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publication, citation and circulation. DSS V1.0 remains the unchanged historical record lodged on 31 July 2026; DSS 
acceptance of supersession is not asserted unless and until confirmed. 
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Executive position 
The First Action Plan built activity and institutional machinery. It did not complete the accountability chain from 

recognised risk to measured safety. The Second Action Plan must connect what was known, what was done, what 

happened and who must correct continuing harm. 

Australia has improved its language, screening tools, specialist pathways and policy recognition of domestic and 

family violence. The unresolved problem is the absence of a consistently enforceable connection between a 

disclosed risk, the institutional response, the decision made, the outcome experienced by the adult or child, and 

the body responsible for correction. 

This submission proposes a permanent, outcome-focused accountability architecture that complements the 

monitoring work of the Domestic, Family and Sexual Violence Commission. It does not seek to override the 

constitutional or statutory functions of courts, governments or agencies. 

Purpose and publication boundary 
This public edition provides the evidence and policy architecture necessary for government and the community to 

assess the proposals. It deliberately excludes material that would enable another party to reproduce or operate the 

underlying methodologies. 

• No child, former partner, party, witness or other private third party is named. 

• No court file number, identifying case narrative, personal address, phone number or private email address 

is included. 

• No EVMS™ raw data, free-text response, reusable survey instrument, coding workbook, data dictionary 

or internal analytical method is included. 

• No detailed TEOU™, IJIAC or Rapid Child-Safety operating toolkit, decision rule, threshold, instrument, 

template, data specification or manual is included. 

1. The connected problem 
The adversarial family-law model can fragment cumulative coercive control into isolated allegations and competing 

narratives. Complaint and review pathways are divided between appeal, internal judicial complaint, professional 

regulation, child protection, police and service bodies. National reporting still measures activity more readily than 

safety outcomes. 

A coherent response must address institutional design, family-law process, post-order child safety, professional 

accountability, implementation control and national outcome evidence together. 

2. Reform propositions 
Outcome accountability: Measure whether identified risk changed the response and whether safety improved; 

require correction where it did not. 

Rapid child-safety reassessment: Provide independent intake, urgent safeguarding, evidence coordination and 

supported lawful and cost-effective return to court when credible new or escalating risk emerges. 

Permanent lived-experience governance: Test whether policy is accessible, safe and effective in real conditions 

and ensure consultation does not substitute for implementation. 

3. Independent accountability without merits interference 
Appeal, reconsideration, urgent applications, internal judicial complaint and the constitutional removal pathway 

perform different functions. None is a standing independent mechanism combining safe complaint intake, pattern 

aggregation, systemic investigation, post-order outcome learning and an assisted route for credible new safety 

evidence to return to a judicial decision-maker. 

An Independent Judicial Integrity and Accountability Commission (IJIAC) should occupy the missing middle 

between appellate correction and parliamentary removal. Its authority should be investigative, systemic and 

referential - never judicial. 

• Receive and investigate defined conduct and integrity concerns, aggregate recurring patterns and conduct 

de-identified thematic reviews. 

• Publish de-identified findings, recommendations and institutional response tracking. 
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• Refer professional, criminal or potential constitutional removal matters through the appropriate lawful 

pathway. 

• Never overturn, suspend, vary or stay an order; rehear a case; direct a judge; or substitute for appeal. 

4. Rapid Child-Safety Reassessment - public architecture 
The proposed pathway is a statutory, independent, trauma-informed service that converts credible new or 

escalating child-safety information into urgent safeguarding and, where judicial reconsideration may be required, a 

properly supported return to court. Only a court may change an order. 

• Accessible independent intake and urgent referral where emergency or mandatory-reporting obligations 

arise. 

• Multidisciplinary assessment of the safety signal, the child’s voice and relevant new evidence. 

• Lawful evidence coordination, legal assistance and an expedited route to judicial consideration. 

• De-identified follow-through and system learning, with privacy, procedural fairness, cultural safety and 

disability access. 

Reserved for funded co-design: detailed trigger tests, triage thresholds, referral and escalation rules, 

service standards, assessment instruments, decision matrices, evidence protocols, data specifications, 

staffing, costing, training and operating manuals. 

5. What the First Action Plan record shows 
There is real delivery to recognise: the DFSV Commission is operating and reporting to Parliament; an Outcomes 

Framework and Performance Measurement Plan have been published; family-law parenting reforms commenced 

in May 2024; and court safety infrastructure has continued. 

On 30 June 2025, the Activities Addendum listed 583 activities. Of these, 112 were labelled “finished” - defined as 

no longer available - while 79 remained in planning. The register therefore describes activity lifecycles more readily 

than whether adults and children became safer. Appendix C sets out the public-record audit and its limitations. 

6. Every Voice Matters Survey™ evidence 
EVMS™ is a survivor-led, self-selected national survey. Its 219 valid timestamped responses do not establish 

prevalence across all Australian family-law matters and do not constitute judicial findings. They identify a coherent 

respondent-reported pattern requiring independent investigation and official outcome measurement. 

Post-separation abuse 215 / 217 99.1% 

Abuse through children 193 / 217 88.9% 

Housing stability affected fully or partly 163 / 215 75.8% 

Among 136 respondents answering why they had not appealed, 89 selected prohibitive cost, 79 felt too 

disadvantaged to pursue an appeal, 71 reported insufficient information or support, and 57 selected that housing, 

crisis, safety or health circumstances made an appeal impossible. 

7. Decisions requested 
1. Adopt an outcome-accountability mechanism that makes ownership, delivery, evidence, independent 

review and corrective action publicly visible. 

2. Develop national risk-to-outcome reporting showing what was known, what action followed and whether 

adult and child safety improved. 

3. Publish the Government’s response and timetable following the federal judicial commission consultation 

and proceed to constitutionally bounded exposure design. 

4. Fund independent co-design and pilot readiness for a Rapid Child-Safety Reassessment Pathway, 

including legal, child-safety, disability, cultural and lived-experience expertise. 

5. Accept EVMS™ as formal lived-experience evidence and commission independent validation and de-

identified analysis under agreed privacy, ethics and data-governance arrangements. 

6. Establish permanent, paid lived-experience governance with measurable influence over implementation, 

evaluation and correction. 
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7. Invite a separately funded capability, development and pilot proposal for TEOU governance architecture 

and any reserved implementation materials. 

8. Apply the Policy-to-Practice-to-Safety Accountability Test™ to every Second Action Plan reform. 

9. Establish national DFSV and family-safety data uplift as priority safety infrastructure. 

10. Establish a National Child Sexual Abuse Disclosure, Investigative Interview and Support Standard. 

11. Activate and extend national accreditation, audit and complaints for family report writers and other 

influential court-connected child experts. 

12. Commission an independent national family-law child-safety outcomes review covering the past decade of 

parenting, residence-transfer and relocation decisions involving domestic, family or sexual violence, 

coercive control, child abuse or child sexual abuse, together with prospective post-6 May 2024 

longitudinal evaluation. 

Appendices included 

Appendix A Every Voice Matters Survey™ - Public Evidence Brief 

Appendix B IJIAC and Rapid Child-Safety Reassessment Public Policy Architecture 

Appendix C First Action Plan 2023-2027 - Public-Record Implementation Audit 

Authorship, intellectual property and attribution 
Copyright © 2026. Copyright in material attributed to  and  remains with the 

respective author. Material expressly described as jointly developed is held in their respective contributions. Third-

party rights remain with their owners. 

The Evidence of Us™, its pre-existing governance architecture and its branded methodologies are attributed to 

 The Every Voice Matters Survey™ (EVMS™), its survey instrument, controlled dataset and 

associated evidence materials are attributed to  led the public IJIAC, rapid 

child-safety and First Action Plan audit materials;  contributed TEOU™ governance integration 

and systems-accountability architecture. 

The Evidence of Us™ is presently an unincorporated initiative led by  and does not have separate 

legal personality or an ABN as at 18 August 2026. References to TEOU identify the initiative and its associated work, not 

a separately incorporated legal entity. 

The immutable DSS V1.0 lodged package remains the unchanged historical record. DSS V2.1 is the current author-

approved companion edition prepared for resubmission with a request that it supersede V1.0 prospectively for ongoing 

policy consideration, publication, citation and circulation. DSS acceptance of supersession is not asserted unless and 

until confirmed. No assignment or transfer of copyright, trade marks, controlled data, confidential know-how, background 

intellectual property or reserved implementation material is made or implied. 

Reproduction or adaptation of protected expression beyond the consultation and publication purpose, and any 

operational design, pilot, implementation, training, licensing, commercial use or access to reserved instruments, 

datasets or methodologies, requires a separate written agreement with the relevant rights-holder. 

The appendices intentionally provide policy-level detail only. Technical workflows, thresholds, decision 

rules, schemas, instruments, templates, coding materials, training packages, costing models and 

operating manuals are withheld. 

Contributor profiles 

 BA (Legal Studies) 
Co-author; Founder, Ancestral Echoes Collective; Creator and data steward, Every Voice Matters Survey™ 

(EVMS™); independent lived-experience researcher; systems accountability analyst; writer; speaker; 

photographer; and advocate. 

 MSc (International Business), BBA, DipFP, CSPO 
Founder, The Evidence of Us™; writer; speaker; lived-experience expert; governance and systems accountability 

advocate; and Voice of #dhanushislivedexperience. Her professional background includes a 25-year corporate 

career, with 16 years in Australian banking and financial services across governance, regulatory controls, process, 

product and project delivery. 

Neither profile includes personal contact details in this public edition. Contact may be made through the DSS submission 

channel or separately supplied professional correspondence. 
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8.3 Evidence and publication boundary 
Appendices A–C retain their public-safe evidence status and separate provenance. No EVMS™ raw data, free-text 

responses, coding workbook, data dictionary, reusable instrument, technical decision rule or protected implementation 

manual is included. DSS V2.1 removes the unresolved qualification placeholder and uses only the contributor 

descriptions confirmed in the final TEOU V5.1 submission. No material policy change has been made to the appendices. 
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A2. Reported harm involving children 
Children were central to the survey. Of 216 respondents answering the pre-separation 

caregiving question, 187 selected that they had been the primary caregiver. Respondents then 

described substantial changes to care arrangements, sudden reversals of care and reduced 

time with children during or after the court process. 

Data note: “Reduced time with children” was selected among negative life impacts. “Cold switch” was the survey’s 

term for a sudden reversal of primary care. These figures do not determine whether an individual order was legally 

correct; they show the scale of reported disruption requiring longitudinal child-safety review. 

A court file ordinarily records applications, evidence and orders. It does not necessarily 

record whether a child became safer, whether wellbeing improved, whether a care change 

remained workable, or what happened when new safety information emerged. Without post- 

order outcome review, system activity can be counted while child safety remains 

unmeasured. 

A3. Health, work and earning capacity 
The reported effects extend beyond distress during proceedings. Respondents described 

diagnosed mental and physical health impacts, reduced work capacity, employment loss and 

disruption to study. These effects also reduce the resources available to obtain advice, test 

evidence or pursue review. 

Data note: Diagnosis categories came from a question asking about diagnoses related to the court process or 

family violence. Respondents could select multiple diagnoses. The brief therefore does not attribute each 

diagnosis solely to the court process. 

When health loss reduces work capacity, the harm becomes self-reinforcing: less 

income, less representation, less ability to obtain evidence and less practical 

access to appeal. 

A4. Housing and financial depletion 
Financial harm was not reported as a separate inconvenience. It affected housing, household 

security, support networks and the capacity to continue proceedings. Of 215 respondents 

answering the legal-fees question, 83 reported spending more than $100,000 on their own 

legal fees. 

Data note: The survey’s free-text total-cost field requires final manual validation before an aggregate dollar 

estimate is published. This brief therefore uses closed-response financial indicators and the verified legal-fee band 

only. 

The figures point to a public-cost transfer. Respondents reported reduced earning capacity, 

Centrelink reliance, support from family and friends, borrowing, housing pressure and 

increased use of health and crisis services. The cost of prolonged proceedings does not 

disappear; it moves from the legal file into households and public systems. 

A5. The accountability gap in the survey data 
The final layer is the ability to correct what respondents believed had gone wrong. The 

survey records reported difficulty having errors corrected, unequal treatment of evidence, 

complaints that did not lead to investigation, and appeal pathways rendered inaccessible by 

cost, health and disadvantage. 

Data note: The complaint figure is limited to 64 respondents who answered the complaint-outcome question. The 

court-evidence question allowed multiple selections, so “ignored” may coexist with another selected response. 

Appeal did not operate as an accessible answer for many respondents. Among 136 people 

answering why they had not appealed, 89 selected prohibitive cost, 79 said they felt too 
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disadvantaged to pursue an appeal, 71 reported insufficient information or support, and 57 

selected that housing, crisis, safety or health circumstances made it impossible. 

A6. What this evidence requires 
Every Voice Matters does not claim to be the final national study. It supplies something 

government should not ignore: a coherent respondent-reported pattern connecting abuse 

before separation, legal and systems abuse after separation, child-related disruption, health 

loss, employment loss, housing instability, financial depletion and limited access to 

correction. 

The data does not permit a finding that every reported outcome was caused by 

institutional failure. It does make institutional silence untenable. The proper 

response is independent investigation and measurement. 

A7. Five immediate actions 
1. Accept the survey as formal lived-experience evidence input to the Second Action Plan, with its limitations 

recorded rather than used as a reason to disregard it. 

2. Commission independent analysis of the frozen dataset, including transparent quantitative validation and 

de-identified thematic coding. 

3. Measure outcomes—not only activity—across child safety, health, work, housing, financial stability, post-

order harm and access to review. 

4. Create a risk-to-outcome framework capable of testing whether identified family violence changed the 

intervention and whether the intervention produced safety. 

5. Establish independent accountability architecture able to receive complaints, aggregate patterns, 

investigate systemic risks, publish findings and require institutional responses without substituting for 

appeal. 
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