. Jesuit Social 
                                                           
3 See full report here: https://jss.org.au/justicesolutions-expanding-the-conversation/  
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At present, the main avenue for people who have had their refugee status confirmed and want to 
attempt to reunite with family members is the Special Humanitarian Program. However, demand 
outstrips the number of available places and many refugees face significant barriers sourcing evidence 
to validate their claims. People who apply for the Special Humanitarian Program are also subject to 
prolonged waiting periods which leads to uncertainty and stress, and has a detrimental impact on 
people’s health and wellbeing.  

 
Children deprived of family environment 

Article 10 

Out-of-home care 
Expanding restorative justice 
It is well established that there are clear links between young people’s involvement in the out-of-home 
care system and youth justice. The Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW) reported that 
between 2014 and 2016, 6.5 per cent of young people involved in the child protection system were 
also under youth justice supervision at some point within this two year period. This is 12 times the rate 
of youth justice supervision in the wider population.41 
 
Jesuit Social Services believes that there is an opportunity to work in a better way with young people 
who find themselves in challenging situations in out-of-home care settings. Currently these young 
people have limited access to a therapeutic, diversionary, restorative based process to work through 
the issues they face. Too often, the criminal justice system ends up being the default response for 
these young people. A restorative justice process using the methodology of Group Conferencing is an 
effective means of addressing conflict and repairing the harms experienced by children in residential 
units. 

Reiterating the recommendations of the Refugee Council of Australia’s 2016 report 
‘Addressing the pain of separation for refugee families’, we call for the following 
changes concerning access to family reunion for refugees to be made:  

1. allocate at least 5,000 visas under the family stream of the Migration Program 
for refugee and humanitarian entrants 

2. introduce needs-based concessions under the family stream of the Migration 
Program 

3. conduct a consultation with refugee communities, practitioners involved in 
providing support with family reunion applications and other relevant 
stakeholders to develop a process for assessing eligibility for the concessions 

4. reduce processing times, increase funding to support the process and remove 
restrictions to family reunion to people arriving by boat 

5. reduce the associated costs, increase the allocated places and decouple the 
Community Support Program from the offshore Refugee and Humanitarian 
Program. 
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Restorative Justice Group Conferencing is a proven tool that works particularly well when used 
alongside purposeful, intentional case management targeted at the needs of the young person, their 
family and more broadly at community. Importantly, it is also a process that offers the victims of crime 
and their family a stronger voice in the justice process and an opportunity to seek closure for what has 
often been a terrible experience in their life. Group Conferencing should be used as part of a range of 
interventions to address a young person's offending and a way of starting to get the young person to 
have the dialogue and begin to consider the impact of their offending.  

We recommend all Governments commit to adopting an effective therapeutic and restorative 
intervention at the pre-court/pre-sentence stage to address issues that contribute to young people’s 
challenging behaviour within residential units and therefore divert them from possible criminal 
charges. 
 

 

Culturally specific needs 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander child and young people are more at risk of involvement in child 
protection than their non-Indigenous peers. Nationally, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children 
and young people are 7.6 times more likely to come into contact with child protection.42 
 
The former Victorian Commissioner for Aboriginal Children and Young People Andrew Jackomos’s 
landmark Taskforce 1000 project and subsequent Always Was, Always Will Be Koori Children report 
found that, in Victoria alone, more than 86 per cent of Aboriginal young people were case managed by 
a non-Aboriginal agency, 60 per cent were placed with a non-Aboriginal carer, 42 per cent were away 
from their extended family, and more than 40 per cent were separated from their brothers and 
sisters.43 Nationally, recent AIHW findings revealed that while in total, 68 per cent of Indigenous 
children in out of home care were placed with other relatives/kin, other Indigenous caregivers, or in 
Indigenous residential care, this varied on a state to state basis. In Queensland 43 per cent of 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander young people in out of home care were not placed in homes that 
met any of these standards. In Tasmania, this figure is 58.8 per cent.44  

We recommend that all Governments expand restorative justice conferencing to out-of-home 
care placement. 

 

Jesuit Social Services believes that all Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander and CALD young 
people in out-of-home care placement should have individual cultural plans developed to 
ensure that their culturally specific needs are met. 

Jesuit Social Services calls for the introduction of targets as part of the Closing the Gap 
framework that seek to: 
• reduce the rate of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children and young people in 

out-of-home care 

• increase compliance in child protection placements of the Aboriginal Placement 
Principle. 

 
 

  

 



24 
 

Extending the age of young people leaving out-of-home care 
Jesuit Social Services endorses the Home Stretch campaign, advocating for the extension of out-of-
home care to the age of 21. The current requirement of young people to leave out-of-home care at the 
age of 18 is seeing many young people transitioning from out-of-home care directly into welfare, the 
justice system and/or homelessness supports. While Tasmanian and South Australian state 
government have recently committed to extending the out-of-home care age to 21, other states and 
territories are yet to follow.  

Children and young people in out-of-home care are some of society’s most vulnerable. They have 
traumatic histories of abuse and neglect that they are often still recovering from. They often 
experience inadequacies in the quality of their care (this has been highlighted in a 2015 Senate Inquiry, 
Protecting Victoria’s Vulnerable Children, and in former Victorian Commissioner for Children and 
Young People Bernie Geary’s As a good parent would report). They also can have limited support 
networks beyond their care setting.  

Currently, young people leaving out-of-home care are: 

• more likely to come from areas of lower socioeconomic status: in 2016-2017, 35 per cent of 
children involved with child protection were from the lowest socioeconomic area45  

• more likely to be of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander background: Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander Children are 10 times more likely to be in out-of-home care46 

• more likely to come into contact with the justice system: In 2015-2016, young people in the 
child protection system were 12 times more likely to also be under youth justice supervision.  

• more likely to experience periods of homelessness: 35% of young people experience 
homelessness within the first 12 months of leaving care47 

• more likely to have or to develop mental illness48 
• more likely to have low levels of educational attainment: a study of 77 care leavers found 

that 53% had an educational attainment level of Year 10 or below49 
• more likely to have a problem with substance abuse: a study of 77 care leavers found that 

53% had a substance abuse problem50 

International research highlights that the extension of the out-of-home care system to 21 years, that 
provides holistic support and a stable living environment for young people, would see improvements 
in: 

• educational and employment outcomes51 
• housing stability52 
• physical and mental health53  
• alcohol and drug dependency54  
• contact with the justice system55 
• civic participation and social integration56. 

Young people leaving care need a graduated transition into adulthood that provides ongoing, holistic 
support for their needs. Access to stable, supported housing plays a crucial role in assisting those 
leaving care to transition successfully. Providing the security of a stable living environment and 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Our vision and model for youth justice  
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Appendix B: Racial Equity Tool 

The Racial Equity Tool is set of six steps and questions:57 

Step 1. Proposal  

• What is the policy, program, practice or budget decision under consideration?  
• What are the desired results and outcomes?  
• What does this proposal have an ability to impact? 

Step 2. Data  

• What’s the data? What does the data tell us?  
• Will the proposal have impacts in specific geographic areas (neighborhoods, areas, or regions)? 

What are the racial demographics of those living in the area?  
• What does population level data tell you about existing racial inequities?  
• What does it tell you about root causes or factors influencing racial inequities? 

Step 3. Community engagement  

• How have communities been engaged?  
• Are there opportunities to expand engagement? 
• Who are the most affected community members who are concerned with or have experience 

related to this proposal? How have you involved these community members in the 
development of this proposal?  

• What has your engagement process told you about the burdens or benefits for different 
groups? 

• What has your engagement process told you about the factors that produce or perpetuate 
racial inequity related to this proposal? 

Step 4. Analysis and strategies  

• Who will benefit from or be burdened by your proposal?  
• What are your strategies for advancing racial equity or mitigating unintended consequences?  
• Given what you have learned from the data and stakeholder involvement, how will the 

proposal increase or decrease racial equity? Who would benefit from or be burdened by your 
proposal? 

• What are potential unintended consequences? What are the ways in which your proposal 
could be modified to enhance positive impacts or reduce negative impacts? 

• Are there complementary strategies that you can implement? What are ways in which existing 
partnerships could be strengthened to maximise impact in the community? How will you 
partner with stakeholders for long-term positive change? 

• Are the impacts aligned with your community outcomes defined in Step #1? 

Step 5. Implementation  

• What is your plan for implementation?  
• Is your plan: realistic? adequately funded? adequately resourced with personnel? adequately 

resourced with mechanisms to ensure successful implementation and enforcement? 
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adequately resourced to ensure on-going data collection, public reporting, and community 
engagement? 

Step 6. Accountability and communication 

• How will you ensure accountability, communicate, and evaluate results? 
• How will impacts be documented and evaluated? Are you achieving the anticipated outcomes? 

Are you having impact in the community? 
• What are your messages and communication strategies that are will help advance racial 

equity? 
• How will you continue to partner and deepen relationships with communities to make sure 

your work to advance racial equity is working and sustainable for the long haul? 
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