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Good morning VIC colleagues,
 
Thank you for your nominations to participate in the working group to support the development of a national hate crimes and incidents database.
 
To inform next steps on this work we are requesting input from members on the current approaches in their jurisdiction for the reporting of hate crimes and incidents, including relevant legislation, guidance material and reporting
mechanisms. The input will be used to inform the development of consistent definitions of hate crimes and incidents and the design of the national database, and will be discussed at future working group meetings.
 
Please fill out the attached document and return your jurisdiction’s input by COB 3 April 2025.
 
Noting the Working Group includes members from both police and justice policy agencies in your jurisdiction, we would be happy to receive either consolidated input from your jurisdiction, or an individual response from each
agency, depending on your preferences.   
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National Security Information Branch | Attorney-General’s Department
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If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and permanently
delete and/or destroy this email and all attachments. Any other use, disclosure, or handling of
this email and/or any attachments is unauthorised. 

Victoria Police does not represent or warrant that this email and any attachments are free from
computer viruses and/or other defects. To the extent permitted by law, Victoria Police excludes
all liability arising from or in connection with any computer viruses, defects and/or any
unauthorised use, disclosure and/or handling of this email and/or any attachments.
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Hi 
 
Thank you for your patience while NSW has compiled input on our jurisdictional
arrangements for reporting of hate crimes and incidents.
 
Please see attached consolidated input from DCJ, NSWPF, TCO and Premier’s
Department.
 
Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions.
 

A/Director
Law Enforcement and Crime Team
Policy, Reform and Legislation Branch
Department of Communities and Justice

www.dcj.nsw.gov.au
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Good morning NSW colleagues,
 
Thank you for your nominations to participate in the working group to support the development
of a national hate crimes and incidents database.
 
To inform next steps on this work we are requesting input from members on the current
approaches in their jurisdiction for the reporting of hate crimes and incidents, including relevant
legislation, guidance material and reporting mechanisms. The input will be used to inform the
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development of consistent definitions of hate crimes and incidents and the design of the
national database, and will be discussed at future working group meetings.
 
Please fill out the attached document and return your jurisdiction’s input by COB 3 April 2025.
 
Noting the Working Group includes members from both police and justice policy agencies in
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National Security Information Branch | Attorney-General’s Department
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1 Executive summary 

Racial and religious hate conducta harms people, communities and 

societies. In its preamble, Victoria’s key law against vilifying conduct, the 

Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001, describes this conduct as 

diminishing the dignity, self-worth and belonging of First Peoples, 

racialised people and marginalised religious people.1 Decades of 

research shows that hate conduct harms health, leads to violence and 

marginalises communities.2 

When someone experiences or witnesses a hate incident in Victoria, they can report these 

incidents through one or more avenues: 

▪ 4 statutory reporting avenues operated by government agencies under their statutory 

functions: the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission (the 

Commission), Victoria Police, the Australian Human Rights Commission and the eSafety 

Commissioner 

▪ 8 third-party reporting avenues (TPRs) led and operated primarily by community 

organisations. 

As part of its response to the Victorian Legislative Assembly Legal and Social Issues 

Committee’s Inquiry into anti-vilification protections (the Inquiry), the Victorian Government 

funded the Commission to prepare this options paper on potential next steps for the Victorian 

Government to support TPRs as an additional avenue to statutory agencies. 

The Commission has consistently heard from Victorian communities that hate incidents occur 

frequently, they want to be able to report them, and they want to see individual or systemic 

outcomes. In the Commission’s 2024 survey on racism and religious hatred, more than one-

fifth (22.9%, n=106) of Victorian respondents reported that they experienced racism or 

religious hatred on a daily basis. A further 18.6% (n=86) reported experiencing racism or 

religious hatred on a weekly basis. 

Reporting avenues can play a dual role in terms of hate incidents: in responding to harm and 

in collecting data to inform efforts to prevent future harm. Without this data, prevention 

strategies are less targeted and may be less effective.b 

‘The collection of data […] is vital in helping advocates and policymakers alike get a 

better sense of the depth and breadth of the issues they are trying to tackle. As we 

know, what gets measured, gets acted on.’ – Mariam Veiszadeh, Founding Chair of the 

Islamophobia Register Australia3 

 
a  In this paper, this includes behaviours, speech and actions which express, support, cause, 

encourage or are motivated by racial and religious prejudice and hate. 
b  The Commission’s Preventing racial and religious hate: An evidence-based toolkit for preventing 

prejudice and vilification (2024) details evidence-based prevention approaches. That report was 

also completed in response to the Inquiry and with the support of the Victorian Government. 
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In preparing this options paper, the Commission conducted an international literature review 

and spoke with community members, experts and operators of reporting avenues. It became 

clear that Victorians want to be able to report for different reasons, in ways that are 

accessible and convenient, and through a range of avenues depending on their individual 

needs, confidence and trust. 

However, empirical and anecdotal evidence demonstrates that hate incidents are 

underreported. There are significant barriers to reporting for community members, including 

awareness, trust and accessibility. There are also operational challenges for third-party 

reporting avenues themselves, primarily around resourcing and capacity. 

The Commission identified 3 key priorities for reporting avenues: awareness, access and 

support. This options paper outlines key barriers to reporting in Chapter 3, provides profiles 

on each reporting avenue available in Victoria (as well as notable case studies of hybrid third-

party/statutory reporting models) in Chapter 4, and finally, in Chapter 5, explores 6 options 

for the Victorian Government to improve awareness, access and support: 

1. To increase awareness of what communities can report and where 

2. To expand coverage and increase community access to reporting avenues 

3. To improve multilingual access to reporting avenues 

4. To improve support outcomes for those accessing third-party reporting avenues 

5. To share know-how and best practice between existing and prospective TPRs 

6. To support new avenues by providing a ready-to-go turnkey for prospective TPRs 

These options can be implemented individually, but when implemented together in this order, 

they build on each other with the aim to: 

▪ improve the effectiveness and reach of existing avenues 

▪ establish frameworks to ensure existing and prospective TPRs are skilled and trusted 

▪ support a sustainable, diversified system of reporting avenues, where statutory and 

third-party avenues complement each other in providing pathways for communities. 

In the 3 years since the Inquiry’s final report was released, the reporting landscape has 

grown, and communities have welcomed and used the new avenues available to them 

alongside the existing ones. Throughout our consultations, community members were 

pleased to learn about the avenues available to them. 

The need for community-led reporting avenues has grown as geopolitical events and 

domestic political discourse lead to heightened racism in Australia. Anxiety, distress and 

harm are increasing for Victoria’s communities affected by racial and religious hate: First 

Peoples, racialised Victorians and Victorians from marginalised religious communities. 

In this context, the Commission presents this paper recommending 6 options – underpinned 

by evidence and feedback from consultations – for consideration. The Victorian Government 

has an opportunity to strengthen the reporting landscape at a time when communities need 

these avenues most. 
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2 Background to the options 

paper 

In 2020, the Victorian Legislative Assembly Legal and Social Issues 

Committee (the Committee) examined Victoria’s current anti-vilification 

laws and the effectiveness of the operation of the Racial and Religious 

Tolerance Act. The Committee considered a range of issues, including 

evidence of increasing vilification and hate behaviours in Victoria. 

The Committee made 36 recommendations to strengthen Victoria’s anti-vilification 

protections, including recommendation 33: 

That the Victorian Government implement third party (community led) reporting 

mechanisms in trusted community organisations as an additional avenue to report 

vilification and hate crimes to relevant authorities—the Victorian Equal Opportunity and 

Human Rights Commission and Victoria Police.4 

In 2023, the Victorian Government funded the Commission to prepare this options paper to 

inform its response to recommendation 33. This options paper focuses on third-party 

reporting avenues (TPRs) available to people in Victoria and how Victoria’s TPR 

landscape can be strengthened. It also considers the role of the Commission’s Community 

Reporting Tool (CRT) in supporting the TPR landscape. 

2.1 About the Commission 

The Commission is Victoria’s human rights regulator. We are an independent body with 

responsibilities under 4 laws: 

▪ the Change or Suppression (Conversion) Practices Prohibition Act 2021 (Vic) 

▪ the Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 (Vic) (the Charter) 

▪ the Equal Opportunity Act 2010 (Vic) 

▪ the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act. 

The Commission’s role is to protect and promote human rights; to eliminate discrimination, 

sexual harassment and victimisation to the greatest extent possible; and to prevent and 

respond to change or suppression practices. We do this through a range of functions, 

including resolving complaints and reports; undertaking investigations; developing and 

delivering educational resources and programs; and assisting Victorians to understand their 

rights. 
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2.3 Scope and data sources 

The project aims to understand key evidence and local experiences of reporting hate 

incidents. The options paper explores: 

▪ community perceptions, barriers and experiences relating to reporting racial and 

religious hate incidents 

▪ existing statutory and third-party reporting avenues 

▪ options for improving third-party reporting avenues (as alternative or complementary 

pathways to statutory avenues) to support the next stage of the Victorian Government’s 

implementation of recommendation 33. 

The options paper does not: 

▪ present or explore definitions of (or an appropriate threshold for) hate incidents, 

vilification or hate crimes 

▪ provide detailed assessments of the sustainability, scalability, viability, costs or 

resourcing of options 

▪ propose options wholly relating to statutory reporting avenues (including the 

Commission’s core services and Victoria Police reporting avenues). 

The following table details the data sources that inform this paper. The project’s approach is 

modelled off evidence-informed practice, which integrates: 

▪ the rights and perspectives of those affected (in this instance, communities affected by 

racial and religious hate) 

▪ the best available research and evaluation evidence 

▪ practitioner knowledge and insights (in this instance, reporting avenue operators) 

▪ contextual information (in this instance, about the community, legal and reporting 

contexts in Victoria and Australia).7 
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2.4 The Victorian context 

Community members told the Commission that hate incidents have increased in frequency 

and severity. These incidents have been experienced in waves linked to major events – most 

recently, during the COVID-19 pandemic and associated restrictions, before and after the 

Voice Referendum, and through the conflict in the Middle East that started in October 2023. 

Numbers of reports of and enquiries about racial and religious vilification to the Commission 

support these community reflections: 

▪ More than one-fifth (22.6%, n=353) of all racial and religious vilification enquiries made in 

the 10-year period up to 30 June 2023 occurred in the first 12 months of COVID-19.e 

▪ Between 1 January and 31 December 2023, 42% (n=37) of racial and religious 

vilification enquiries were between October and December, coinciding with the outcome 

of the Voice Referendum (14 October) and the beginning of the conflict in the Middle 

East that started in 2023 (7 October). 

Community members spoke about many ‘contexts of concern’ where they have experienced 

and/or witnessed hate incidents: 

▪ schools and universities 

▪ workplaces and volunteering 

▪ social media and online comments 

▪ news media and political discourse 

▪ sports and gaming venues 

▪ civic participation (e.g., at council meetings, on local government social media) 

▪ healthcare and support services (e.g., interactions with hospital staff, general 

practitioners, paramedics, aged care services) 

▪ public transport 

▪ extended families (e.g., comments and behaviour from in-laws, relationships being 

forbidden on the basis of race or religion) 

▪ general public life (e.g., interactions at petrol stations, retail, parks, restaurants, bars, 

local events, social events). 

Several of these areas are also reflected in the number of formal complaints of racial and 

religious vilification made to the Commission’s dispute resolution service. Between 1 July 

2013 and 30 June 2023: 

▪ 50.3% (n=81) of complaints were about vilification in general public life – in public 

places, at social events, or in hospitality or retail 

▪ 17.4% (n=28) were about vilification in media, press or advertising 

 
e  March 2020 to February 2021. 
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▪ 13.7% (n=22) were about vilification in social media – this is notable given the additional 

barriers in raising complaints against international social media platforms (e.g., 

identifying and engaging with staff in overseas organisations like Meta). 

The Commission understands that the Crime Statistics Agency Victoria (CSA) is currently 

unable to publish data on prejudice-motivated incidents due to limitations in Victoria Police 

data (e.g., inconsistent recording practices, complexities in identifying prejudice motivation). 

There are low numbers of offences recorded under the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act’s 

criminal provisions.9 There have been 97 criminal offences under the Racial and Religious 

Tolerance Act recorded between April 2014 and March 2024. In the last full recorded year 

(April 2023 to March 2024): 

▪ 4 offences were for inciting serious contempt, revulsion or ridicule on the basis of race 

(1 of these was in a family violence context) 

▪ 1 offence was for inciting hatred or threatening harm on the basis of race.10 

It is important to note that the figures above do not represent the full picture of racial and 

religious hate incidents in Victoria due to the high threshold of current Victorian vilification 

laws,11 as well as the limitations of reporting data. 

2.5 Limitations of reporting data 

The primary limitation of the available data on reporting of hate incidents is underreporting. 

This is well established in the international literature and was confirmed in the Commission’s 

consultations and local research.12 For example, a 2024 Victorian study with 703 survey 

participants and 159 focus group participants found that: 

▪ only 16% of participants had ever reported an experience of racism to an organisation or 

community group 

▪ the vast majority of people (85%) viewed reporting as a high-cost, low reward process 

▪ nearly four-fifths of people (78%) felt both distressed by the process and disappointed in 

the outcome 

▪ the two most common reasons for not reporting were ‘nothing would change’ (91%) and 

‘reporting is too difficult’ (83%) 

▪ underreporting leads to limitations in reported and recorded data about hate incidents.13 

Even when there is reporting data, these statistics might not always accurately reflect 

incident trends because they can be influenced by various barriers and influencing factors, 

including: 

▪ communications and engagement campaigns (e.g., campaigns to raise awareness of 

reporting options might result in a temporary spike in reporting that is not linked to an 

actual increase in hate conduct) 

▪ encouragement or discouragement within communities (which can be specific to 

particular avenues) – this can be related to trust or perceived safety 
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▪ changes in trust towards recipient organisations about how they might respond to or 

handle a report 

▪ perceived lack of outcomes following past reports (either an individual’s own reports or 

other people’s reports) 

▪ changes in individuals’ and communities’ perceived thresholds for behaviour (e.g., if 

more people recognise certain conduct is vilifying) 

▪ changes in recording practices within recipient organisations (e.g., if recipient 

organisations change their thresholds or definitions of hate conduct) 

▪ how recipient organisations choose to analyse, aggregate and/or release data. 

The key barriers to reporting are explored in 3 Barriers to reporting. 

Ultimately, we know that there is a larger picture of hate incidents that have not been 

reported to or recorded by authorities or registers.14 This hinders the ability of governments, 

communities and authorities to make data-informed decisions, including around targeted 

prevention or response strategies.f 

 

 
f  The Commission’s Preventing racial and religious hate (2024) includes evidence-based guidance 

on effective prevention approaches for racial and religious prejudice and hate, as well as how to 

give prevention strategies the best chance of success and lasting impact. 
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After these steps in the reporting journey, there are still steps required for recording reports. 

For example, the reporting avenue needs to be able to accept the report (e.g., due to 

jurisdiction, threshold or legal framework) and it needs to appropriately record it. 

3.1 Lack of awareness of an incident being 

reportable 

Many people do not know whether an incident is reportable or not. If an individual does not 

know that a hate incident is reportable, they are unlikely to report it. 

During consultations, the Commission repeatedly heard that, across communities affected by 

racial and religious hate, awareness and understanding of concepts and terms like ‘racism’, 

‘prejudice’, ‘hate speech’, ‘vilification’ and ‘hate crime’ – and their legal definitions (see 4.1 

Differences between statutory and third-party reporting) – is mixed and often very low. 

This conclusion is supported by contemporary Australian research.19 During one of our First 

Peoples consultations, community members noted that in the absence of education or 

information, communities affected by hate conduct are further burdened with the 

responsibility of learning what is reportable. 

Awareness can also be influenced by internalisation of an incident, preventing people from 

realising they can report experiences they may have normalised or rationalised (see 3.5 

Internalised barriers).20 

3.2 Lack of knowledge of reporting options 

The Commission heard in consultations with third-party reporting avenues, expert 

stakeholders and community members that many community members are not familiar with 

reporting avenues other than Victoria Police. A recent Victorian study supports this, finding 

that, of its survey participants: 

▪ three-quarters (75.2%) did not know where and how to report racism or hate21 

▪ about one-third (35.4%) were not aware of the Commission (and higher proportions 

were not aware of other non-police reporting avenues) 

▪ about one-fifth (19.5%) knew how to access the Commission’s services 

▪ about 1 in 10 (9.5%) were aware of the Commission’s Community Reporting Tool, with 

lower percentages for the Islamophobia Support Service (8.3%; see 4.2.4 ICV 

Islamophobia Support Service) and the Islamophobia Register (6.7%; see 4.2.1 

Islamophobia Register Australia).22 

Consultation participants also stressed that knowledge of reporting options varied 

considerably between different communities in Victoria: 

▪ International students reported receiving no information about discrimination, hate and 

off-campus reporting options as part of their induction. 
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▪ Jewish and Muslim communities in Victoria generally have stronger awareness of 

reporting due to the existence, promotion and other activities of more established, active 

and visible community-specific TPRs like the Jewish Emergency App (see 4.2.5 Jewish 

Emergency App) and the Islamophobia Register (see 4.2.1 Islamophobia Register 

Australia). 

▪ Many communities affected by racial and religious hate in Victoria do not have their own 

TPR (see 3.6 Lack of community-specific reporting avenues) and are reliant on 

statutory avenues they may not know about or trust. 

▪ Even though First Peoples communities have access to 2 TPRs (see 4.2.6 Call It Out 

and the women-only 4.2.7 Maya Cares), community members reported that they did not 

know about these. 

3.3 Lack of trust in reporting avenues 

Trust in institutions and police is a key contributor to fostering reporting of hate incidents, and 

one of the most significant influences on reporting in the literature.23 Higher trust in the police 

and higher perceived legitimacy of the police as an institution both lead to higher reporting, 

whereas lower trust and perceived legitimacy lead to lower reporting.24 One First Peoples 

community member told us: 

‘I know our community would never report to Victoria Police.’ – Community member 

While this options paper focuses on third-party reporting avenues, community perceptions of 

and experiences with police are important to note. Through our consultations, it became 

clear that for many, interactions with police are the main or only reference point when they 

think about reporting hate incidents. In other words, poor experiences with or perceptions of 

reporting to police anecdotally appeared to affect willingness to engage with reporting 

avenues in general. 

Community distrust is often grounded in historic and continuing traumatic relationships 

between police and communities affected by racial and religious hate.25 In both the literature 

and consultations, we heard how the intergenerational impact of violent mistreatment and 

oppressive over-policing from police is felt particularly keenly by First Peoples.26 Police 

efforts to rebuild or create good faith relationships have not fully addressed the distrust (and 

at times hostility) many communities hold towards police.27 Notably, different communities 

have different relationships and measures of trust with police, and some do have higher trust 

and stronger relationships than others.28 For example, the Community Security Group 

Victoria runs training days for Victoria Police officers to educate police on antisemitism and 

community issues (see 4.2.5 Jewish Emergency App). 

Similarly, consultations revealed that past (individual and anecdotally shared) experiences 

with the Commission – as well as community perceptions of the organisation, its services and 

its functions – can lead to low trust or perceived approachability.29 

‘When you think about the Commission’s name, it sounds like a monolith. Am I just going 

to get lost in the system?’ – Community member 
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Community members, TPRs and experts all emphasised to the Commission how essential 

trust is for reporting avenues. Some TPRs noted how some of their success came from time 

and effort spent building trust with their communities, including in proactively communicating 

with community on how reports are being used and responding to feedback. 

Multiple participants in the Commission’s consultations encouraged reporting avenues, 

particularly statutory avenues, to ‘close the loop’ by reporting back after a report is made 

(both individually and at a community or state level through reports, maps or dashboards). 

Doing so could help build trust, increase transparency, contribute to the public historical 

record of incidents, and demonstrate to communities that they are being heard. 

‘It’s a question we always get: “What is going to be done with my report?”’ – TPR 

operator 

The Commission heard definitively that people do not and would not report a hate incident to 

an avenue that they felt they could not trust or would not meet their needs, especially if their 

first experience was negative. For TPRs, trust extended across all levels of reporting 

operations, from managing data and privacy appropriately to providing tailored, community-

specific victim support services. 

In addition, the Commission heard that delays to actioning reports or complaints can 

discourage people from reporting in the first place, although this would depend on the 

circumstances and what outcome the individual was seeking (e.g., immediate support or 

remedy). This is notable as some statutory avenues have reported they are currently 

experiencing delays in actioning complaints.g 

Community members expressed concerns about perpetrators continuing to harm people in 

the time between a report and a resolution. There were also concerns about the mental 

health impacts for targets of hate if outcomes were delayed. One community member told us 

that: 

‘Delays in addressing hate incidents can be critical and sometimes fatal.’ – Community 

member 

  

 
g  For example, the Australian Human Rights Commission currently notes on its website that may be 

a significant delay in actioning complaints due to a large increase in complaints (see also 4.3.3 

Australian Human Rights Commission). 
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3.4 Fear of negative consequences 

In both literature and consultations, the fear of negative consequences has emerged as a 

strong barrier to reporting.30 This can include fears of: 

▪ having an incident or their ‘victim status’ being found out, disclosed or discussed without 

their consent or comfort (particularly if there might be a sense of shame or vulnerability) 

▪ being outed as LGBTIQA+h through the reporting process or experience (e.g., staff at a 

reporting avenue disclosing or discussing someone’s LGBTIQA+ status without their 

consent; someone reluctantly or unwillingly disclosing their LGBTIQA+ status to a 

reporting avenue and/or in order to access the avenue’s services) 

▪ retaliation from the perpetrator (particularly if the perpetrator is a family member or 

coworker) 

▪ being victimised or getting in trouble themselves (including concerns about potential 

implications for their visa status) 

▪ being responsible for a perpetrator being punished (e.g., worrying that the perpetrator 

might lose their job) 

▪ impacts to their life (e.g., work, community standing).31 

Additionally, the psychological and mental cost of making a complaint and having to retell 

and relive traumatic experiences can discourage some victims from reporting. This is 

particularly the case if people receive cold referrals or are navigating multiple services by 

themselves, requiring them to retell their experiences each time they access a different 

service. This barrier to reporting can be compounded by other factors like language and 

cultural barriers in the reporting process. 

3.5 Internalised barriers 

A target or witness’s beliefs, values and perceptions can be barriers to reporting, including 

internalised beliefs that normalise, validate or minimise racial and religious prejudice and 

hate.32 They can include: 

▪ feelings of denial or hopelessness 

▪ normalising or expecting hate as a part of daily life 

▪ believing that prejudice and hate are permitted or accepted in a society, community or 

context (e.g., in a geographic area, at a particular workplace, between or within 

particular racial or religious groups) 

▪ cultural or social norms of shame or vulnerability. 

 
h  For LGBTIQA+ communities, outing is when someone’s gender identity, sexual orientation, 

variation of sex characteristics or health information (e.g., HIV status, medical procedures) is 

disclosed, shared or discussed without their consent or comfort. 
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Community members expressed these internalised barriers to the Commission in different 

ways and contexts. We heard that some international students come to Australia pre-warned 

of racism, so they see it as a normalised and expected part of the international student 

experience. 

‘Growing up in India, there is expectation that you go to Australia and face racism; 

[you’re] conditioned to expect it. I know that when I come here, [Australians] are not 

going to like the fact that I am brown.’ – Community member 

Evidence suggests that internalisation is a particularly strong barrier to reporting of hate 

incidents for First Peoples communities in Victoria.33 In consultations, First Peoples 

community members spoke of a range of reasons they have not or would not report: 

hopelessness, structural oppression, knowing the system is not built for them, pressure to 

adhere to social norms, and not wanting to bring the community into disrepute. 

3.6 Lack of community-specific reporting 

avenues 

In addition to personal or internal barriers to reporting, there are also practical and structural 

barriers. For many racial and religious communities in Victoria, there is no dedicated 

community-specific TPR, leaving them with only statutory reporting avenues.i However, low 

trust can discourage communities from accessing these statutory avenues (see 3.3 Lack of 

trust in reporting avenues). This likely means that communities without TPRs are under-

represented in reporting data and less able to effectively advocate for prevention or response 

measures for their communities. 

In addition to this, reporting options can be dependent on the type of incident, with different 

options fulfilling different needs. The following table demonstrates some examples of what 

members of different communities can currently access, focusing on some of the reasons 

that people report hate incidents (see 5.1.1 Reasons for reporting for further detail on each 

reason).j 

 

 
i  In Victoria, targets or witnesses can access TPRs for First Peoples, Asian, Jewish or Muslim 

communities, as well as a TPR for anti-Palestine racism in schools and a TPR for First Peoples 

women and women of colour (see 4 Current reporting avenues available in Victoria). 
j  These examples are illustrative only and do not portray the intersectional experiences of some 

community members (e.g., Muslim African people). 
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In consultations, we heard that TPRs are important for community development, fostering 

education and awareness of prejudice and hate, and offering culturally appropriate and safe 

reporting avenues that are truly community-led. 

‘There needs to be connection as part of community for me to feel comfortable to report. 

More specific third-party support will make individuals feel connected. There is an idea 

that someone from the community has gone through something similar.’ – Community 

member 

3.7 Accessibility of reporting avenues 

Another practical barrier is the accessibility of reporting avenues. Multiple factors may limit 

accessibility, including: 

▪ physical barriers, including location, lack of in-person access to reporting, and physical 

access to buildings 

▪ digital exclusion created by organisations’ preferences for online or app-based 

reporting, which can be more pronounced for older people, people with disability and 

people in regional or remote areas 

▪ language barriers, including availability in languages other than English, and the clarity 

and phrasing of reporting questions 

▪ technical and design-oriented barriers, such as design or the user experience of 

finding and navigating reporting avenues.34 

Both the literature and our consultations emphasised the importance of a ‘no wrong door’ 

approach to reporting avenues. Recent Victorian research found that, of 685 survey 

respondents, the most preferred reporting methods were talking to someone in-person 

(60.7%) and reporting online (56.3%).35 Community members told us that different people 

have different needs, and reporting avenues need to reflect that. TPRs also raised this point 

and saw co-design, community testing and responsiveness to feedback as essential to 

improving accessibility and safety. 

In addition, TPRs discussed the relationship between resourcing and accessibility. Most TPRs 

were clear that they are small, with limited resources and little funding stability. Limited 

resourcing and capacity can result in TPRs having to make compromises when trying to meet 

communities’ needs and ensure that people can report hate (e.g., only receiving reports 

online as opposed to through in-person reporting centres). 
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4.1 Differences between statutory and third-

party reporting 

Unlike statutory reporting avenues, TPRs do not align with specific legal definitions or 

thresholds of hate incidents, and generally accept reports of what the targets or witnesses 

from those communities themselves perceive to be racial or religious hate (as these 

thresholds or specific conduct can vary). This complicates the comparability of TPR data, as it 

means that reports can fluctuate depending on what communities, segments of communities 

or individuals perceive as hate incidents (including in response to current or recent events), 

more so than statutory avenues with fixed definitions and thresholds. One TPR told the 

Commission that it originally aligned with legal definitions but – due to low understanding of 

racism and tendencies to diminish experiences of racism in the broader community, and a 

perceived narrow scope of current legal definitions – it now deliberately allows people to 

report any perceived experience of racism (see 4.2.6 Call It Out). 

While some TPRs can lead to informal outcomes, they do not have powers to handle 

complaints, resolve, investigate allegations or issue content removal notices – powers which 

the various statutory avenues have. However, TPRs can provide individual support and 

undertake advocacy in ways that statutory reporting avenues cannot. Notably, recent 

Victorian research into what people wanted after an experience of racism found that, of 693 

survey respondents: 

▪ 82.4% wanted emotional support and to be listened to 

▪ 69.5% wanted psychological and/or mental health support 

▪ 48.6% wanted legal support 

▪ 41.9% wanted conflict resolution (e.g., through mediation).36 

TPRs and statutory reporting avenues can complement each other in meeting the different 

needs of people experiencing hate. This also follows international practice in the area, 

particularly in the UK and Europe,37 and links to 2 of the Inquiry’s recommendations: 

▪ recommendation 27, for the Victorian Government to fund services that support 

communities affected by racial and religious hate38 

▪ recommendation 30, for the Commission and Victoria Police to strengthen working 

relationships and information sharing, including to relevant peak and community 

organisations where appropriate.39 
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Two of the Register’s key functions are: 

▪ to provide on-request referrals to support services for targets of Islamophobia – these 

are facilitated by victim support officers, and referrals can be to Muslim-centred legal, 

mental health and victim support services, as well as escalation to police 

▪ as an academic and research tool, monitored by a small team of researchers – data is 

collected, analysed and published every 2 years. 

All reports are verified through follow-ups by staff and volunteers.n The Commission heard 

that offline reports are harder to verify, and reports that cannot be verified are discarded to 

preserve the quality and veracity of the data. 

Anecdotally, the Commission has heard that some groups in Muslim communities discourage 

reporting to the Register due to community political disagreements, as well as the Register 

being founded and led by women. 

Initial development 

The Register was founded in 2014 in response to growing anecdotal evidence of 

Islamophobia. It began as a Facebook page and later became an online form, developed in 

collaboration with academics. The Register was the first of its kind in Australia to record, 

analyse and publish data on Islamophobia.  

Ongoing development 

The Register is regularly updated based on community feedback and academic analysis. 

Ongoing development is research-driven, then tested and reviewed by and with community. 

Changes to the reporting form are largely in response to strategic targets and conversations 

with community leaders, alongside the Register’s academic team. The mental health and 

wellbeing impacts of Islamophobia are current academic research priorities, reflected in the 

reporting form’s current questions. The Register told the Commission that when it makes 

changes, it is careful not to make its form longer, as that can dissuade people from reporting. 

The Register estimated that 80% of reports are submitted through the online form and stated 

that ease-of-access is a priority. The Register told the Commission that it has chosen not to 

develop an app, citing the high resource requirements to develop and maintain an app, 

additional cybersecurity risks, and low number of additional reports it expects would be made 

through an app. It is instead prioritising other, more resource-efficient access options (e.g., its 

introduction of a call-back service in 2023). 

Reflections from the operator 

The Register highlighted the importance of trust and lived experience in reporting avenues. 

Sporadic funding (i.e., relying on donations and grants) is an ongoing strain on the 

organisation. The Register encouraged governments to fund existing community 

organisations that know and understand their communities to provide wraparound supports. 

 
n  The Commission only heard about verification processes from one other TPR (see 4.2.5 Jewish 

Emergency App). Other TPRs we consulted may have their own verification processes that were 

not mentioned during consultations. 
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OHPI’s other software platform, Crowd Sourced Intelligence – Cyber Hate And Threats (CSI-

CHAT), has live access to all data reported to FAH.40 The intention is for select organisations 

to be able to classify and analyse reporting data from FAH through CSI-CHAT. 

OHPI regularly shares data through its online briefings, with government and researchers 

through submissions and other ad hoc data provision, and with key organisations: 

▪ Executive Council of Australian Jewry (ECAJ): OHPI has a contract with the ECAJ to 

provide data from its online hate monitoring activities to complement offline hate data 

(e.g., from state-based Jewish community security groups; see also 4.2.5 Jewish 

Emergency App). This data is provided in a structured format that includes URLs and 

images of the content, along with details of whether content remains online. 

▪ Online platforms: OHPI has shared data with Meta (for content on Facebook, Instagram 

and Threads) and with Google (for content on YouTube, web searches and reviews of 

businesses). This data provision supports content removal and review of platforms’ 

policies. 

Initial development 

OHPI first designed FAH in 2011 and launched it on the evening before International Human 

Rights Day 2014.41 The original version of the FAH platform and reporting form was on a 

standalone website, fightagainsthate.com (Internet Archive link). It went offline in late 2023 

following a period where both the original and current versions ran in parallel. The current 

version still operates from a dedicated state at fightagainsthate.org and, like the 

Commission’s CRT (see 4.3.1 Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights 

Commission), can be embedded on third-party sites. 

Each embedded version of the FAH form is called a ‘gateway’. These gateways can be 

customised for each site, and one website can have multiple gateways configured to accept 

reports of specific forms of online hate (e.g., a gateway for reporting antisemitism, a gateway 

for reporting racism against First Peoples). While the same gateway can appear on multiple 

sites, the intention is for different organisations to have dedicated gateway, with the ability for 

each hosting organisation to view data reported via their gateway in real-time. 

Ongoing development 

OHPI told the Commission that an updated version of CSI-CHAT is in development. However, 

work to make CSI-CHAT operational is currently on hold due to resource limitations. When 

fully operational, it will allow registered non-government organisations, government agencies, 

law enforcement agencies and researchers to access real-time incoming reports, summaries 

and trend analyses.42 The overall data would be based on the full collection of data across 

FAH’s instances, however the data available to each data requester would be limited based 

on agreements between them and OHPI. OHPI intends these agreements to ensure a legal 

and ethical use of the data (e.g., researchers would have to comply with the National 

Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research, government agencies would require a 

legal basis to collect data). 
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Ongoing development 

As the COVID-19 Survey continues to be used to report general anti-Asian hate, the Alliance 

is currently considering how to respond to the current (post-COVID-19) needs of Asian 

communities in Australia. The Alliance told the Commission that being able to report hate 

helps people heal, and it recommends people also report to police so that there is a police 

record of the incident. 

The Alliance is looking to develop its role in supporting healing for Asians who have 

experienced hate. This includes looking to work in Asian and African communities in the USA 

on healing from trauma, and how those models could be applied in the Australian context.  

Reflections from the operator 

The Alliance told the Commission that prior to the COVID-19 Survey, some people within 

Asian communities, and in broader Australian society, denied the existence of anti-Asian 

racism. It also noted that while the report statistics do not represent the full picture of anti-

Asian hate (see 2.5 Limitations of reporting data), the data it has received has helped 

demonstrate that racism is an issue Asian communities still face in Australia. It has also led to 

some Asian people attending anti-racism protests for the first time. 

The Alliance noted to the Commission that it needs more capacity and resources to do more 

to support Asian communities. It is currently run by volunteers and wants to be able to hire 

researchers and build its data analysis capabilities, including for intersectional research (e.g., 

First Peoples with Asian heritage). The Alliance would also like to translate the COVID-19 

Survey into more languages. 
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Duty officers speak with people reporting incidents to gather information, assess what 

support they need (if any), and make referrals (e.g., to on-call psychologists). 

CSG’s incidents and investigations team verifies and analyses reports. CSG monitors trends 

and provides data and analysis to Victoria Police (and sometimes to the Victorian 

Government). CSG told the Commission that it will also increase its own resources (e.g., its 

mobile security groups and patrols) to locations where they have noticed increases in 

antisemitic incidents. 

CSG staff are not trained counsellors and do not provide counselling. CSG employs a welfare 

manager to oversee staff wellbeing. All staff members receive mandatory debriefing sessions, 

as well as access to external psychologists and EAP. Managers proactively monitor staff 

wellbeing, staff are encouraged to look out for each other and take breaks, and CSG 

organises mental health first aid training for staff.q 

CSG has engaged a cybersecurity team to provide advice on privacy and data for JEAP. 

Initial development 

CSG developed JEAP in 2021 as an extension of its phone-based services, with funding 

primarily coming from community donations. The original version of JEAP required users to 

register and login. In response to negative feedback about access issues (and users 

forgetting passwords), CSG created a new version which did not require registration. JEAP is 

open to non-Jewish community members, and CSG told the Commission that it receives 

reports of antisemitism from both community and non-community members. 

Ongoing development 

CSG told the Commission that the number of reported antisemitic incidents – and the 

number of downloads of JEAP – increased significantly after 7 October 2023. There are now 

around 20,000 users.r This has placed strain on the app and its infrastructure, so CSG has 

engaged 2 of its staff (who are developers) to develop a new version of the app, in part to 

accommodate the increased demand and traffic. 

CSG also told the Commission that it has noticed that community members’ perceptions of 

behaviours and incidents have shifted. It said that reports have increased in part because 

community members are interpreting a broader range of behaviours as suspicious and/or 

reportable. 

 

 
q  CSG was the only TPR in the Commission's consultations that spoke about their operational 

processes for staff wellbeing. Other TPRs we consulted may have their own staff (and/or volunteer) 

wellbeing processes that were not mentioned during consultations. 
r  As of 2021, there are 46,645 people living in Victoria who identify with Jewish ancestry. See the 

Victorian Government’s Jewish community profile at <https://www.vic.gov.au/jewish-community-

profile>. 
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Reflections from the operator 

CSG told the Commission that the community has provided very positive feedback about 

JEAP. It is advertised widely within Jewish communities (e.g., through Jewish news outlets) 

and has strong reach and uptake. Community members have told CSG that they tell their 

children to install JEAP, increasing its cross-demographic reach. 

CSG highlighted the importance of having a clear single source of verified data. Over time, 

CSG has come to fill this role, allowing for comparisons with data from counterpart Jewish 

community security groups in other states and territories. 

CSG also noted that they run quarterly training days for Victoria Police, where they take 

police officers to the Holocaust Museum and educate police on antisemitism. CSG told the 

Commission that this sensitises police officers to the experiences and needs of Jewish 

communities. 

Executive Council of Australian Jewry 

Along with other state-based Jewish community security groups, CSG provides data to the 

ECAJ to inform its annual reports on antisemitism in Australia. The ECAJ can receive reports 

of antisemitism directly through its contact form and email, but it does not have a formal 

reporting avenue. The ECAJ also has a contract with the Online Hate Prevention Institute 

(see 4.2.2 Fight Against Hate) to receive data on online antisemitism. 
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‘The legal system is not seen by First Peoples communities as a protective space. It 

didn’t make sense for the reporting tool to solely reflect that system.’ – TPR operator 

Although Call It Out’s focus is on racism and discrimination against First Peoples, its 

operators told us that it benefits the whole community in confronting racism and has far-

reaching benefits for the health and wellbeing of society as a whole. 

Initial development 

Call It Out was initially modelled on the Islamophobia Register (see 4.2.1 Islamophobia 

Register Australia). First Peoples staff from both organisations were involved in this process, 

as well as the National Justice Project Indigenous Advisory Committee. It was then adapted 

and tested with community. It was launched on the International Day for the Elimination of 

Racial Discrimination 2022. It originally focused on recording the nature and extent of and 

responses to racism and discrimination, but later broadened to include advocacy and 

addressing barriers to reporting. As part of this, Call It Out also collects qualitative and 

quantitative data about people’s views on reporting barriers to inform its advocacy and formal 

reports. 

Ongoing development 

Call It Out has recently redesigned its brand and launched an app in response to community 

feedback to ensure it is as broad and inclusive as possible. Call It Out has an Indigenous 

Advisory Committee that its operators consult and test changes with. Changes have included 

allowing people to report more easily and in more detail if they want, and allowing for 

reporting with audio recordings to increase accessibility (including for people with low 

English literacy). 

Call It Out’s operators told the Commission that, in future and with more resources, they 

would like to: 

▪ translate Call It Out into different First Peoples languages 

▪ provide support to people reporting incidents, including helping them connect to 

relevant complaint authorities 

▪ resource the continual return of data to local communities (complying with and 

upholding Indigenous data sovereignty and governance principles) 

▪ increase accessibility. 

Reflections from the operator 

Call it Out’s operators stressed the importance of the reporting avenue being owned by a 

trusted community organisation. They regarded the role of governments to be in responding 

to systemic discrimination and funding responses to racism, as identified by communities. 

Call It Out’s operators told the Commission that they had discussed the potential in future for 

communities to use Call It Out to collect their own reports or to collect reports in their own 

ways, emphasising self-determination and sovereignty over data. 
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APAN also recommends that people report incidents to both the APR and the Islamophobia 

Register (see 4.1 Islamophobia Register Australia).47 

The APR website states that reports will be anonymised and used to inform published 

research and statistical reporting of anti-Palestinian racism.48 To date, APAN has not 

published any formal reports. 

4.2.9 Potential new place-based avenues 

In recent years, local anti-racism networks have emerged in Victoria as potential TPRs 

focused on specific geographic areas and the communities affected by racial and religious 

hate who live in those areas. These networks draw primarily from research, a pilot project, 

and guidance developed by Victoria University and Welcoming Cities on empowering 

communities to respond to racism.49 

Three place-based networks have been established so far, and the Commission understands 

they have recently received funding from the Victorian Government: 

▪ the Southeast Anti-racism Support Network, formed in 2024 and covering 3 local 

government areas (Cardinia, Casey and Greater Dandenong) 

▪ the Whittlesea Anti-racism Support Network, formed in late 2022 and coordinated by 

Whittlesea Community Connections 

▪ the Wyndham Anti-racism Support Network, formed in May 2021 and coordinated by 

Wyndham Community and Education Centre. 

Together, these three networks cover 5 local government areas, with the remaining 74 local 

government areas in Victoria not having local anti-racism networks. 

The three networks are members of the Victorian Alliance of Anti-Racism Support Networks, 

which is chaired by Victoria University and meets quarterly. The Commission heard through 

consultations that the networks plan to provide referrals and record reports of racism, and 

that funding is needed to ensure the networks and their functions are sustainable. They may 

also provide a limited amount of immediate support, in a similar way to mental health first aid. 

The Commission also heard that local data and local responses to hate incidents may be 

more visible, tangible and manageable: 

‘The data would be very useful if they are localised. A national survey might show that 

[racism] often happens in shopping centres, but if we know that it happens in a specific 

shopping centre […] then we can create localised, specific and meaningful effective 

steps. We can then go to the centre and say we’ve received, say, 36 complaints about 

racism here. I think the management then has to do something about it, for example train 

their staff and security guards how to prevent or respond to racism […] There’s a lot of 

cynicism in the community about those purely symbolic campaigns. So unless they are 

combined and connected with more tangible interventions, I think there’s a big problem 

in how communities perceive even the political commitment to end racism.’ – Expert 

participant 
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‘For improved accessibility, faster response times, and personalised support, having 

local reporting options would be great. Local options would enhance the effectiveness of 

reporting and addressing hate incidents, helping to decrease the frequency of these 

incidents. Local authorities could respond more quickly and provide more relevant 

support, ensuring that each case receives the attention it deserves.’ – Community 

member 

As new avenues, the networks’ longevity and sustainability have yet to be evaluated, however 

the Commission understands that evaluations are planned. Feedback from the pilot of the 

Wyndham Anti-racism Support Network indicated that place-based community-centred 

approaches could empower local racialised and marginalised communities. 

‘The power has been put into our hands – and we feel like we as a community group are 

more in charge now... Through this project we have been empowered to play an active 

role as a community group. We no longer simply hope that others do something about 

racism.’ – South Sudanese community leader and participant in the Wyndham pilot50 

Future evaluation should consider how different networks balance the roles of local councils, 

local service providers, and organisations for and led by communities affected by racial and 

religious hate, as well as how this balance might affect trust and approachability as potential 

reporting avenues. 
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4.3 Statutory reporting avenues 

People in Victoria can access 4 main government-run reporting avenues for racial and 

religious hate: the Commission and Victoria Police at the state level, and the Australian 

Human Rights Commission and the eSafety Commissioner at the federal level. 

4.3.1 Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights 

Commission 

There are multiple ways that a person in Victoria who has experienced a hate incident can 

report it to the Commission: 

▪ by making a phone or email enquiry to the Enquiries team 

▪ by making a report via the Community Reporting Tool (CRT), which is received by the 

Enquiries team and followed up if the reporter requested it 

▪ by making a complaint to the Dispute Resolution team via the online complaints form. 

As of February 2024, the Commission no longer accepts walk-in enquiries, however in-

person enquiries are available by appointment. The continued availability of in-person 

services is important, particularly as a recent Victorian survey found that 60.7% (n=416) of 

respondents preferred to report racism in-person.51 

Community Reporting Tool 

The CRT aims to be a quick and easy way for people to report hate incidents to the 

Commission. It was developed through a design process led by a Code for Australia team 

embedded in the Commission in 2018 and 2019. Its development was part of broader work to 

address barriers to reporting racism and discrimination, particularly for members of Victoria’s 

African and Muslim communities.52 The CRT partially succeeded the reporting app launched 

as part of the Commission’s Anti-Hate campaign from 2012 to 2019 and the First Peoples-

focused hybrid statutory/third-party reporting avenue Report Racism, piloted from 2014 to 

2015 (see 4.4.2 Victoria: Report Racism). 

The CRT is hosted on the Commission’s website and over 20 other websites, including local 

councils (see Appendix A for a complete list). Any organisation wanting to host the CRT can 

request a set-up kit from the Commission. 

Reports to the Commission can be made by a target or by someone on their behalf. Reports 

through the CRT can also be made anonymously (without a name or contact details), though 

this means the Commission cannot provide further assistance. If someone needs help or an 

interpreter to make a report, they can contact the Commission by email or phone. The 

Commission provides information in several languages other than English about 

discrimination, human rights and the Commission’s services on its website. 

In its consultations, the Commission heard that there was low awareness of the Commission’s 

services and the CRT. We were also told that the CRT was difficult to find on our website, and 

that community members wanted more transparency about reporting data and outcomes. 

Recent Victorian research also reported this feedback.53 
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Use of the CRT has increased over time – in its first 3 years of operation (2019–20 to 2021–

22), an average of 132.7 reports were made to the CRT per year. In the past 2 years, reports 

increased to 203 in 2022–23 and 249 in 2023–24. Although the CRT was originally focused 

on racism, people in Victoria can use it for any unlawful conduct under the Commission’s 

laws. Of the 249 reports received in 2023–24, 111 were of racial or religious discrimination or 

vilification. 

Complaints 

The Commission can help people resolve complaints of discrimination, sexual harassment, 

victimisation and vilification through a conciliation process.t The conciliation service is free, 

impartial, confidential and voluntary, and is an alternative to taking a complaint to the 

Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal. 

After someone makes a complaint, the Commission assesses the complaint to see if it is 

covered by the Equal Opportunity Act or the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act. The 

Commission does not investigate complaints, but it will work with complainants and 

respondents to share their experiences, have open discussions and reach mutually agreeable 

outcomes. Outcomes from the complaints process can include: 

▪ an apology (verbal or written, private or public) 

▪ financial compensation 

▪ access to a previously denied job opportunity or service 

▪ an agreement to change or stop behaviour, amend or develop policies, or undertake 

training. 

Referrals 

Although the Commission does not directly provide support, it does provide referrals. The 

Enquiries team frequently provides cold referrals to people making a report or an enquiry and 

can also provide warm referrals. The Dispute Resolution team provides both cold and warm 

referrals for complainants whose complaints have been accepted for conciliation. They also 

provide cold referrals for complainants whose complaints have not been accepted. 

The Commission and Victoria Police have a memorandum of understanding that allows the 

two organisations to refer enquiries and incidents under the Racial and Religious Tolerance 

Act to each other (e.g., the Commission referring an incident that may constitute serious 

vilification to Victoria Police for investigation). 

  

 
t  In addition to these complaints, the Commission can also receive reports of change or suppression 

practices. These reports may lead to facilitated outcomes, targeted education or investigation. 
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4.3.2 Victoria Police 

Victoria Police receives reports of hate incidents via multiple avenues: 

▪ frontline presence (e.g., on the street, at train stations) and in police stations 

▪ calls through Triple Zero (000) 

▪ calls to the Police Assistance Line (for non-urgent crimes and events) 

▪ its Online Reporting form (for non-urgent crimes and events) 

▪ STOPIT, an SMS line where people can report unwanted sexual behaviour and anti-

social behaviour, whether it is physical or verbal, subtle or direct, ongoing or a one-off. 

Although Victoria Police can only investigate hate incidents that amount to criminal behaviour 

under Victorian law, they also receive reports of non-criminal hate incidents – often because 

community members do not know where else to go. For non-criminal incidents, Victoria 

Police recommends that people report to the Commission. 

Victoria Police has community liaison officers stationed in specific areas that represent and 

interact with specific communities. These officers are trained to be culturally aware and can 

help support people through the reporting process. 

In addition to its own reporting avenues, Victoria Police receives reports from the not-for-

profit organisation Crime Stoppers Victoria. Crime Stoppers Victoria operates an online form 

(available in 11 languages) and a phone line. It shares the reports it receives with Victoria 

Police, which then decides whether to investigate. 

The Inquiry included findings and recommendations relating to how Victoria Police records 

and responds to prejudice-motivated crimes, including: 

▪ recommendation 31, to make police recording of prejudice-motivated crime 

mandatory54 

▪ recommendation 32, to strengthen education and training for police on prejudice-

motivated crime.55 

Reporting to Victoria Police is affected by low trust, including from past negative experiences 

of reporting. This was apparent in the Commission’s consultations, as well as in the Inquiry’s 

findings and recent Victorian research (see 3.3 Lack of trust in reporting avenues).56 

The combination of underreporting and inconsistent recording practices on prejudice-

motivated crime have affected the data that Victoria Police collects on hate incidents and that 

the CSA is able to publish (see also 2.4 The Victorian context). 
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4.3.3 Australian Human Rights Commission 

The Australian Human Rights Commission (AHRC) can investigate and conciliate civil 

complaints about racial hatred under the Racial Discrimination Act 1975 (Cth). 

Complaints can be lodged by the target or by someone on their behalf and must be put in 

writing through an online or downloadable complaint form. Complaints can be made in any 

language, and the AHRC can arrange translation or interpreter services. 

Although the AHRC does not directly provide support, the AHRC told us that its National 

Information Service increasingly facilitates warm referrals with state and territory bodies and 

with TPRs to address the barriers associated with cold referrals (see 3.4 Fear of negative 

consequences). 

In its consultations, we heard that there was low awareness of the AHRC’s services. 

Consultation participants did not share any experiences about reporting to the AHRC. 

4.3.4 eSafety Commissioner 

The eSafety Commissioner is Australia’s online safety regulator. Individuals can report some 

forms of online hate (cyberbullying, cyber abuse and illegal or restricted content) through an 

online form. The eSafety Commissioner can then investigate and request the removal of 

harmful online content. In 2022–23, the eSafety Commissioner: 

▪ made 601 informal notifications to service providers of adult cyber abuse, with providers 

removing material in 466 instances (77%) 

▪ issued 3 formal removal notices for adult cyber abuse material, with providers removing 

content in all 3 instances 

▪ made 646 informal removal requests of cyberbullying against children, with providers 

removing material in 543 instances (84%).57 

Consultation participants did not share any experiences about reporting to the eSafety 

Commissioner, although it does provide specific information for First Peoples and culturally 

and linguistically diverse people. Recent Victorian research found that, of 491 survey 

respondents, 60.6% were not aware of the eSafety Commissioner.58 
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4.4 Case studies: Hybrid third-party and 

statutory models 

In Victoria, reporting avenues typically operate as either statutory or third-party. However, 

there are 2 notable case studies of hybrid models which integrate statutory and non-statutory 

organisations. 

Both case studies involve reporting places (also called third-party reporting centres) which 

are places that can help someone report an incident to a statutory reporting avenue. 

Reporting places are not reporting avenues themselves, but they might have a formal or 

informal association or agreement with an avenue. Reporting places are not standalone 

services – they are usually run by local councils or community services as part of their 

broader service provision. 

In the first case study, True Vision’s model integrates a statutory reporting avenue, reporting 

places, and information sharing agreements between the statutory avenue and multiple 

TPRs. In the second, the Report Racism pilot integrated a statutory reporting avenue with 

reporting places. 

These hybrid models are notable because: 

▪ they use a ‘no wrong door’ approach, where people can report and receive help through 

a range of pathways, including place-based, community-based and state-based options 

▪ people can report incidents in ways that suit them and are accessible to them – in both 

case studies, both online and in-person reporting were available, which recent Victorian 

research found to be the most preferred reporting methods (see 3.7 Accessibility of 

reporting avenues) 

▪ they demonstrate the need for and benefit of longevity in reporting avenues 

▪ in the instance of True Vision, they demonstrate how a sector for reporting avenues 

could work together and lead to consistently high reporting rates that provide vital and 

trusted data and intelligence to community, police and government. 

There are strengths to these hybrid models, where trusted community organisations facilitate 

reports to statutory avenues. However, they do not and cannot wholly replace TPRs, which 

are community-owned and retain data sovereignty within communities. 
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▪ foster relationships and trust between community and police 

▪ help inform and evaluate efforts to protect and advise communities and reduce hate 

incidents. 

In addition to these agreements and formalised relationships with TPRs, True Vision also 

provides resources for TPRs, including a guide on how to receive reports and respond to 

targets. A significant number of local organisations and agencies operating reporting places 

across the UK (referred to as third-party reporting centres), where the organisations can 

report incidents to True Vision on a person’s behalf and provide them with advice and 

support. 

True Vision told the Commission that it is well-embedded in multiple communities and has 

strong branding that is repeatedly reinforced through promotional activities, media releases 

and government statements. Publicly released data to 2021 indicates an average of 7,000 

reports a year made to True Vision,61 and True Vision noted to the Commission that it 

currently averages 12,000 reports a year. 

As a hybrid statutory-TPR model with established data-sharing relationships, wide coverage, 

longevity and very high usage, True Vision serves as a potential case study for the Victorian 

Government in its implementation of recommendation 33. The next case study explores and 

details a proof-of-concept of the True Vision model in the Victorian context, piloted by the 

Commission, Victoria Police and the Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service from 2014 to 2016. 
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Report Racism shares several features with the Commission’s current CRT (see 4.3.1 

Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission). For example: 

▪ reports could be made by a target or victim, a witness or a third-party 

▪ reports could be made anonymously (without a name or contact details), though this 

meant the Commission could not provide further assistance 

▪ for non-anonymous reports, the Commission would contact the person who made the 

report to discuss their options 

▪ with the reporter’s consent, the Commission could refer reports of criminal incidents or 

complaints about police members to Victoria Police. 

There are also key differences. Unlike the CRT, the Report Racism form asks more specific 

detailed questions, similarly to how most TPRs structure their forms. In addition, a reporting 

place could receive updates on a report (if the person making the report consented). 

Initial development 

In 2013, the Commission published the Reporting racism: What you say matters research 

report. This report looked at Victorians’ experiences of racism, reporting avenues, and laws 

responding to racist conduct and crime. The report was informed by consultations with 

community and community organisations, a desktop review, and a survey with 227 

responses. 

The report identified several next steps for the Commission, including: 

▪ increasing awareness and encouraging reporting through its Anti-Hate website and app 

(both of which included a reporting form that accepted text, photo and video) 

▪ collaborating with Victoria Police and the Victorian Aboriginal Legal Service (VALS) to 

trial a third-party reporting system, which became Report Racism. 

The Report Racism tool was developed by the Commission in partnership with Victoria Police 

and the VALS under a memorandum of understanding. The Commission worked with 

Regional Aboriginal Justice Advisory Committees and considered demographic data to 

determine the 2 trial sites: northern Melbourne (Darebin, Whittlesea and Yarra) and 

Shepparton (including Mooroopna). 

The 14 reporting places in the trial sites included: 

▪ First Peoples community-controlled organisations (including justice and legal services) 

▪ community service providers (including healthcare and childcare) 

▪ a council service centre 

▪ a community legal centre. 
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Outcomes and evaluation 

Between August 2014 and December 2015, Report Racism received 54 reports.u Of these: 

▪ 8 were made at a reporting place and 1 from a police station 

▪ 12 were made from the northern Melbourne trial site and 3 from the Shepparton trial site 

▪ 25 were about racism towards First Peoples (13 of these were made by the targets 

themselves) 

▪ 22 were anonymous 

▪ 32 wanted to be contacted by the Commission (5 of these chose to enter a dispute 

resolution process) 

▪ 12 wanted their report referred to the police (8 of these were recorded as police 

intelligence and 3 resulted in a person being charged). 

PricewaterhouseCoopers Indigenous Consulting undertook a brief evaluation of the pilot in 

October 2015.64 The (unpublished) evaluation found that Report Racism was on track for 3 of 

its 5 objectives: 

▪ building the capacity and confidence of the community and individuals to report racist 

incidents 

▪ building the capacity of the project partners (including the reporting places and Victoria 

Police) to support individuals to report racism and, where appropriate, provide 

responses to reports by improving their own systems and processes 

▪ reducing barriers to reporting racist incidents, including simplifying complaint processes. 

The evaluation found that the project required further work on its remaining 2 objectives: 

▪ to establish an intelligence-driven reporting avenue that is culturally safe and accessible 

for First Peoples 

▪ to identify and respond to issues of systemic racism. 

The evaluation also noted that these objectives required longer than the 18-month pilot 

period to increase traction and awareness, and to remove barriers to reporting. This supports 

the need for long-term, sustained efforts to build and maintain reporting avenues. 

The Commission’s published outcomes report summarised the evaluation and explored a 

range of barriers to reporting, many of which were also explored in the later Inquiry into anti-

vilification protections and Chapter 3 of this paper. The outcomes report noted barriers and 

issues specific to staff at reporting places: 

▪ not having enough time to take reports 

 
u  Over its lifespan (August 2014 to November 2018), Report Racism received 200 complete reports. 

Of these, 36 were disqualified (generally because not enough information was provided or the 

incident being outside Victoria or Australia). A further 44 reports were started but not submitted. 
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▪ the risk that First Peoples staff who take reports of lateral violence would be blamed for 

any negative outcomes 

▪ the risk of ‘a fine line between listening, supporting and interfering’, particularly for First 

Peoples agencies.65 

Reporting places found that participation in the trial opened discussions of racism. For non-

First Peoples organisations, being a reporting place prompted them to consider their own 

service delivery for First Peoples and other racialised communities, as well as their internal 

practices. 

The Commission also heard from reporting places that, while people did not always want to 

make a formal report, the existence of Report Racism empowered some to seek alternative 

solutions, including using Report Racism materials to directly resolve issues with 

organisations where they had encountered racism. 

Post-evaluation 

The evaluation made 8 recommendations to improve the Report Racism model if it continued: 

1. For the Commission to work with the project’s local governance groups (LGGs) to 

broaden approaches to community engagement and continue awareness programs. 

2. For the Commission, in consultation with the LGGs to develop real-life case studies of 

different reporting paths and outcomes, to promote to communities through a range of 

media. 

3. For the Commission to identify and appoint both First Peoples and non-First Peoples 

‘community ambassadors’ to promote zero-tolerance messages on racism. 

4. For the project’s advisory group to review its terms of reference to incorporate the 

evaluation’s findings and recommendations, particularly around reviewing and 

monitoring data. 

5. For the Commission to redevelop the training for reporting places to enhance 

confidence and clarity in making reports, and to reaffirm their role in reporting incidents. 

6. For the Commission to develop a toolkit for reporting places and other interested 

organisations to use as a resource to address racism. 

7. For project partners and LGG members to agree to develop targeted approaches to 

address barriers to reporting. 

8. For the project’s advisory group to monitor data from the reporting places to determine if 

formal reports from each organisation increase over time. 

Following the evaluation, the Commission consulted with the LGGs and conducted internal 

scoping and costing of possible next steps for Report Racism. While it was resource-intensive 

for the Commission, documents from the time suggest it was much less so for its partner 

organisations. 

The Commission ultimately determined that it was unable to continue managing, coordinating 

and resourcing the reporting place model. Four options were considered: 
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1. Maintaining third-party reporting in the trial sites through an external provider or with 

additional resourcing 

2. Expanding third-party reporting (to other racialised communities in the trial sites, to First 

Peoples across the state, or to all communities across the state) through an external 

provider or with additional resourcing 

3. Continuing Report Racism as a campaign and website 

4. Continuing Report Racism without the third-party reporting component 

The Commission ultimately did not continue Report Racism. Some reporting places 

continued through a formal interim period until 30 June 2016, and the website continued 

receiving reports until late 2018, after which it was shut down. 

Report Racism was in part succeeded by the current CRT, which operates on a leaner model: 

an online reporting form where partner organisations embed the form from their website, 

instead of providing an in-person service where they facilitate reporting. 
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5 Strengthening the third-party 

reporting landscape 

There are many opportunities to improve and strengthen Victoria’s third-

party reporting landscape. This paper recommends 6 options, outlined 

below. This chapter sets out some key considerations that may impact 

the implementation and effectiveness of the recommended options, 

followed by detail of the options. 

The recommended options prioritise awareness, access and support for communities 

experiencing hate, as these were the priorities of community members and TPR operators we 

consulted with. Recent Victorian research demonstrates that access to support services can 

act to increase reporting rates.66  

The options we have identified to improve and strengthen TPRs aim to: 

▪ improve the effectiveness and reach of existing avenues 

▪ establish frameworks to ensure existing and prospective TPRs are skilled and trusted 

▪ support a sustainable, diversified system of reporting avenues, where statutory and 

third-party avenues complement each other in providing pathways for communities. 

Within this system, each reporting avenue might meet a different set of needs, depending on 

their capacity, their interest and what their communities want. Some may provide information 

and referrals alongside reporting for the historical record. Others may focus only on 

individual support and advocacy. 

Following our consultation and research, we explored 14 options, assessing them on 

feasibility and impact, and taking into account the current budgetary context. From these 14, 

we determined that the following 6 options would be feasible and have the most positive 

outcomes for Victoria’s communities, reporting avenues and the Victorian Government: 

1. To increase awareness of what communities can report and where 

2. To expand coverage and increase community access to reporting avenues 

3. To improve multilingual access to reporting avenues 

4. To improve support outcomes for those accessing third-party reporting avenues 

5. To share know-how and best practice between existing and prospective TPRs 

6. To support new avenues by providing a ready-to-go turnkey for prospective TPRs 

While each option could be pursued in isolation, we have sequenced them in order of priority 

and anticipated feasibility over a 2-year period (detailed later in this chapter). In addition to 

explaining these 6 options (in narrative format in this chapter, and with detailed program logic 

59 Document 5.1





 

Page 60 

OFFICIAL 

▪ individual advocacy (e.g., wanting to prevent others from experiencing the same thing, 

wanting to share their story) 

▪ contributing to the historical record (e.g., adding their experience to a reporting 

avenue’s data record of hate incidents, contributing to an avenue’s data to support its 

advocacy efforts) 

▪ information (e.g., finding out about rights, remedies or next steps) 

▪ referral(s) to support services (e.g., mental health, legal and victim support) 

▪ referral(s) to a complaint-handling or investigation agency (e.g., the Commission, 

Victoria Police) 

▪ a formal individual remedy or outcome (e.g., seeking an acknowledgement of the 

incident, apology, compensation, charges or convictions for criminal incidents) 

▪ a formal systemic remedy or outcome (e.g., a complaint respondent organising 

training or policy changes). 

From recent research and consultation feedback, the Commission heard that people 

experiencing or witnessing hate are not typically seeking a remedy in the first instance, and 

instead often prioritise validation and support.67 For many people and TPRs, there is an 

inherent link between reporting a hate incident and seeking support. Although many people 

would be aware of (and access) culturally specific supports that are not reporting avenues, 

TPRs have an opportunity to provide both a reporting service and context-specific specialist 

support. In order to receive this support, people must be aware of reporting avenues and be 

able to access them. 

5.1.2 Operational challenges for reporting avenues 

While this paper does not exhaustively explore operational challenges for reporting 

avenues,68 some TPRs did share with the Commission two key challenges they face. These 

challenges are not unique to third-party avenues – they apply to statutory reporting avenues 

too, which may also have additional relevant legal obligations. 

Data handling and privacy: Reporting avenues receive personal and sensitive information. 

They must carefully collect, store and manage access to this information. This requires 

expertise and resourcing, including cybersecurity awareness and capability. One consultation 

participant shared that they have heard concerns about cybersecurity, data breaches and the 

perceived onerousness of data collection. We also heard that responsible data handling 

becomes more complicated at larger scales of users and when additional entry points (like 

apps) are added. 

Notably, there is also ongoing and increasing advocacy for both statutory and third-party 

reporting avenues to integrate Indigenous data sovereignty and governance principles into 

their data handling processes (where appropriate and feasible). 

Internal capacity and longevity: Most existing TPRs have developed their own internal 

capacity and expertise to verify reports and analyse and share reporting data. Capacity and 

resourcing are also required to provide adequate care for TPR staff who receive and process 

reports that can be distressing or offensive. For prospective TPRs, this internal capacity and 

61 Document 5.1



Reporting racial and religious hate: Options for improving third-party reporting avenues 

Page 61 

OFFICIAL 

expertise can be a barrier to entry. For existing TPRs without this capacity, it can prevent 

them from expanding service provision and/or making better use of the data they collect. 

Relatedly, inconsistent and short-term funding can also present a challenge. It takes time to 

set up services and establish trust and awareness in the community, as highlighted in the 

evaluation of the Report Racism pilot (see 4.4.2 Victoria: Report Racism). Sustainable 

increases in funding can improve the capacity of a service and increase community 

expectations of that service’s ability to respond to reports in a timely and supportive way. 

When funding unpredictably increases or decreases, this can cause sudden expansion or 

contraction of service provision, the latter of which has the potential to undermine community 

expectations and their trust. 

5.1.3 Community-centred design and implementation 

Most options include activities that involve consultation and engagement with TPRs and/or 

communities affected by hate. In addition to these specific activities, implementation of these 

options should use community-centred and -led design approaches (e.g., design justice) 

where possible, to meaningfully engage with communities, their contexts and their 

experiences in a trauma-informed way. These approaches can help tailor implementation to 

communities’ contexts, build and strengthen government-community relationships, and allow 

for the identification of additional risks not identified here. 

Ensuring TPR development is community-centred and led is particularly important given the 

varied cultural contexts and considerations across the many diverse communities affected by 

racial and religious hate. Additionally, the options should be developed with consideration for 

intersectionality, including: 

▪ the concerns of women and LGBTIQA+ people, and the barriers they face reporting 

within their communities and/or to broader avenues 

▪ accessibility and safety of reporting avenues for people with disability, older people and 

people without internet access.v 

Any implementation of options which affect First Peoples communities or the services they 

access should align with Victorian Government commitments to work in partnership with First 

Peoples communities (e.g., the Department of Justice and Community Safety’s Engagement 

Framework for a just and safe Victoria). This includes First Peoples-led design, development 

and delivery of options. The Victorian Government should also note the potential for these 

options to contribute to its goals and measures under the current Victorian Aboriginal Affairs 

Framework, including: 

▪ Goal 20: Racism is eliminated 

▪ Measure 20.1.1: Proportion of Aboriginal people who report having experienced racism 

in the previous 12 months 

▪ Measure 20.1.2: Prevalence of racist attitudes against Aboriginal Victorians held by the 

Victorian community.69 

 
v  See also the Department of Families, Fairness and Housing’s Intersectional Policy Guide and 

Toolkit (2024). 
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– promotion of reporting avenues 

– availability of reporting in languages other than English 

– availability of supports and referrals will lead to higher reporting rates 

– improved operator practices 

▪ that higher reporting rates would lead to more comprehensive data of sufficient quality to 

inform the targeting of prevention and response strategies 

▪ that more comprehensive data and targeted strategies would lead to reduced hate 

behavioursw and improved community safety (both actual and perceived). 

Through our consultations and literature review, there are indications that these assumptions 

are true. However, it is worth noting that, for example, there is emerging evidence of a 

significant gap in Victoria between people’s stated intentions to report racism and their actual 

reporting behaviours: 

▪ A 2024 study reported that 63.8% of 166 respondents who had never experienced 

racism said they would probably or definitely report it, but only 15.5% of the 536 

respondents who had experienced racism reported it to a formal avenue.75 

▪ A smaller 2015 survey of First Peoples community members in northern Melbourne and 

Shepparton (undertaken as part of the evaluation of the Commission’s Report Racism 

pilot) found that 73% of its 35 respondents had experienced racism, and 61% of them 

had not reported it.76 

This ‘intention-behaviour gap’ is a well-established phenomenon across many behaviours, 

with a 2016 synthesis of research noting that evidence suggests that, while intention to 

perform a behaviour is key to new or changed behaviours, intentions only turn into action 

approximately half the time.77 We expect this gap would narrow through the implementation 

of these options, but pilot testing, monitoring and evaluation are required to test these 

assumptions. 

Testing and evaluation could also help establish what would likely be a world-first evidence 

base, allowing governments, TPRs and communities to better understand what increases 

reporting and why. For example, local anti-racism support networks (see 4.2.9 Potential new 

place-based avenues) might be an important and effective addition to the TPR landscape. In 

the absence of evidence on their effectiveness and impact, they should be supported and 

evaluated to test how the model works in practice and in their different local-specific formats. 

Testing and evaluation of earlier options should also help shape later options to give them a 

better chance for success. 

5.1.6 Complexities in changing behaviours 

Behaviours (such as reporting hate incidents) are the complex result of many types of 

interrelated and interacting drivers, including influences, determinants, protective factors and 

 
w  See the Commission’s Preventing racial and religious hate (2024) for evidence-based guidance on 

effective prevention approaches for racial and religious prejudice and hate, as well as how to give 

prevention strategies the best chance of success and lasting impact. 
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risk factors. There are internal psychological drivers, social and relational drivers, and 

structural and environmental drivers.78 

Some drivers can encourage or enable a behaviour, and others can discourage or prevent a 

behaviour. For example, awareness is an internal psychological driver, and awareness of a 

reporting avenue might encourage someone to use that avenue. On the other hand, social 

pressure is a social and relational driver, and social pressure not to report can discourage 

someone from reporting. Similarly, structural barriers like access and infrastructure can 

encourage or discourage reporting behaviours. 

The barriers explored in 3 Barriers to reporting can discourage or prevent reporting 

behaviours, and the outcomes that people seek (see 5.1.1 Reasons for reporting) can 

encourage those behaviours. 

The options in this paper focus on meeting the outcomes that people seek and minimising 

these barriers in structures and processes. The options do not include actions dedicated to 

shifting individual behaviours, individual barriers or social barriers (e.g., social norms that 

discourage reporting, internalised barriers, prevention of negative consequences or 

victimisation). However, it is notable that a 2024 review of 147 meta-analyses of effective 

behaviour change interventions across a range of fields found that: 

▪ interventions based around legal and administrative sanctions or trustworthiness had 

negligible effects on behaviours 

▪ interventions using social norms, reminders or material incentives had small effects 

▪ interventions focused on information and support to facilitate a behaviour had medium 

effects 

▪ interventions focused on increasing access and resources to facilitate a behaviour had 

large effects on behaviours.79 

Future research could explore whether these interventions have similar effect sizes on 

reporting behaviours specifically. Further work may explore other drivers that encourage or 

enable reporting behaviours, what interventions are most effective at increasing reporting 

behaviours, and how to narrow the gap between reporting intentions and reporting 

behaviours (see 5.1.5 Building the evidence base). 

5.1.7 Key risks 

Through research and consultation, the Commission has identified several key risks to both 

statutory and third-party reporting avenues. The below table outlines the risks, potential 

effects and proposed approaches. This is not an exhaustive list, and the risk levels would vary 

between reporting avenues. 

65 Document 5.1









 

Page 68 

OFFICIAL 

5.2 Recommended options 

The options we recommend focus on the core reasons for reporting (see 5.1.1 Reasons for 

reporting), and how actions to strengthen the third-party reporting landscape can support 

Victorians to access services that meet those reasons. The options also reflect the 

considerations and complexities explored above, and have an emphasis on community-

centred work (see 5.1.3 Community-centred design and implementation). Monitoring and 

evaluation will be needed to test and measure whether and how each option successfully 

achieves its intended outcomes (see 5.1.5 Building the evidence base and 5.1.6 

Complexities in changing behaviours). 

While each of the 6 options could be pursued in isolation, we have sequenced them in order 

of priority and anticipated feasibility from a budgetary perspective. 

The following page shows these options in a proposed 2-year sequence, where later options 

build on the work done under earlier options, including the relationships and goodwill 

developed between government and communities and their reporting avenues. The 

outcomes of each option also build on and reinforce each other over time. 
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Option 1: Increase awareness (immediate) 

This option involves supporting existing TPRs to increase community awareness of what hate 

incidents are and what people can do after a hate incident (where they can go, what they can 

access and how avenues protect them and their information). 

Key activities in Option 1 are for: 

▪ the Victorian Government to provide ongoing funding to TPRs, with a focus on TPRs that 

serve communities with changing membership (e.g., international students, temporary 

visa holders) 

▪ TPRs to develop and roll out promotion campaigns and engagement activities through a 

range of channels (e.g., outreach, workshops, events). 

These activities aim to achieve several outcomes, including: 

▪ community members becoming more aware of reportability (see 3.1 Lack of awareness 

of an incident being reportable) and reporting options (see 3.2 Lack of knowledge of 

reporting options) – leading to higher reporting rates 

▪ community members having fewer concerns about the negative consequences of 

reporting (see 3.4 Fear of negative consequences) 

▪ community members reporting to more appropriate avenues – leading to, for example, 

Victoria Police receiving fewer reports of non-criminal incidents 

▪ the Victorian Government having an improved awareness of hate incidents and an 

improved ability to make data-informed decisions on prevention and response strategies 

for racial and religious hate. 

For full detail of resources, activities, outputs and outcomes for this option, see its program 

logic in Appendix B. 

The need for ongoing promotion and engagement 

As noted in our international students consultation, promotion and engagement activities 

should be ongoing to make sure that they continue to reach successive waves of 

international students, temporary visa holders and other new members of the Victorian 

community. Support for ongoing promotion and engagement also allows new TPRs and hosts 

of the Commission’s CRT to increase awareness about their new avenues (see Option 2: 

Expand coverage and Option 6: Support new avenues). Where possible, lessons and 

techniques from behavioural insights should be used to maximise the effectiveness of any 

awareness campaigns. 

Community-specific engagement 

As part of this option, there could also be engagement between TPRs and statutory avenues 

to help strengthen statutory avenues’ understanding of community-specific manifestations 

and experiences of hate, similar to CSG’s quarterly police training days (see 4.2.5 Jewish 

Emergency App). If this is pursued, care should be taken to find a balance between 

empowering communities to be able to share directly with statutory avenue staff who receive 
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and process reports, and placing the onus on communities to educate statutory avenues at 

their own (emotional and financial) expense. There is also a risk that if only some 

communities engage with statutory avenues, these avenues may have an understanding of 

hate that is biased towards those communities’ experiences and not others. 

Using engagement to seek feedback 

Active engagement activities could also be an opportunity for TPRs to seek and receive 

feedback from communities, particularly through in-person and interactive online 

engagement activities. 

Option 2: Expand coverage (immediate) 

This option is focused on communities without their own TPR and involves helping key 

community organisations know about and host the Commission’s Community Reporting Tool 

(see 4.3.1 Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission). This could be 

either as: 

▪ an ongoing measure (e.g., the Victorian Arabic Social Services participated in the CRT’s 

pilot phase in 2019 and continues to host the CRT) 

▪ a first step to developing their own TPRs (e.g., the Islamic Council of Victoria also 

participated in the CRT’s pilot phase, but later developed its own reporting avenue). 

Key activities in Option 2 are for: 

▪ the Commission to promote the CRT through their channels 

▪ the Commission to provide set-up kits and support to CRT hosts, and to analyse and 

publish data on reports received through the CRT 

▪ non-TPR organisations to opt-in to hosting the CRT and promote the CRT as a reporting 

avenues to their communities (see also Option 1: Increase awareness) 

▪ the Victorian Government to provide funding for the Commission to maintain and 

improve the CRT, and to handle an increased volume of reports. 

These activities aim to achieve several outcomes, including: 

▪ community members having increased access to reporting avenues and potential 

remedies (see 3.6 Lack of community-specific reporting avenues), as well as 

increased awareness of reportability and reporting options – leading to higher reporting 

rates 

▪ the Commission receiving increased reports through the CRT, and consequently 

providing more services to the Victorian community through its enquiries and dispute 

resolution functions 

▪ non-TPR organisations becoming more aware of reporting as a function they could 

provide to their communities (either through their own TPR or the CRT) 

▪ communities and organisations having increased awareness of the Commission and its 

functions, and increased engagement between these organisations and the Commission 
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▪ the Victorian Government and the Commission having an improved awareness of hate 

incidents and an improved ability to make data-informed decisions on prevention and 

response strategies for racial and religious hate. 

For full detail of resources, activities, outputs and outcomes for this option, see its program 

logic in Appendix B. 

Note that the program logic is based on promotion to non-TPR organisations in general, 

however promotion could be directly targeted to specific trusted community organisations or 

trusted community organisations from communities which do not currently have their own 

reporting avenue.y 

Option 2 is primarily an expansion of the status quo. The Commission also explored the 

possibility of building upon this with a network of in-person reporting places based on the 

True Vision and Report Racism models explored in 4.4 Case studies: Hybrid third-party 

and statutory models; however, we assessed this as less feasible at this time (see 5.3.2 Re-

establishing reporting places). 

Option 3: Improve multilingual access (short-term) 

This option involves increasing the availability of reporting avenues in languages other than 

English. Most current TPRs (and the Commission’s CRT) are only available in English. 

Key activities in Option 3 are for: 

▪ the Victorian Government to provide initial one-off funding for TPRs to translate their 

reporting forms (and additional funding when TPRs update their formsz) and for the 

Commission to translate the CRT 

▪ the Victorian Government to consider longer term funding for TPRs to be able to provide 

interpreter and/or translation services for in-person, verbal (phone) and written (online) 

reports (e.g., through the Australian Government’s Translating and Interpreting Service) 

▪ TPRs and the Commission to determine key community languages for their forms, 

coordinate translation, promote the availability of new languages, and collect and 

incorporate feedback from community members on multilingual access 

▪ the Commission to also advise CRT hosts of the availability of other languages for the 

CRT, with the CRT hosts then promoting this availability through their own channels and 

advising the Commission of any feedback they receive. 

 
y  Although we have not undertaken a detailed analysis, we are aware that several Victorian 

communities experiencing racism in recent years do not have formal reporting avenues (e.g., 

African communities, Arab communities, East and Southeast Asian communities outside of the 

COVID-19 context, Eastern European communities, Hindu communities, Middle Eastern 

communities, Nepalese communities, Sikh communities, South Asian communities). 
z  The TPRs who participated in the Commission’s consultations all noted that they have changed 

their forms and questions over time as a result of community feedback, continuous improvement 

and changing priorities. 
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These activities aim to achieve several outcomes, including: 

▪ community members having increased access to reporting avenues and potential 

remedies (see 3.6 Lack of community-specific reporting avenues), as well as 

increased awareness of reportability and reporting options – leading to higher reporting 

rates 

▪ Victoria Police receiving fewer reports of non-criminal incidents from community 

members who prefer or are more able to report in languages other than English 

▪ the Victorian Government and the Commission having an improved awareness of hate 

incidents affecting people who prefer to report in non-English languages, and an 

improved ability to make data-informed decisions on prevention and response strategies 

affecting their communities. 

For full detail of resources, activities, outputs and outcomes for this option, see its program 

logic in Appendix B. 

Option 4: Improve support outcomes (short-term) 

This option involves assisting TPRs to ensure that they can provide timely and appropriate 

legal, psychological and social support options to people reporting hate – noting that these 

needs and supports might be different depending on the incident (e.g., if an incident is 

criminal in nature, if there is a risk of victimisation or other negative consequences for the 

target). This would be through warm referrals to appropriate services and/or individual 

support and case management. Two elements are key to this option: 

▪ Ongoing funding will ensure that TPRs have time to build and refine appropriate 

support options, and that people affected by hate do not have sporadic or inconsistent 

access to appropriate supports. Not all TPRs may want to provide government-funded 

support options, and this may result in a subset of TPRs receiving this funding (‘Support 

TPRs’) which are subject to funding conditions. 

▪ Funding conditions for TPR support service delivery will ensure that all communities 

with a Support TPR will be able to access a consistent and predictable baseline of 

support that is safe and delivered by well-trained and well-supported staff.aa These 

should include consideration of the support needs of Support TPR staff (e.g., debriefing, 

clinical supervision where applicable),bb as well as evaluation of the support services 

delivered.cc Consultation on the funding conditions could include existing TPRs, key 

community organisations and potentially the Social Services Regulator. 

 
aa  The Commission notes that training could include formal qualifications. If Support TPR staff are 

required to have minimum qualifications, these should be determined in consultation with TPRs. 

There should also be consideration of the unintended consequences experienced during the 

implementation of mandatory minimum qualifications for Victorian specialist family violence 

practitioners. 
bb  See 4.2.5 Jewish Emergency App for an example of good practice on supporting TPR staff. 
cc  Evaluation could consider outcomes such as access, awareness, satisfaction with the process and 

the support, and relevant wellbeing outcomes. Wherever possible, evaluations should be 

conducted with rigorous methods, validated measures and trauma-informed approaches, in line 

with evaluation best practice for community and social services. 
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Key activities in Option 4 are for: 

▪ the Victorian Government to provide ongoing funding for TPRs that want to provide 

support options (and becoming Support TPRs) – this could be through funding 

agreements and processes modelled on those for other community services funded by 

the Victorian Government 

▪ the Victorian Government and TPRs to collaborate on developing the funding conditions 

for Support TPRs 

▪ prospective Support TPRs and existing Support TPRs to provide supports and warm 

referrals to people reporting hate, upskills existing staff and/or recruit new staff where 

needed, align with funding conditions, and identify support agencies and potential 

partnerships. 

These activities aim to achieve several outcomes, including: 

▪ community members receiving consistent, predictable and high-quality supports and 

referrals at the time when they report hate incidents 

▪ community members having improved perceptions of reporting outcomes and the 

consequences of reporting, leading to improved trust in avenues and higher reporting 

rates (see 3.3 Lack of trust in reporting avenues and 3.4 Fear of negative 

consequences) 

▪ the Victorian Government and the Commission having an improved awareness of hate 

incidents and an improved ability to make data-informed decisions on prevention and 

response strategies for racial and religious hate. 

For full detail of resources, activities, outputs and outcomes for this option, see its program 

logic in Appendix B. 

This option builds on recommendation 27 of the Inquiry, for the Victorian Government to 

fund services that support communities affected by racial and religious hate.81 

Recommendation 27 was aimed at reducing the burden of responsibility on individuals, 

prioritising culturally appropriate services, improving accessibility of supports, and helping 

address the effectiveness of Victoria’s anti-vilification laws.82 This option also follows 

international practice in the area, particularly in the UK and Europe.83 

Based on the Commission’s consultations, we do not expect all TPRs (either existing or 

prospective) would want to offer support options and referrals in the same way – this would 

be determined by the communities they serve. The funding conditions would apply only to 

TPRs receiving Victorian Government funding to provide support options and referrals. 

As part of this option, formal agreements could be set up for the Commission and TPRs to 

make and receive warm referrals to each other. 

Scaled version 

A scaled version of this option (or an interim action to support this option) would be for 

existing TPRs to update their text-based reporting forms to automatically provide: 

75 Document 5.1



Reporting racial and religious hate: Options for improving third-party reporting avenues 

Page 75 

OFFICIAL 

▪ a list of relevant support services users can contact, possibly using keyword detection to 

determine which services might be most relevant – these would be cold referrals as 

opposed to the warm referrals of the full option above 

▪ emotional processing and self-care exercises to help users in the moment as they make 

their report (see 4.2.7 Maya Cares for an example of an existing avenue that provides 

these). 

This interim action may require limited funding, depending on how existing TPRs have 

implemented their reporting forms (e.g., survey forms through Microsoft Forms or 

SurveyMonkey may need to be rebuilt or implemented on different platforms). 

Option 5: Share know-how (medium-term) 

This option involves identifying and compiling best practice processes and guidance for new 

and existing TPRs to share with each other, including around: ways of verifying, analysing 

and using reports and data; managing people’s safety and risks or instances of victimisation; 

reporting back to users and community; ways of improving accessibility; data-handling 

practices, cybersecurity and privacy; and evaluation. This guidance should: 

▪ draw from existing practices and expertise, as well as the funding conditions for TPR 

support service delivery (see Option 4: Improve support outcomes) 

▪ be presented in an approachable, non-prescriptive way to enable TPRs to tailor 

processes to their community’s needs and contexts 

▪ provide prospective TPRs with guidance on where they can start and how they can 

develop their avenue, including both an understanding of the risks of operating a TPR 

and reassurance that these risks can be controlled 

▪ be able to be revised and updated as best practice changes over time 

▪ consider True Vision’s guide for TPRs on how to receive reports and support targets of 

hate (see 4.4.1 UK: True Vision). 

Key activities in Option 5 are for: 

▪ the Victorian Government to consult on and lead development of best practice guidance, 

in collaboration with a working group of existing TPRs and the Commission, and with 

external advice where appropriate (e.g., on evaluation) 

▪ existing TPRs to collaborate on developing the guidance 

▪ both existing and prospective TPRs to adopt the best practice guidance and adapt them 

to their communities’ needs and contexts. 

These activities aim to achieve several outcomes, including: 

▪ reporting avenues having opportunities to share knowledge and practice with each other 

▪ communities having access to TPRs with better and more consistent practices 

▪ fewer barriers for organisations to develop their own best-practice TPRs 
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▪ the Victorian Government having greater confidence in the consistency and (potential) 

comparability of reporting data – in turn contributing to an improved ability to make data-

informed decisions on prevention and response strategies. 

For full detail of resources, activities, outputs and outcomes for this option, see its program 

logic in Appendix B. 

Future directions for the working group 

Over time, the working group could evolve into a community of practice for TPRs. 

Membership could include TPRs as core members, with the Commission and Victoria Police 

as observers and the Victorian Government (or agency) as secretariat. A community of 

practice could support coordination, collaboration, information-sharing, and continuing 

relationships and practice development between government, TPRs and statutory reporting 

avenues. 

Integrating options 4 and 5 

There is also the possibility of funding conditions for TPR support service delivery (see 

Option 4: Improve support outcomes) to expand and encompass the best practice 

identified in this option. 

Option 6: Support new avenues (medium-term) 

This option would involve the development of a turnkey TPR package available to any 

Victorian community. This would allow community organisations to implement reporting 

significantly faster and with the benefit of best practice building on the experience of existing 

TPRs. The turnkey package would include: 

▪ best practice guidance (see Option 5: Share know-how) 

▪ an open-source code bundle for a text-based reporting platform available in multiple 

languages (see Option 3: Improve multilingual access) that prospective TPRs can 

choose to implement, tailor and owndd 

▪ funding conditions (for prospective TPRs interested in providing supports; see Option 4: 

Improve support outcomes). 

The turnkey package could be provided either as something which prospective TPRs can 

access and implement entirely on their own, or alongside a grant round to provide one-off 

funding to organisations interested in establishing TPRs. This option could be an opportunity 

for the community organisations who became CRT hosts in Option 2: Expand coverage to 

determine whether they would like to continue as a CRT host or implement their own TPR. 

Unlike hosting the CRT, this TPR would be something owned, hosted and maintained by 

community organisations. Reporting data would go directly to (and be held by) those 

organisations and not to the Commission. 

 
dd  This could be based on the code for the Commission’s CRT and should reflect existing TPR best 

practice. It should also be available in multiple languages (see Option 3: Improve multilingual 

access). 
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Key activities in Option 6 are for: 

▪ the Victorian Government to provide funding for, coordinate development and testing of, 

and organise hosting for the TPR’s source codeee 

▪ the Victorian Government to promote availability of the turnkey TPR package and to 

consider the possibility of a grant round to support prospective TPRs to implement and 

embed the turnkey form 

▪ existing TPRs without their own dedicated reporting platformsff to decide whether to 

adopt and adapt the turnkey to replace their existing system 

▪ prospective TPRs to decide whether to adopt the turnkey (and adapt it where 

appropriate to their communities’ needs and contexts) 

▪ CRT hosts (including those that became CRT hosts in Option 2: Expand coverage) to 

decide whether they would like to become a TPR by adopting the turnkey to replace the 

CRT, or to continue as a CRT host. 

These activities aim to achieve several outcomes, including: 

▪ communities having a broader range of reporting avenues available to them, with new 

TPRs being set up with best practice processes, structures and forms 

▪ Victoria Police receiving fewer reports of non-criminal incidents from members of 

communities that did not previously have a TPR 

▪ the Victorian Government having an improved awareness of hate incidents across more 

communities and an improved ability to make data-informed decisions on prevention and 

response strategies. 

For full detail of resources, activities, outputs and outcomes for this option, see its program 

logic in Appendix B. 

The idea of a turnkey TPR builds on the existing precedent of new TPRs modelling their 

reporting forms off existing ones. For example, the Asian Australian Alliance, Call It Out and 

Maya Cares all consulted with or modelled their forms off the Islamophobia Register. This 

means that the Islamophobia Register’s form is one possible base for the turnkey’s form. The 

working group established in Option 5: Share know-how could advise on the turnkey form. 

  

 
ee  The source code is the underlying code for a software program, application, website or form. In 

this instance, the code would be for the frontend of the reporting platform (i.e., what the form looks 

like and how it works for a user) and its backend (i.e., how it works behind the scenes, including 

how the reporting platform collects and stores data). 
ff  For example, TPRs which use survey platforms like SurveyMonkey to collect data. 
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5.3 Options assessed as less feasible or lower 

impact 

The Commission also considered several potential options that, following consultation and 

initial exploration, we have assessed as being less feasible or having a lower likely impact 

than the recommended options above. 

5.3.1 Data sharing between statutory and third-party 

reporting avenues 

Reporting avenues collect a large amount of data on racial and religious hate in Victoria. Data 

is important to inform both prevention and response strategies, and to help measure the 

effectiveness of these strategies. 

There is potential to expand work under recommendation 34 of the Inquiry84 to harmonise 

data collection through information sharing agreements and practices. However, the 

differences in how reporting avenues collect, manage, verify and use data – as well as 

different thresholds for what incidents are reportable and the potential for the same incident 

to be reported multiple times by multiple people to multiple avenues – mean that data from 

multiple avenues should not be combined into or presented as a single dataset. Any reports 

or dashboards which present data from multiple avenues should present the different data 

streams separately and be transparent about how data is collected and analysed (e.g., 

definitions, thresholds, changes in practices). 

Although this option may provide some benefit to government, it is unlikely to provide the 

same level of benefit for communities or TPRs as the recommended options above. In 

consultations, some community members did express interest in being able to see data 

reports and dashboards as an outcome of their reports. 

This option may also require new roles or training for existing roles in TPRs to coordinate 

reporting to government. This option would also require exploration of how affected 

communities feel about the sharing of data provided and held by community. If this option is 

pursued, it could be developed as part of Option 5: Share know-how and should consider 

True Vision’s information sharing agreements between police and key TPRs (see 4.4.1 UK: 

True Vision). 

5.3.2 Re-establishing reporting places 

The case studies of hybrid third-party/statutory reporting models (see 4.4.1 UK: True Vision 

and 4.4.2 Victoria: Report Racism) demonstrate how in-person reporting could be 

implemented through trusted community organisations. 

Although the Report Racism pilot was resource-intensive at the time, a leaner version of its 

model could be achieved using the CRT and its existing network of hosts. CRT hosts could 

become reporting places by providing in-person services to facilitate reports to the 

Commission via the CRT. 
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There are 2 main approaches to this: CRT hosts could determine themselves whether to 

become reporting places, or CRT hosts could be selected and designated as reporting 

places. The latter would require more coordination and resourcing, but it would likely result in 

more evenly distributed coverage across communities and regions. 

A leaner Report Racism model would involve: 

1. CRT hosts that want to become reporting places deciding how to implement facilitated 

reporting based on their context and capacity (e.g., integrating the facilitation role into 

their existing general service provision, integrating it into the roles of designated existing 

staff, creating new dedicated staff positions). 

2. The Commission developing and providing guidance to reporting places on how to 

facilitate reports, support targets of hate and safeguard staff wellbeing. This could be 

through an e-learning module and companion guidance (possibly modelled on True 

Vision’s resources for reporting places). Reporting places would also need to ensure 

they are trained in trauma-informed practice. 

3. The Commission maintaining ongoing relationships with reporting places in order to 

provide support or information as needed. If resourcing permitted, this could be a formal 

network or community of practice of reporting places. 

Re-establishing reporting places could be challenging and resource intensive. Further work 

would be needed to scope it and determine its viability and feasibility in the current 

environment. Anecdotally, the Commission has heard that councils – which are currently the 

largest cohort of CRT hosts (see Appendix A) – are experiencing capacity and resourcing 

constraints that would limit their ability to become reporting places. Engagement with 

community organisations that are CRT hosts would be needed to understand their capacity 

and interest in becoming reporting places. 

This option faces the same risks as those noted in 5.1.7 Key risks. However, in-person 

reporting brings additional challenges and risks, including the risk that reporting place staff 

would be exposed to challenging behaviours. As with Option 4: Improve support 

outcomes, there would be a need for an investment in trauma-informed practice training to 

receive reports, as well as a need for comprehensive and coordinated risk identification, 

mitigation and management across reporting places. 

5.3.3 Online navigator model 

This option would create an online portal to help people navigate reporting and support 

options after experiencing or witnessing a hate incident. It could be similar to Ask Izzy or 

other support portals. 

Although this option may provide some benefit to community members, it would require 

significant ongoing promotion to cement it as the go-to place after an incident. It would also 

duplicate existing websites, including the Commission’s Reducing Racism Hub (and services 

directory) and All Together Now’s Reporting Racism Clearing House. There could be greater 

impact from instead promoting these existing portals and ensuring they are as accessible and 

usable as possible. 
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5.3.4 In-person navigator model 

This option would provide face-to-face navigators at key locations across the state to help 

people navigate reporting and support options after experiencing or witnessing a hate 

incident. It could be similar to existing peer navigator programs, such as those for trans and 

gender diverse Victorians or people with mental health challenges in Western Australia. 

The navigators could be entirely new roles or expansions of existing similar roles based in (or 

accessible from) council offices, community legal centres, libraries and local health clinics. A 

2024 Victorian study found that 71.8% of its survey respondents felt that locally-provided 

support services were important or very important, and 60.7% of respondents preferred to 

speak to someone in-person to report racism.85 The navigators could also be members of or 

have relationships with local anti-racism support networks (see 4.2.9 Potential new place-

based avenues). 

Although there is community desire for in-person reporting and support, this option is 

currently less feasible due to the cost involved. The Commission recommends it for longer-

term consideration. 

5.3.5 Government-led expansion of third-party 

reporting 

This option is similar to Option 6: Support new avenues as it would provide a turnkey TPR 

package. However, this option would involve the Victorian Government identifying 

communities without TPRs and directly providing them with the turnkey TPR package and 

funding to implement. By comparison, Option 6 involves communities choosing whether to 

adapt and adopt the turnkey package. 

The Commission recommends that any expansion of third-party reporting should be 

community-led and -governed, with government support. 
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5.4 Options assessed as not feasible 

Finally, the Commission considered 3 potential options that, following consultation and initial 

exploration, we have assessed as not being feasible: 

5.4.1 New community-owned reporting avenue for all 

communities 

This option would be a wholly community-owned and -operated reporting avenue. This would 

effectively be a third-party version of the Commission’s CRT, operating in parallel with the 

CRT. This option would involve significant investment and result in significant duplication (as 

well as potential community confusion). It also does not account for the unique issues and 

priorities of each of Victoria’s communities affected by hate, and it would necessitate the 

creation and negotiation of new governance and ownership structures and agreements. 

5.4.2 Expansion of existing TPRs to other communities 

This option would involve existing TPRs accepting reports of hate incidents against other 

communities (e.g., the Islamophobia Register receiving and handling non-Islamophobia). 

Each TPR has been developed by community for community, and this option would be 

inappropriate and would likely damage trust and relationships with TPRs and communities. 

5.4.3 Exploration of improvements for users and 

operators 

This option would involve funding for TPR-specific user research and implementation of 

changes. The Commission heard through consultations that responsiveness to user feedback 

is already part of ongoing practice for TPRs. 

All the recommended options above do include improvements for users and operators, and 

there is potential for government to fund deeper user research that also considers barriers to 

reporting in user interfaces and user experience. This research could engage and integrate 

behavioural change design, implementation and testing expertise (e.g., through the Victorian 

Government’s Behavioural Insights Unit). 
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Appendix B. Program logic models 

for recommended options 

The following pages outline the full program logic models for the 6 recommended options 

explored in 5.2 Recommended options. Each program logic provides an overview of their 

anticipated resources, activities, outputs and outcomes.gg 

The outcomes generally link to the identified barriers and challenges (see 3 Barriers to 

reporting and 5.1.2 Operational challenges for reporting avenues) to demonstrate how 

each option intends to address the problems identified through this project.hh 

 

 
gg  This options paper draws from the program logic approach in Lisa Wyatt Knowlton and Cynthia C 

Phillips, The logic model guidebook: Better strategies for great results (SAGE, 2nd edition, 2012). 
hh  Note that the resources and activities listed are not exhaustive. In addition, as some communities 

experience certain barriers differently, the anticipated outcomes and their timing may differ 

between communities. 
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Action items - Meeting 1 - Hate Crimes and Incidents Database Working Group

[SEC=OFFICIAL:Sensitive]
Date: Monday, 28 April 2025 8:46:46 AM
Attachments: image001.png

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not follow guidance, click links, or
open attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Hate Crimes Secretariat
 
Thank you for providing the NSW Department of Communities and Justice the opportunity to
review the revised terms of reference for the Hate Crimes and Incidents Database Working
Group and for the opportunity to contribute our views on targeted stakeholder consultation on
the database. We apologise for the delay in responding to you.
 
We have no issue with the revised terms of reference.
 
We consider that peak bodies representing groups with attributes that are covered by the
Commonwealth hate crime amendments that were passed earlier this year should be included in
the consultation. These attributes include:
 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples
Communities with diverse ethnic, cultural and linguistic backgrounds
Religious communities
People with disability
People who identify as LGBTIQ+ or have HIV/AID status

 
In NSW there are many groups that represent communities with these attributes. These peak
groups provided written submissions and attended roundtables as part of the NSW Law Reform
Commission’s 2024 review, Serious Racial and Religious Vilification.  Appendices A and B of the
Commission’s report contain the details of these peak groups. A list of stakeholders who made
submissions to the review can also be viewed here: https://lawreform.nsw.gov.au/completed-
projects/recent/section-93z/submissions.html
 
The NSW Government has established a Faith Affairs Council and an LGBTIQ Advisory Council to
advise the Government on matters relating to these communities. 

 
Details of the Faith Affairs Council members can be accessed at this link:
https://multicultural.nsw.gov.au/media-releases/nsw-faith-affairs-council-starts-work/
 
Details of the LGBTIQ+ Advisory Council members can be accessed at this link:
https://www.nsw.gov.au/departments-and-agencies/premiers-department/lgbtiq
 
Please contact me if we can be of any further assistance.
 

A/Director
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Law Enforcement and Crime Team
Policy, Reform and Legislation Branch
Department of Communities and Justice

www.dcj.nsw.gov.au

 
 

From:  
Sent: Thursday, 24 April 2025 11:12 AM
To: 

Subject: RE: Action items - Meeting 1 - Hate Crimes and Incidents Database Working Group
[SEC=OFFICIAL:Sensitive]
 

 

Acting Deputy Secretary
Law Reform and Legal Services Division

 
Executive support:  , Senior Executive Assistant |
E:
 

From:  
Sent: Wednesday, 23 April 2025 5:58 PM
To: 
Subject: RE: Action items - Meeting 1 - Hate Crimes and Incidents Database Working Group
[SEC=OFFICIAL:Sensitive]
 

 
  

 
Cheers,

 

From:  
Sent: Wednesday, 23 April 2025 4:44 PM
To: 
Subject: FW: Action items - Meeting 1 - Hate Crimes and Incidents Database Working Group
[SEC=OFFICIAL:Sensitive]
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: RE: Working Group Workshop - Definitions - Hate Crimes and Incidents Database [SEC=OFFICIAL:Sensitive]
Date: Friday, 9 May 2025 7:33:46 AM
Attachments: working copy ST comparison - existing definition of a hate crime and hate incident final.docx

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not follow guidance, click links, or open attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

OFFICIAL: Sensitive

Good morning,
 
Please find an updated table from Vic Pol as I was advised that there were a few changes to the Victorian column which were outdated.
 
Regards
 

 | Commander
Crime Command | Victoria Police
_________________________________________________________________________________

website: www.police.vic gov au  |  www.vicpolicenews.com au
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-----Original Appointment-----
From:
Sent: Friday, 2 May 2025 2:20 PM
To: 
Subject: FW: Working Group Workshop - Definitions - Hate Crimes and Incidents Database [SEC=OFFICIAL:Sensitive]
When: Friday, 16 May 2025 1:30 PM-3:30 PM (UTC+10:00) Canberra, Melbourne, Sydney.
Where: Microsoft Teams

 

 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From:  
Sent: Monday, 28 April 2025 2:57 PM
To:

 Inverarity, Tara;
Swinbourne, Emma; 

Cc: 
Subject: Working Group Workshop - Definitions - Hate Crimes and Incidents Database [SEC=OFFICIAL:Sensitive]
When: Friday, 16 May 2025 1:30 PM-3:30 PM (UTC+10:00) Canberra, Melbourne, Sydney.
Where: Microsoft Teams
 

OFFICIAL: Sensitive
 
Good afternoon all,
 
Please see the following invite for the upcoming workshop on potential definitions of a hate crime and hate incident, including protected attributes.
 
Working Group members are welcome to attend, or nominate appropriate subject matters experts to attend on their behalf. The outcomes of the workshop will be discussed at the next Working Group meeting.
 
Update: Attached is a draft comparative overview of definitions in advance of the workshop, to support the discussion. We would be grateful if you can review the document and provide any updates or changes prior to the
workshop.
 
Kind regards
 
Secretariat
Hate Crimes and Incidents Database Working Group

________________________________________________________________________________
Microsoft Teams Need help?

________________________________________________________________________________

IMPORTANT: This transmission is intended only for the use of the addressee and may contain confidential or legally privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified hat any use or dissemination of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this transmission in error, please notify us immediately by email govteams@finance.gov.au and delete all copies of this transmission together with any attachments. If responding to this email, please send to the appropriate person using the suffix.gov.au.

 
OFFICIAL: Sensitive

 
If you have received this transmission in error please notify us immediately by return e-mail and delete all copies. If this e-mail or any attachments have been sent to you in error, that error does not
constitute waiver of any confidentiality, privilege or copyright in respect of information in the e-mail or attachments.

The contents of this email and any attachments are for the intended recipient only and may contain confidential, privileged, copyright and/or personal information.

If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and permanently delete and/or destroy this email and all attachments. Any other use, disclosure, or handling of this email and/or any
attachments is unauthorised. 

Victoria Police does not represent or warrant that this email and any attachments are free from computer viruses and/or other defects. To the extent permitted by law, Victoria Police excludes all liability arising from
or in connection with any computer viruses, defects and/or any unauthorised use, disclosure and/or handling of this email and/or any attachments.
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