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Section 1: Introduction and purpose   

Strengthening Family Violence Regional Integration – A Monitoring, Research and Evaluation 

Framework for Family Violence Regional Integration Committees (FVRICs) is an initiative designed to 

increase evidence-informed decision making by the 14 Family Violence Regional Integration 

Committees across Victoria, leading to more coordinated responses to family violence, improved 

safety for victim survivors and increased perpetrator accountability.  It is anticipated that elements of 

this framework may also support the work of other stakeholders in building the evidence base for 

better understanding the strengths and limitations, and overall impact of the service system.    

This document outlines a Monitoring, Research and Evaluation Framework (MERF) for the FVRICs in 

Victoria. The Framework has been developed by a team from the Department of Social Work, 

University of Melbourne with participations from a cross sector Reference Group made up of 

representatives from Family Safety Victoria (FSV), Crime statistic Agency (CSA), FVRICs and Domestic 

Violence Victoria (DV Vic). The Framework was developed as part of a project named RICKIE (Regional 

Integration Committee Key Information and Evidence) during 2019-20, with support from Domestic 

Violence Victoria, the peak body for Specialist Family Violence Services in Victoria. The project also 

had input from Family Safety Victoria (FSV), the Victorian Government Agency established in July 2017 

to deliver the family violence reforms recommended by the Royal Commission into Family Violence 

and drive action to end family violence. 

The project had the dual focus of collaboratively developing an initial monitoring, research and 

evaluation framework for the FVRICs, while also exploring the way FVRICs currently use data and 

identifying areas for capacity building in relation to data literacy and the use of data to inform planning 

and strategic priorities. The MERF incorporates an initial monitoring and evaluation plan as well as a 

3-year strategy to build the FVRICs data capacity so as to facilitate evidence-informed decision making, 

data driven service development and the capacity for more sophisticated monitoring and evaluation 

processes.  

Some key principles that underpin the development of the MERF and which should continue to 

influence its implementation are:  

• A collaborative approach that incorporates input from all key stakeholders 

• A program theory driven approach which articulates the theory of change and how the 

program elements are designed to achieve the intended outcomes 

• The potential to leverage existing statewide and national data collection while also 

developing the capacity of local/regional data collection systems 
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• The importance of incorporating data development and capacity building strategies to 

support the further enhancement and utilisation of an effective data framework. 
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Section 2: Family Violence Regional Integration Committees  

Family Violence Regional Integration Committees (FVRICs) have been established throughout Victoria 

since 2006 during the first major reform of the FV system in Victoria. They are collaborative local 

partnerships between agencies and services established to plan, advocate, coordinate and implement 

responses to family violence within a defined geographical region. Their focus lies in developing 

strategies to streamline and integrate responses to family violence at a systems level in order to 

improve the response to adult and child victim survivors and to perpetrators of violence.  

FVRICs bring together area specialist family violence agencies, child and family services 

alliances (which include Child First and Integrated Family Services), Victoria Police, Indigenous 

Family Violence Regional Action Groups [Dhelk Dja Action Groups], Department of Justice and 

Regulation (including courts), Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) Child 

Protection and Local Connections [now known as Agency Performance and System Support].  

These agencies and alliances are among the major players in the current family violence reform 

agenda of Ending Family Violence.  FVRICs have reach to other important sectors that intersect 

with the family violence system, and indeed can be considered part of the broader 

conceptualisation of the system under Ending Family Violence. (Kwok, 2018, p.97) 

The Victorian Family Violence Royal Commission (Royal Commission) recognised the role that the 

FVRICs contribute to fostering systemic improvements in family violence policy and the importance of 

local and regional perspectives that they bring to the governance structure in the reform process 

(RCFV Summary, 2016, p.97). The FVRICs are supported with some government funding to strengthen 

the regional response, with Principal Strategic Advisors (PSAs) employed to support and progress the 

work of the FVRICs. Their role and structure are defined in a set of agreed guidelines. The Royal 

Commission identified that the FVRICs are well placed to “support and report on implementation of 

data system reforms, data collection and analysis” (RCFV, Vol VI, p124). While there is a statewide 

framework to guide the work of FVRICs (see Healey, Humphreys & Wilcox, 2013), and a recent report 

provides further strategic direction for the strengthening of FVRICs (Kwok, 2018), the role and the 

functioning of each FVRIC also has some specific characteristics. The local variation is expressed in the 

development of regional Strategic Plans and Action Plans which guide the priority activities in each 

area of the state (see Appendix A). 

Local variation should also be captured through the data which pertains to each local area. 

Understanding through the publicly available data and through local services (e.g., The Orange Door, 

local hospitals, refuges), the patterns of demand for FV services and responses, and specific issues of 

interest locally (e.g., adolescent violence in the home; responses to animal abuse in the context of FV; 
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elder abuse) create the impetus for strengthening the data capacity of FVRICs. Greater attention to 

data and evidence to guide the FV reform agenda for Victoria was a clear recommendation of the 

Victorian FV Royal Commission and provides the authorising context for this project (FVRC, Vol 6). 

Currently, FVRICs can only access publicly accessible data, which often does not give them LGA or 

regionally specific information, and may have limited access to data from their membership. With data 

that can help them identify diversity across their region, both at a population-demographic and a 

service delivery level, a system-wide view of how the region’s family violence response is operating 

would be enabled. With greater access to localised data, FVRICs could more quickly identify blockages 

and barriers in the system, and through their collaborative efforts, address them. They could ensure 

that service delivery is responsive to demographic need and workforce development that addresses 

the needs of marginalised groups or similar. The ability to easily identify complex disadvantage could 

also inform breadth or intensity of collaboration in particular areas. 
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Section 3: Development of the MERF  

The development of the Regional Integration Committee Key Information and Evidence (RICKIE) 

project was informed by a Knowledge to Action process as set out by Graham and Tetroe (2009). This 

action research method enables the simultaneous generation of evidence, co-design of interventions 

and translation of knowledge into practice. The process is circular and involves several stages: 

identifying a problem and reviewing evidence; adapting knowledge to local context; assessing 

barriers to knowledge use; co-designing interventions; and monitoring, sustaining and evaluating 

knowledge use. 

Aim 
The aim of the RICKIE project was to co-design and deliver a Monitoring, Research and Evaluation 

Framework for the 14 Regional Integration Committees across Victoria. Objectives included:  

• Identification of existing data sets available to committees and how they are used 

• Identification of gaps in data currently available to committees 

• Identification of data literacy levels 

• Showcasing innovative data work 

• Identifying a data framework strategy to support use of regional and state data sets to enhance 

work of committees 

Governance and Reference Groups 

The role of the Governance Group was to: 

• provide oversight of the progress of the project  

• ensure deliverables were provided in a timely manner  

• provide the authorising environment for the project  

• provide the key communication mechanism between the researchers and the project 

funders.  

The Governance Group was comprised of members of the research team, DVVic, FSV and nominated 

PSAs. 

The role of the Reference Group was to drive the project content and help with the workshops. The 

Reference Group was intended to have ownership of the project, and therefore to provide guidance 

on “all the moving parts” of the project. Further, the Group was intended as a mechanism through 

which other PSAs and FVRIC Chairs would be informed of progress and assist with consultation. The 

Reference Group was very involved in the development of the project and assisted researchers to 
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make key decisions especially when there were differing views about the priorities for the Monitoring, 

Evaluation and Research Framework or any other aspect of the project.  

The Reference Group was comprised of members of the research team, DVVic, FSV, the Crime 

Statistics Agency and nominated PSAs. 

Consultations with key stakeholders  

The research team undertook the following activities to facilitate the action research process: 

• Interviews with PSAs and other key stakeholders 

• One kick off workshop and two data ‘parties’/workshops 

• Consultation with Central Highlands Integrated Family Violence Committee (CHIFVC) about 

the Data Press project and further conversation with Federation University and CHIFVC about 

the possibility of other regions developing a portal 

• Liaising with Crime Statistics Agency to discuss regular reports on agreed indicators at LGA 

level 

• Attendance at a FVRIC meeting to present on the project 

• Development of an online tutorial to assist PSAs to use Tableau Public 

• Discussions with FSV about potential data sources. 
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Section 4: FVRICs and Monitoring, Research & Evaluation activities   

FVRIC Chairs, PSAs and auspice representatives were consulted about their data needs through semi-

structured individual and group interviews. Twelve interviews were undertaken with a total of 26 

participants. The interviews were transcribed, deidentified and imported into NVivo. The data was 

analysed according to thematic analysis as set out by Clarke, Braun and Hayfield (2015). The process 

involved initial coding – the attachment of short phrases to each perception expressed by the 

participants. The initial codes were then attached to categories, including strengths; challenges; 

opportunities; and threats. The themes that emerged under each category are reported below. 

Strengths 

Key themes related to strengths:  

• Getting access to (limited) data sets 

• Strengthening governance arrangements 

• Trying out new ways of using data.  

 

In terms of getting access to (limited) data sets, participants talked about the importance of strong 

informal relationships and goodwill in gaining access to local agency data. Data accessed was also 

facilitated through formal procedures developed locally, such as with the Risk Assessment and 

Management Panels (RAMPS) reports.  Participants also talked about the improvements being made 

in governance and strengthening the strategic focus of the FVRICs. Many FVRICs were adopting the 

priorities set out in Family Violence Regional Integration Project: Strengthening the case for the future 

of regional integration (Kwok, 2018).  

A variety of innovative approaches to engaging with data were reported by participants. These data 

projects ranged from a portal that collates and compares quantitative local agency data with state-

wide data sets, through snapshot and mapping exercises, to qualitative interviews with women about 

their experiences of the system. An example lies with The Portal – or Data Press developed by Central 

Highlands Integrated Family Violence Committee. It represents a sophisticated data project whereby 

service-level data from local agencies can be mapped against large publicly available datasets at Local 

Government Area level. This means that the PSA and FVRIC can potentially compare data across 

service types, e.g., identifying the number of FV referrals with alcohol and drug use.  

Challenges 

Key themes related to challenges: 

• Access to comprehensive and relevant data sets  
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• Current boundaries for DHHS and DSS reporting are not fully aligned with FVRICs 

• The reported data from government organisations is not always accessible to FVRICs 

• Skills and knowledge in understanding and analysing data  

• Applying data to develop a more sophisticated understanding of demand, service delivery, 

and service system elements and pathways.    

Data tended to be shared in an ad hoc manner and participants expressed some frustration about not 

being able to access all sources of data, as well as about databases not “talking to one another” and 

data being out of date. The issue of having the skills to analyse and apply data in a helpful way was 

also highlighted. 

The need for access to The Orange Door data was discussed, given it is now the main point of entry to 

the service system. Access to data from The Orange Door will need to be negotiated as it is established 

across regions, as it will be important for the FVRICs in understanding and responding to how the 

service system is working in each area. 

Opportunities 

Key themes related to opportunities:  

• MERF will provide an opportunity for consistent data collection, monitoring and evaluation to 

strengthen the state-wide PSA group in providing regional stories, advocating and identifying 

service and system strengths, gaps and barriers 

• Identifying potential sources of useful data, and ways to present and utilise data to: 

o understand gaps, patterns and pathways in the region 

o inform system’s advocacy and local area planning 

o evaluate the effectiveness of linkages between services in the region 

o answer research questions at a local level 

 

There was a strong interest in using data to answer research questions and inform decision-making at 

a local level. Participants were keen to be able to generate data that would help them understand 

local issues that had come to their attention anecdotally. Further, participants were interested in 

collecting qualitative data that reflected the voices of the women, children and men accessing the 

system and using that data to inform system’s change. Data sets could help identify gaps, service 

delivery patterns and service pathways, to help better understand how people enter and leave the 

system and whether they receive services that are helpful to them.  
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Participants also wanted to use data to assist with identifying priorities for advocating for changes in 

the service system. That is, they wanted data to show where the system in their region was working 

well and where there were gaps or trends that need to be addressed. Others were interested in 

understanding how effective particular services are in their region and expressed a strong interest in 

how data can be used to assess the efficacy of these activities.  

Participants also reflected on the value of a now defunct data analyst role associated with state 

government which had been very helpful. The analyst used to break down the large data sets and 

present it in a meaningful way to the FVRICs (See Diemer, 2012).  

Threats 

Key themes related to threats: 

• Challenges related to implementation of the reform agenda 

• Impact of funding arrangements and competitive tendering 

• Difficulty of maintaining regional, rural and remote lenses 

• Lack of support for data projects 

 

One of the challenges presented by the reform agenda relates to the significant changes within the 

service system as The Orange Door is established, which relies on a new set of co-operative service 

delivery and governance relationships between services. The Orange Door governance arrangements 

at the local level mean that data is shared with their constituting agencies, however they are not 

mandated to share data with FVRICs. Whilst The Orange Door is a welcome service system reform, it 

will be necessary to negotiate how data might be shared, and how The Orange Door participates in 

the relevant FVRIC. In particular, the ways in which the referrals out of The Orange Door are processed 

in the local area service system will be an important area for data sharing focus. 

A further challenge noted by participants was that the competitive tendering environment means that 

some organisations do not want to share data in case it reflects poorly on their funding applications 

and that this interfered in the trusting relationships required for data sharing. Other funding issues 

related to the sense that it was the same regions who continually received extra funding for projects, 

and that other regions did not get considered for increased funding. Still another issue related to the 

need to “rural-proof” funding as the cost of travelling long distances meant that more money was 

required to achieve the same outcomes in remote areas than in metro areas. 

A further resourcing issue lay with the lack of funding for data projects and capacity building data 

literacy. There was clear recognition of the importance of data to the work of the FVRICs, especially in 
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supporting the current family violence reforms, but there was acknowledgement that dedicated 

resources were needed to sustain and further develop this area of work. 

Workshops and data ‘parties’ 

A ‘kick off’ workshop and two data ‘parties’ were facilitated by the research team with PSAs, RIC Chairs 

and key stakeholders. We chose to use the term ‘data party’ as we thought it presented a more 

engaging way of approaching workshops about data. Essentially, the ‘data parties’ were five-hour 

workshops with built-in exercises to deepen understanding of the range of issues relating to data 

collection, analyses and utilization (and an endless supply of cupcakes and sweets!). 

Workshop 1 (Kick off workshop) 

This workshop provided an overview of the RICKIE project and established a consensus about the 

activities, outputs and outcomes of the FVRICs. The information was later developed by the research 

team into a program logic that could be used for the project, and parameters for thinking about the 

role of research and data for FVRICs and PSAs. The workshop also focused on definitions of horizontal 

and vertical integration, and possible indicators as well as introducing the notion of domains and 

indicators that could inform the Monitoring, Research and Evaluation Framework.  

The workshop participants had a consensus on the four strategic priorities of FVRICs set out in Kwok 

(2018): Governance and system leadership; Integration of reform initiatives; Workforce development; 

and Service direction and local area profiling. It was felt that improvements could be made with 

multiagency working and a better understanding of the operation of FV integration at a regional level. 

It was clear that there were very different levels of data literacy across the PSAs and FVRICs.  

Workshop 2 - Data Party 1   

During data party 1, the team reported on the semi-structured interviews and the key questions that 

were emerging for the FVRICs. It was noted that there were five categories of questions emerging in 

the qualitative data, including:  

• questions about systemic and cultural influences  

• questions about social planning and service system planning 

• questions about collaboration and multiagency work; questions about pathways through the 

system 

• and questions about the lived experience of women, children and men as they navigate the 

system.  
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PSA Jess Cadwallader also presented about the Central Highlands Data Press and reported on some 

elements required for managing a data repository. Further, a data literacy session was facilitated by 

the research team about the data ecology wheel and the four types of data analytics. 

Participants noted that they often relied on data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics, local agency 

data and Crime Statistics Agency data. There was a specific interest in indicators that could inform 

local service system analysis, planning and measure service system effectiveness - for example, 

“recidivism” and the percentage of referrals from L17s into Child Protection that resulted in 

engagement. The Central Highlands Data Press was presented as an example of innovative and 

sophisticated data work by a FVRIC and as a model that other FVRICs could potentially adopt. There 

was agreement that the Data Press was an exciting and highly advanced initiative but that in regions 

where there were large numbers of agencies it would be difficult to get buy in from all stakeholders 

to enter the agency data regularly.  

The data literacy session about the data ecology wheel revealed just how many issues there are to 

think through when collecting and analysing data and the challenges involved in developing a secure 

repository (See Figure 1.4).   

Workshop 3 - Data Party 2 

During data party 2, the team presented the results of the interviews with PSAs and other key players 

through a Strengths, Weaknesses (Challenges), Opportunities and Threats lens. It also explored the 

elements required for a Monitoring, Evaluation and Research Framework and presented a 

‘masterclass’ on the use of Tableau Public to demonstrate how relevant publicly available datasets 

could be mapped to LGA level and useful for FVRICs. Further, the research team suggested the idea of 

working groups to continue to address issues of data literacy and the implementation of the 

Monitoring, Research Evaluation Framework.  

The tutorial on Tableau Public was particularly well-received by participants, and it was decided that 

the research team should create an online tutorial to support PSAs to become proficient with Tableau 

Public. Although there was interest in the platform it was also considered helpful that a role be 

developed to assist PSAs to access data and perhaps to provide a quarterly report of the indicators 

PSAs identify as helpful in their region. Opportunities for collaborating with DV Vic, the Crime Statistics 

Agency and the University of Melbourne were discussed. 

Wider stakeholder consultation 
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The research team met with senior managers at Family Safety Victoria to discuss the process through 

which PSAs could access relevant area level data from The Orange Door. It was agreed in principle that 

the intake data and referral data could be made available to the FVRICs.  

Conversations were also held with a representative from the Crime Statistics Agency (CSA) to explore 

the possibilities of the public data available and the reporting that would support the local area needs 

of the FVRICS through the CSA. The CSA remains open to further conversations in relation to these 

issues. 
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Section 5: FVRIC program design and program logic 

Theory of Change and Program Logic for the FVRICs 

The foundation for a comprehensive MERF is an articulated theory of change for the program or 

initiative. This presents some challenges of the 14 FVRICS given they have many commonalities in how 

they operate across the state while needing to be adaptable and responsive to the specific issues and 

system characteristics of the region. While the key activities and expected outcome areas for the 

FVRICs have been developed and documented, at the commencement of this project there was not a 

formal articulation of the theory of change or a developed program logic model for the FVRICs.  

 

The theory of change for a program or initiative can be defined as ‘The central processes or drivers by 

which change comes about for individuals, groups or communities’ (Funnell & Rogers, 2011). In other 

words, what the program does (strategies), to achieve what (results)? What the program does is a 

combination of inputs (e.g., funding, human resources, system resources) and the activities and 

strategies it undertakes (e.g., bringing key system players together, developing improved service user 

pathways) to achieve the intermediate and final intended outcomes (e.g., a more integrated and 

responsive service system and ultimately prevents or reduces the harms from FV). Importantly, 

programs operate within a set of assumptions (e.g., a better integrated service system will lead to a 

strengthened FV response) and a broader policy and service system context (e.g., reforms set out by 

the RCFV) which also need to be considered as part of the theory of change (see Figure 1.1).  

Figure 1.1 

 

 

In practice, developing and articulating a program’s theory of change should be a collaborative and 

developmental process engaging the program’s key stakeholders and drawing on: the policy context; 

theoretical perspectives; the evidence base (research and evaluations); best practice and practice 

experience; key stakeholder views; organisational and service system context; and philosophy and 

articulation of the shared value base of program stakeholders. Articulating a program’s theory of 
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change has several benefits including developing a common understanding of what the program is 

aiming to achieve and how, as well as identification of the shared value base and assumptions, and 

overall provides a foundation for program design/development and evaluation. It is noteworthy that 

in this Framework the use of the term “program” does not refer to any particular program operating 

in a community setting. Rather it refers to the work of service integration undertaken by FVRICs. 

A program logic model can illustrate the theory of change for a program or initiative, and as part of 

this project an initial iteration of a program logic model for the FVRICs was developed in collaboration 

with some members of the project Reference Group. While this provides a foundation for the initial 

development of the MERF, it is recommended that as part of the ongoing development and review of 

the MERF that the FVRICs further refine and develop the program logic model and underpinning 

theory of change in relation to their own strategic plans and with a broader range of FVRIC 

stakeholders including representatives from FSV.  

The initial program logic model is presented below. Note that for the purposes of the MERF it was 

decided by the project steering group that the focus would be on the first two intermediate outcomes, 

relating to (1) services system planning and (2) pathways and barriers, the associated inputs and 

activities and how these contribute to the final intended outcome.    
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 FV Regional Integration Committees’ Program Logic Model 
Objective: To provide regional leadership foster collaboration and service integration to increase the safety of victim survivors, the accountability of 

perpetrators and strengthens Victoria’s family violence response 

 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Collaboration Integration Data sharing

Inputs 

Governance & 

system 

leadership 

strategy 

 

Integration of 

reform 

initiatives 

strategy 

 

Workforce 

development 

strategy 

 

Service data 

collection and 

local area 

profiling 

strategy 

 

 

Activities  

➢ Provide a governance structure for key FV 
stakeholders across all workforce tiers at the 
regional level 

➢ Empower marginalised voices 
➢ Strengthen collaboration with regional governance 

structures relevant to family violence 
➢ Ensure ongoing linkages between the FVRIC and 

statewide governance structures, Victorian 
Government departments and peak bodies to 
strengthen vertical integration 

➢ Monitor and support the regional implementation 
of key system-level reforms like Orange Door 

➢ Support Tier 1, 2,3,4 workforces to undertake 
MARAM and info sharing obligations 

➢ Support capacity building, professional 
development, and resourcing and training needs of 
all workforce tiers in the region 

➢ Implement the Monitoring, Evaluation and 
Research Framework developed through the RIICKIE 
project 

➢ Develop and implement data press portal in region 
to support local area profiling 

➢ Maintain current information about service system 
in the region 

Outputs 

The Governance & system 

leadership strategy is 

developed and 

implemented 

 

The Integration of reform 

initiatives strategy is 

developed and 

implemented 

 

The Workforce 

development strategy is 

developed and 

implemented  

 

The Service data collection 

and local area profiling 

strategy is developed and 

implemented 

 

Desired changes (this looks good)  

Immediate- and medium-term outcomes 

1. SERVICE SYSTEM PLANNING (SOCIAL PLANNING) – 
 System issues are effectively identified and 

prioritised and problem solving occurs.  

2. PATHWAYS AND BARRIERS – Clients are able to 
navigate the service system and get the responses 
they need, and referral pathways across the system 
flow and barriers are overcome. 

3. REFORMS - Effective implementation of family 
violence reforms (MARAM, FVISS/ CIS and TOD). 

4. COLLABORATION- Agencies and workforce are 
collaborating and working together. 

5. WORKFORCE - Workforces have access to training 
and capacity building to support effective responses 
to family violence. 

 

Desired changes 

Longer term outcomes 

Regional leadership increases the safety of victim 

survivors, the accountability of perpetrators and 

strengthens Victoria’s family violence response. 

The policy landscape is in a state of change through intensive reform. Governance structures are being reviewed and the implementation of The Orange Door is changing the governance dynamics 

in certain regions. Some of the FVRICS do not align with the DHHS areas. There will be scope to negotiate and clarify roles and functions going forward.  
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Section 6: Monitoring, evaluation & research questions  

This MERF incorporates the three domains of monitoring, evaluation and research, which can be 

understood as three modes of inquiry to support evidence-informed decision-making. These three 

domains and their associated activities can be distinguished but also have areas of commonality (see 

Figure 1.2). The three domains rely on the utilisation of publicly available data and program specific data.  

The MERF enables the utilisation of data to support activity in each of the three domains. Initially the 

MERF will primarily support monitoring with some evaluative aspects, and as the data sets and data 

interactions are developed there will be potential to move towards addressing more sophisticated 

evaluation and research questions.  

Figure 1.2 

 

 

In relation to the use of this MERF the three domains of monitoring, evaluation and research will be 

defined in the following ways:  

Monitoring - includes regular and continuous oversight/monitoring of a program’s implementation, 

activities and/or the context (e.g., social planning) in which the program operates and factors which might 

be influenced by the program’s operation. It allows managers to monitor how a program is going and 

identify emerging issues as they happen. In the context of FVRICs it enables the committee to monitor 

how the work of regional integration is progressing. It usually utilises existing data (either internal or 

external to the program) which can be routinely sourced and analysed. In the context of the FVRICs a 

monitoring question would be: “What is the rate of recorded police FV incidents in the region?” 
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Evaluation - includes the gathering and analysis of data that allows judgements about the value or worth 

of an intervention/initiative. The purpose of evaluation can be for program improvement, accountability 

or to generate new knowledge as a guide for future actions. It utilises existing data as well as generation 

of new data for the purposes of evaluation. In the context of the FVRICs an evaluation question would be: 

“How is a particular partnership strategy contributing to/influencing the rates of police recorded FV 

incidents in the region?”  In this MERF evaluation will be also distinguished broadly into two types: process 

evaluation (with a focus on the operation of the FVRICs) and outcome evaluation (the system level 

intermediate and final outcomes to which the FVRICs would be expected to contribute).  

Research - includes systematic inquiry to discover new facts, knowledge or understandings and can be 

pure research for knowledge generation or applied research for practical application. It utilises existing 

data as well as generation of new data for the purposes of the research. In the context of the FVRICs a 

research question would be: “What are women and children’s experiences following police attendance at 

a FV incident in the region?”  

Based on these three domains, the focus of this MERF is on:   

• Monitoring the family violence and related service system usage trends in the region (represented 

in the yellow box below) 

• Evaluation of:  

o Intended outcomes of the FVRIC initiative at a regional level using the outcomes from the 

program logic framed as outcome evaluation  (represented in the green box below) 

o Activities of the FVRICs at the regional level as a foundation for achievement of the 

intended outcomes framed as process evaluation/ service monitoring (represented in the 

blue box below).  

The following boxes articulate the monitoring and evaluation questions that are addressed in the MERF. 

Note that in the domain of research no specific research questions are articulated or included in the MERF 

as these will develop organically from the FVRICs according to their identified priorities and emerging 

issues at a regional level.  

Monitoring Questions for the MERF 

• What are the key FV trends in the region? 

• What are the key services system usage trends in the region?   
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Outcome Evaluation Questions for the MERF 

Intermediate outcomes  

SERVICE SYSTEM PLANNING (SOCIAL PLANNING) Outcome– System issues are effectively identified and 

prioritised and problem solving occurs.   

• What is the regional demographic and social profile and what issues for FV response are 

presented?  

• What are the key trends in FV in the region and what issues for FV response are presented?  

• Have key FV issues for the region been prioritised and acted on?  

 

PATHWAYS AND BARRIERS Outcome – Clients are able to navigate the service system and get the 

responses they need, and referral pathways across the system flow and barriers are overcome.   

• Are the typical pathways for key groups (victim survivors, perpetrators) through the regional 

services known?   

• What are the service system access issues for diverse and vulnerable groups?  

• What are the service system barriers for women, children and men when accessing the 

system? 

 

Final outcome 

Outcome - Regional leadership increases the safety of victim survivors, the accountability of 

perpetrators and strengthens Victoria’s family violence response. 

• Is there an increase in the safety of victim/survivors in the region?  

• Is there an increase in the accountability of perpetrators in the region? 

• Is the overall FV service system response strengthened in the region?  

 

 

Process Evaluation/ Service Monitoring Questions for the MERF 

 The FVRIC is operating in a way likely to enable achievement of the intended outcomes.   

• Are all key regional service system elements actively engaged with the FVRIC? 

• Are the FVRIC governance arrangements reviewed within the context of an evolving service 

sector and community trends? 
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• Is the FVRIC actively engaged with key bodies outside the region (e.g., other FVRICS, 

statewide organisations, government)?  

• What have been the key activities of the FVRIC?  

• Are there any limiting factors impacting on the effective operation of the FVRIC?  

 

 

Research questions for the MERF  

Research questions are not directly incorporated into this MERF as they are best generated by 

individual FVRICs or the combined statewide FVRICs to address issues or questions that are generated 

from the monitoring and evaluation activities. Research questions can be generated through the 

operation of the FVRICs and their collaborative networks, and through the routine monitoring and 

evaluation processes. Building on the foundation of the monitoring and evaluation activities, 

identification of areas for further research will enable FVRICs to explore issues of relevance to the 

local/regional context. There may also be the opportunity for multi- region or statewide research where 

an identified issue is relevant to more than one region.  
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Section 7: Monitoring and evaluation plan  

Based on the articulated monitoring and evaluation questions in section 6, Table 1.1 below links the questions to the indicators and potential data 

sources (publicly available data and/or data that may be sourced within FVRIC regional networks).   

The broad focus of each monitoring/evaluation question and associated indicators is also provided:  

1. Community/Service system monitoring (routine monitoring of key trends in community and service system) 

2. Outcome evaluation (evaluation of the intended outcomes from the FVRIC program logic)   

3. Process evaluation/service monitoring (routine monitoring and evaluation of FVRIC operations as foundation for achievement of the 

intended outcomes).  

Note that the data sources are a combination of publicly available data (primarily from the Crime Statistics Agency (CSA) and data that would need 

to be collected locally in the FVRIC region. While the publicly available data from CSA is readily available and could be sourced by FVRICs individually 

or collectively, it is recognised that capacity to access local regional data from organisations in the service system varies widely across different 

FVRICs and needs to be a key focus of data capacity building strategies referred to later in this framework. In the following framework table, where 

there is reference to data to be collected though regional service system/ FVRIC members, it is not assumed all FVRICs will initially have this 

capacity and the data collection may only be possible following capacity building strategies. FVRICs also need to explore/consider how the client 

voice/lived experience data can support the answering of key evaluation questions in support of other data particularly as more sophisticated data 

systems are developed in subsequent years.   

Note also that for the publicly available data no assessment of the quality or accuracy of the available data has been made other than it providing 

potential indicators for the foundation MREF in a way likely to be accessible by all FVRICs. As the data literacy and capacity of the FVRICs is increased 

in subsequent years, more critical analysis of the available data and its utility in assessing achievement of outcomes will be possible.  
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Table 1.1 

Key Monitoring/ 

Evaluation  

Questions 

Indicators Data Source Who When Monitoring/ Evaluation 

focus  

Monitoring  

What are the key 

FV trends in the 

region? 

• Family incident rate per 100,000 population 
by police region and local government area  

• Affected family members by sex and age  

• Family violence Intervention Orders and 
Safety Notices sought/issued by police  

• Family incidents where children were 
present  

• Family incidents where charges were laid  

• Referrals made by Victoria Police by police 
region and sex of the affected family 
member  

• Number of incidents recorded per unique 
family member  

• Offences recorded by offence and family 
incident flag  

• Rate per 100,00 by LGA of domestic/ family/ 
sexual violence event (Ambulance)  

 

Crime Statistics 

Agency (CSA)- 

Police & 

Ambulance data  

FVRIC 
Individually or 
via statewide 
agreement for 
all FVRICS with 
CSA  

Quarterly/ 
Annually  

Community/Service 

System monitoring  

What are the key 
services system 
usage trends in 
the region?   

• Regional intake to The Orange Door, intake 

to other services, service response and 

referral from services for Tier 1 Specialist 

Family Violence Services and other specialist 

services:  

o The Orange Door  

o Victim Case Management  

o  High Risk Case Management 

Collected though 
regional service 
system/ FVRIC 
members 

FVRIC though 
local 
agreements 

Quarterly Community/Service 
System monitoring 
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Key Monitoring/ 

Evaluation  

Questions 

Indicators Data Source Who When Monitoring/ Evaluation 

focus  

o Women’s Refuges  

o Perpetrator Case Management 

o Men’s Behaviour Change Programs 

o Aboriginal-specific Victim Case 

Management 

o Aboriginal-specific Perpetrator Case 

Management 

o Adolescents who use Violence in the 

Home programs 

o Children and Young People Family 

Violence Services 

 

Outcome evaluation 

What is the 
regional 
demographic and 
social profile and 
what issues for FV 
response are 
presented?  
 

• SEIFA by SA2 and LGA  

• Estimated residential populations 

• ERP Indigenous populations by LGA 

• Population projections Indigenous peoples 
2026-2031 by LGA  

• Census by SA2 and LGA  

• Victorian Local Government Area profiles 
including cultural diversity  

Australian Bureau 
of Statistics (ABS)  
&  
Data Vic  

FVRIC Annually  Outcome evaluation  

What are the key 
trends in FV in the 
region and what 
issues for FV 
response are 
presented? 

• Family incident rate per 100,000 population 
by police region and local government area  

• Affected family members by sex and age  

• Family violence Intervention Orders and 
Safety Notices sought/issued by police  

• Family incidents where children were 
present  

Crime Statistics 
Agency (CSA)  

FVRIC  Annually  Outcome evaluation  
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Key Monitoring/ 

Evaluation  

Questions 

Indicators Data Source Who When Monitoring/ Evaluation 

focus  

 

• Service usage data for Tier 1 Specialist 
Family Violence services in region  

• Family violence related service usage data 
for Tier 2 & 3 mainstream services in region  

Collected though 
regional service 
system/ FVRIC 
members 

FVRIC Annually  

 Are the typical 
pathways for key 
groups (victim 
survivors, 
perpetrators) 
through the 
regional services 
known?   

• Family violence Intervention Orders and 
Safety Notices sought/issued by police  

• Referrals made by Victoria Police by police 
region and sex of the affected family 
member  

• Outcome of all clients of duty lawyers’ 
services by gender regarding a FVIO 
application or breach  

• Family incidents recorded and family 
incident rate per 100,000 population 

• Family incidents where charges were laid  

• Rate per 100,00 by LGA of domestic/ family/ 
sexual violence event (Ambulance)  

• AFM rate per 100,000 population by LGA 
(Children’s Court)  

• AFM rate per 100,000 population by LGA 
(Magistrate’s Court)  

Crime Statistics 
Agency (CSA) 
 
 
 

FVRIC Annually  Outcome evaluation  



 

28 
 

Key Monitoring/ 

Evaluation  

Questions 

Indicators Data Source Who When Monitoring/ Evaluation 

focus  

• Number of family violence specialist service 
clients by sex and age (Homelessness)  

• Rate per 100,000 population of family 
violence specialist service clients by LGA 
(Homelessness)  

• Rate per 100,000 population Victorian 
Emergency (Hospital) Patients presenting 
with family violence related incident by LGA  

• Service system process mapping for key 
groups 

• Referral data for Tier 1 Specialist family 
violence services in region 

• Referral data for Tier 2 & 3 service users with 
family violence issues in region  

 
Collected though 
regional service 
system/ FVRIC 
members 

FVRIC Annually   

What are the 
service system 
access issues for 
diverse and 
vulnerable 
groups? 

• Profile of service users accessing Tier 1 
Specialist family violence services in region 

• Profile of service users with family violence 
issues accessing Tier 2 & 3 services in region 

• Service user satisfaction/ feedback on 
services (quantitative and qualitative)  

• Service system process mapping for key 
groups  

Collected though 
regional service 
system/ FVRIC 
members 

FVRIC Annually  Outcome evaluation  

What are the 
service system 
barriers for 
women, children 
and men when 
accessing the 
system? 

• Service system network & process mapping 

for women, children & men in the region 

• Referral data within region for women, 

children & men  

• Wait time data for services in region  

 

Collected though 
regional service 
system/ FVRIC 
members 

FVRIC  Annually  Outcome evaluation  
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Key Monitoring/ 

Evaluation  

Questions 

Indicators Data Source Who When Monitoring/ Evaluation 

focus  

Is there an 
increase in the 
safety of 
victim/survivors in 
the region?  
 

• Annual trends including % change in:  
o Family incident rate per 100,00 

population by police region and local 
government area  

o Affected family members by sex and 
age  

 

Crime Statistics 
Agency (CSA) 
 
 

FVRIC Annually  Outcome evaluation  

• Annual trends in:  
o Tier 1 Specialist Family Violence 

service episodes and referrals in 
region  

Collected though 
regional service 
system/ FVRIC 
members 

FVRIC Annually  

Is there an 
increase in the 
accountability of 
perpetrators in 
the region? 

• Annual trends in:  
o Family incident rate per 100,00 

population by police region and local 
government area  

o Family incidents where charges laid  
o Family Violence Intervention Orders 

and Safety Notices sought/ issued by 
police  

 

Crime Statistics 
Agency (CSA) 

FVRIC Annually  Outcome evaluation  

• Annual trends in:  
o Referrals and service episodes for 

Tier 1 Perpetrator intervention 
services  

Collected though 
regional service 
system/ FVRIC 
members 

FVRIC Annually  

Is the overall FV 
service system 
response 
strengthened in 
the region? 

• Changes in profile of service system in region  

• Service usage data for family violence issues 
in region  

• Annual review of service system changes 
(qualitative)  

Collected though 
regional service 
system/ FVRIC 
members 
 

FVRIC Annually  Outcome evaluation  
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Key Monitoring/ 

Evaluation  

Questions 

Indicators Data Source Who When Monitoring/ Evaluation 

focus  

Individual FVRIC 
operational data 
 
 

Process Evaluation- Service Monitoring  

Are all key 
regional service 
system elements 
actively engaged 
with the FVRIC? 

• Number and type of organisations/agencies 
actively engaged with/ represented on FVRIC  

• Regional profile of service system 
constituent organisations  

Individual FVRIC 

operational data  

FVRIC  Annually  Process evaluation/ 

service monitoring  

Are the FVRIC 
governance 
arrangements 
reviewed 
considering 
changing service 
sector and 
community 
trends? 

• Annual review of FVRIC membership & 
governance arrangements  

Individual FVRIC 
operational data 

FVRIC Annually Process evaluation/ 
service monitoring 

Is the FVRIC 

actively engaged 

with key bodies 

outside the region 

(e.g., other 

FVRICS, statewide 

organisations, 

government)? 

• Number and type of bodies FVRIC has 
actively engaged with outside region  

Individual FVRIC 

operational data  

FVRIC Annually  Process evaluation/ 

service monitoring  
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Key Monitoring/ 

Evaluation  

Questions 

Indicators Data Source Who When Monitoring/ Evaluation 

focus  

What have been 

the key activities 

of the FVRIC? 

• Number and type of FVRIC meetings 

• PSA activities  

• Number of network events  

• Annual review of FVRIC operations (primarily 
qualitative)  

Individual FVRIC 

operational data  

FVRIC Annually  Process evaluation/ 

service monitoring 

Are there any 
limiting factors 
impacting on the 
effective 
operation of the 
FVRIC? 

• Annual review of FVRIC operations (primarily 
qualitative)  

Individual FVRIC 
operational data  

FVRIC Annually  Process evaluation/ 
service monitoring 

 

 

The monitoring and evaluation plan outlined in the Table 1.1 provides a structure for the first year of implementing a MREF for the FVRICs. The 

data sources are from a combination of publicly available data (primarily via CSA) and locally sourced data. Capacity to access, collect and analyse 

data are essential for the implementation of a MREF for the sector.  It is recognised that levels of data literacy to access the publicly available data 

and capacity to access local data vary widely across the different regions.  To map pathways through the regional service system and identify 

issues/barriers in accessing the services, locally sourced data would need to include:  

• Intake data 

• Service response/ episode data  

• Closure and/or referral data 

• Waiting list data.  
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FVRICs would need to be able to access this data from specialist family violence services and other (Tier 2 and Tier 3) within regions and depending 

on the type of service this might incorporate multiple indicators. While there may be some complexities in some regions and with some service 

types, it is noted that many of the required indicators would likely be reported by individual services to DHHS or other funders on a quarterly basis 

and would not present significant extra work to also provide to FVRICs if protocols were developed and agreed. It is noted that the Central 

Highlands Data Press platform is an example of where local/regional sourced data from services has been incorporated in a regional data process.  

In subsequent years 2 and 3, while it would be expected that the monitoring and evaluation questions would stay largely the same as they are 

based on the FVRIC program theory of change, increasing sophistication of the data systems will lead to increased capacity to answer these 

questions more comprehensively. To enable this, the next section of the framework outlines key data capacity building strategies that will provide 

for a more sophisticated monitoring and evaluation plan to be developed in subsequent years.  
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Section 8: Plan for data collection, analysis and synthesis 

The implementation of the MERF by FVRICs will require significant collaboration with local FV 

stakeholders in each area and key statewide FV stakeholders. Some FVRICs already have these data 

sharing agreements in place – even if informal rather than formal. For others, this level of capacity 

building has not yet occurred in relation to data and the synthesis of data. Decisions will need to occur 

between members of the FVRICs about where the most informative and potentially most easily available 

sources of local data are held, to make the most efficient use of resources. 

Strategy for data capacity building  
Based on the project program logic and the feedback from participants during workshops, the project 

team developed a capacity building strategy that is aimed at supporting regions in developing the 

necessary infrastructure and processes to effectively support practice and strategic decision making. 

Recommendations are made below for key data indicators that could be collected in all regions to ensure 

that there is capacity for comparison and understanding of regional trends. 

This strategy consists of a phased approach that targets the short-term analysis needs as well as the mid-

term and long-term objectives of FVRICs to seamlessly integrate data into their workflow and planning 

processes. The strategy is illustrated below  
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Figure 1.3 

 

 

Phase 1 (Year 1): 
The first step will be to identify the specific local needs with respect to data support and reporting. Each 

FVRIC should establish a map of required local data and resources to meet their needs. This MERF should 

provide the agreed foundation to inform this work.  It is important that these plans are developed for 

each region so that the data infrastructure and analyses meet the contextual requirements. To map these 

requirements, process modeling or similar approaches can be used. For this step, FVRICs may consider 

the engagement of external organisations to facilitate this process.  

Once the local objectives for data support and analysis are defined, a plan to implement a local data 

infrastructure should be developed. The exact specification of the data infrastructure (namely the 

structures for storage, collection and analysis) will depend on the needs identified in Phase 1. To begin 
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this process, each FVRIC should map the status quo. In other words, a map should be created to identify 

strength and gaps in the existing data infrastructure.  

The workshops revealed that in most regions there would be a need to establish a basic data infrastructure 

including data sourcing and storing. This should be the focus of capacity building activities during the first 

year. During Phase 1, initial components of the data infrastructure can already be implemented. This 

includes the storage and processing of publicly available data with relatively low exposure to risk. For 

detailed client-level data, more complex and secure infrastructure will have to be put in place and legal 

as well as ethical requirements will have to be considered. Some areas such as the Central Highlands have 

developed capabilities in this area through Data Press, whereas most other areas are at an earlier stage 

of development. As such, an implementation of these components may be deferred to Phase 2 (or even 

Phase 3).  

Finally, while the project team worked with FVRICs on basic tools and approaches to processing and 

visualising publicly available data, there exists a need to further hone these skills in order to enable FVRICs 

to effectively integrate data analytic tasks into practice processes.  

Phase 2 (Year 2): 
During Phase 2, the aim is to fully implement the data infrastructure that will meet the needs of FVRICs 

to support their work. This may include secure data environments for storing and processing more 

detailed data that are subject to increased levels of risk and will require compliance with respective 

legislative frameworks (e.g., Australian Privacy Act 1988, Victorian Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014, 

and the Health Records Act 2001 (VIC)). This is paramount if FVRICs intend to use data shared by other 

organisations or intend to share data with other organisations, including government agencies and 

contracted service providers.  

During the second year, focus should also be on the development of additional data management and 

analysis capacity so that locally sourced data can be combined with each other as well as publicly available 

data to enable more advanced analyses that will be tailored to the contexts of FVRICs.  

During this phase, initial implementation of data reporting routines and monitoring activities should 

commence to enable ongoing data-supported decision making and work processes.  

Phase 3 (Year 3): 
The final phase of the utilisation of this framework will build on the infrastructure and capacities 

developed during the first two years. During this stage, an integrated monitoring processes will be 
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finalised and put into operation. Additionally, a framework for routine data-supported workflows will be 

implemented so that FVRICs will be able to fully benefit from a structured approach to evidence-based 

decision-making utilising contextualised data analysis support. 

To address questions that will require more advanced analytical techniques and complex data structures, 

FVRICs should consider forming strategic partnerships with research institutions that can provide such 

capacity, especially research project partnerships through collaborative application for appropriate 

funding (e.g., NHMRC or ARC) may represent attractive avenues to reduce the costs to FVRICs. Further, as 

FVRICs are generally not-for-profit organisations they may apply for philanthropic and other grants that 

are not necessarily easy for researchers to access. In this way, collaboration between the FVRICs and 

researchers could be fruitful in securing funds for data projects. Additionally, having an established data 

infrastructure in place will further reduce the time required for these analyses and will drive costs down 

as these components otherwise will have to be realised under project timelines and funding. 

Current configurations for data management 
During workshops 2 and 3, the project team from the University of Melbourne worked intensively with 

representatives of each attending FVRIC to establish an understanding of the existing data infrastructure 

within regions as well as to identify areas where further capacity may be required to address the needs 

indicated by FVRICs for the future. These exercises and discussions were built around the ecology of data, 

a framework that describes the process of establishing a data analysis infrastructure for decision making 

along five domains: 1) Access, 2) Storage, 3) Processing, 4) Interpretation, and 5) Application and 

Dissemination (see Figure 1.4). 
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Figure 1.4 Ecology of Data 
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• Data sources 

o In the RICKIE workshops, data sets downloaded from the CSA as well as LGA level 

census data were used to demonstrate data visualisation and analysis. It is expected 

that the CSA data repository, together with LGA level census data containing a host 

of socio-economic, health, mental health and alcohol and drug consumption 

variables, will continue to form the backbone of data used to inform regional 

practitioners. 

o However, publicly available data provided by CSA are limited in scope. To more 

effectively leverage data to guide service provision, FVRICs need to develop capacity 

to collect local data, e.g., service usage data. Such data will allow practitioners to 

illuminate issues such as service pathways and local demand. The availability of data 

from The Orange Door should also be explored. 

• Data access and protocols and agreements about data usage  

o The issue of ethics and privacy was introduced as part of the ecology of data in one 

of the RICKIE workshops. The wider the range of data that is accessed and used, the 

more ethical issues may arise. Such issues are relatively simple for publicly available 

data, with users needing only to adhere to the terms and conditions of using these 

data sets. For locally collected or sourced data, there is a need to put in place an 

ethical framework due to the heightened level of privacy and ethical concern. 

Regional integration committees may work together in collaboration with data ethics 

experts to develop such a framework.  

• Data storage and use 

o While data storage and use are relatively simple for publicly available data provided 

by CSA, regional integration committees need to devise a plan for data storage, 

access, and usage to ensure that any locally collected data comply with data privacy 

acts and data ethics. This will require substantial infrastructure building. Currently, 

only Central Highlands FVRIC has developed such a data system in the Data Press 

portal. For other regions, infrastructure has to be built. This will include agreement 

with partners if data are to be sourced from other agencies or organisations or 

progressing discussions about the potential use of the Central Highlands portal for 

other FVRICS/PSAs. 
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• Data analysis 

o In the RICKIE workshops, four types of data analytics were introduced. These are 

descriptive analytics, diagnostic analytics, predictive analytics, and prescriptive 

analytics. Prescriptive analytics refer to analyses done to described what has 

happened in the past; diagnostic analytics involve drilling down further to understand 

observed patterns in descriptive analytics; predictive analytics involve using patterns 

and factors observed in the past to predict what might happen in the future; 

prescriptive analytics provide recommendations for what should be done, with built-

in feedback mechanisms to update action recommendations. Each of these four types 

of analytics may contribute to the use of data to guide service provision. It is 

envisaged that at this stage, descriptive analytics and diagnostic analytics will form 

the basis of data analysis done at local level. Predictive analytics and prescriptive 

analytics are very complex in nature and require substantial investment in technical 

and data collecting capacity.   

o Basic capacity for data visualisation has been established in one of the RICKIE 

workshops with the introduction of Tableau, a powerful data visualisation software. 

As analysis becomes more complex, data analysis capacity should be further honed. 

Further capacity building in using Tableau as the main data visualisation and tool for 

prescriptive analytics and diagnostic analytics is necessary. 

During the workshops, it became apparent that data usage varied widely across regions. While some 

FVRICs had some data processing infrastructure in place, including agreements with partner 

organisations, other regions were still at the beginning of this journey. The Central Highland’s Data Press 

was an example of a particularly well-developed data strategy, which enabled for the answering of 

research, monitoring and evaluation questions and provide capacity for data visualisation. 

Based on the consultation process the compiled list provided below is the publicly available data that all 

PSAs can access.  Many of these have been referred to in the plan for the MERF. 

o Publicly available FV data as well as LGA level census data containing socio-

economic, health, mental health, and alcohol and drug consumption variables have 

been introduced in the RICKIE workshops. They can be downloaded from the 

following government portals 
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• Victoria Government Crime Statistics Agency (CSA) website 

(https://www.crimestatistics.vic.gov.au/ ) 

• Victoria Government Open Data website (https://www.data.vic.gov.au/) 

• Victorian population data     https://www.planning.vic.gov.au/latest-

news/victoria-in-future-2019-released 

• DHHS Integrated Reports and Information System (IRIS) 

(https://providers.dhhs.vic.gov.au/integrated-reports-and-information-

system ) 

• Australian Bureau of Statistics (http://stat.data.abs.gov.au/ ) 

• Australian Government open data site (http://data.gov.au/ ) 

• In addition to the above portals, the Victorian Family Violence Data 

Collection Framework (https://www.vic.gov.au/victorian-family-violence-

data-collection-framework ) is also an important source of information. 

  

https://www.crimestatistics.vic.gov.au/
https://www.data.vic.gov.au/
https://www.planning.vic.gov.au/latest-news/victoria-in-future-2019-released
https://www.planning.vic.gov.au/latest-news/victoria-in-future-2019-released
https://providers.dhhs.vic.gov.au/integrated-reports-and-information-system
https://providers.dhhs.vic.gov.au/integrated-reports-and-information-system
http://stat.data.abs.gov.au/
http://data.gov.au/
https://www.vic.gov.au/victorian-family-violence-data-collection-framework
https://www.vic.gov.au/victorian-family-violence-data-collection-framework


 

41 
 

 

Section 9: Learning, reporting and dissemination  
As part of the MERF, strategies for utilising the monitoring and evaluation findings should be considered. 

Specifically, this focuses on how the findings will be incorporated into learning and future development 

(e.g., for the FVRIC and its regional networks), how the findings will be reported (within the region and 

more broadly) and what other dissemination there might be (e.g., data visualisation dashboard for region, 

linking to other FVRICs for wider presentations). Disseminating the findings for learning and development 

purposes across all FVRICs will also present opportunities for identifying and developing cross regions 

research ideas and projects.  

A range of strategies can be adopted to enhance the utilisation of monitoring and evaluation findings 

including: 

• Involvement of all key stakeholders in the utilisation of the MERF including processes for 

collecting data and reporting and dissemination 

• Meaningful and regular reporting of results to key stakeholders including frontline workers and 

services users/ broader community 

• Innovative approaches to reporting to engage stakeholders including data visualisation 

• Developing constructive approaches to working with and reporting negative findings to 

stakeholders 

• Ensuring that the findings form data analysis inform service planning and service improvement 

processes. 

Most importantly, learning, reporting and dissemination should be a key focus area for the FVRIC 

committee/group that takes forward the implementation and ongoing development of the MERF and the 

associated data capacity building processes. 
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Section 10: Implementation  
Under Section 8 of this Framework, a phased approach to building local capacity for data-supported 

practice and decision-making within each of the 14 FVRICs is proposed. Planning for the next steps 

towards implementation could potentially be progressed by a sub-committee or working party of ‘data 

champions’ drawn from FVRICs and PSAs.  

While a full description of implementation of the phased approach within each region is beyond the scope 

of this project, strategies based on the information collected over the course of the project have been 

identified that would enable FVRICs to fully implement a data-supported practice environment. 

Depending on the needs of individual FVRICs, single strategies or any combination of strategies may be 

required to meet the local requirements. These strategies are form the initial stage of data mapping for 

each region. The detail of these strategies would form the initial stage of data mapping for each region. 

Strategy 1 – Engagement of the Crime Statistics Agency to provide region specific data 

reports 

This strategy is the recommended first step irrespective of any local implementation efforts. The Crime 

Statistics Agency (CSA) provides public access to a wide range of data that is relevant to family violence 

monitoring and planning activities. To facilitate access, the CSA has consolidated this data within the 

Family Violence Data Portal (FVDP). However, at the time of writing, the portal was not optimised for use 

by FVRICs as part of their data reporting needs. The FVDP and particularly the dashboards offered within 

the portal are currently categorised by data source. Within these categories, data may be visualised by 

local government area (LGA) where information is available at this level of disaggregation. This makes 

collation of data for FVRIC reporting and analysis purposes onerous and may make the data inaccessible 

to non-technical audiences.  

In order to improve accessibility of this data and increase the benefits of the FVDP for FVRIC workflows 

and planning support, it is recommended that CSA should be engaged for negotiations to reconfigure the 

data presentation of the FVDP. Such a development is in line with Recommendation 205 from the FV Royal 

Commission which recommends that the CSA maintain and develop the database and additional datasets 

as required. In particular this MERF recommends that the portal is extended to include functionalities to 

sort the data by FVRIC areas first, and then by category so that all relevant information for FVRICs is 

available in a single location on the website. Given the large number of indicators and variables available 

on the portal, it is also recommended that a number of key indicators should be reported on regularly 
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using visualisation and descriptive statistics (See Table 1.1). This will greatly facilitate monitoring efforts 

of FVRICs and will make data collection for reporting less costly. Note this strategy is recommended for 

early adoption regardless of what other strategies are pursued as it can be implemented with few 

demands on the FVRICS other than agreement on the package of data CAS would produce for the RICS.  

Strategy 2 – Collaboration with CSA to provide additional data analytical support 

In addition to the existing data sets that are available from the FVDP, FVRICs could engage the CSA to 

establish a collaboration to provide further data analytical support for each region (see Recommendation 

205, FVRC).  

For example, FVRICs could enter an agreement with CSA to provide data reports on specific indicators on 

a regular basis. Given that the CSA has substantial capacity in data storage, management and analysis, a 

collaboration between these parties could substantially reduce the implementation efforts of a data 

infrastructure across the three phases. However, such a collaboration would also require a commitment 

by FVRICs to provide local data on agreed indicators to CSA on a regular basis. To do so will require FVRICs 

to cooperate with local agencies and organisations and to develop a framework that will ensure timely 

and reliable delivery of data to CSA for processing and reporting. The efforts required to establish such an 

infrastructure may be substantial and therefore it is recommended that only a selection of indicators 

should be prioritised where it is reasonable to assume that data can be provided on an ongoing basis.  

Strategy 3 – Establishment of a centralised data infrastructure through collaboration with 

external providers 

To respond to more extensive data management and analysis needs, FVRICs may consider a collaboration 

with an external partner organisation, such as research institutes or universities. This would facilitate the 

data transfer between local data custodians and the partner organisation providing data storage and 

processing services.  

Such a model could follow a similar approach to the model established in the Central Highlands FVRIC. In 

this region, the FVRIC established a partnership with Federation University to host a data portal and 

descriptive data analysis functionalities. This would enable FVRICs to integrate local data with publicly 

available information for use in more comprehensive analyses and reporting. An option to be considered 

would be whether other regions wished to sign up to working with the data portal in the Central 

Highlands. 



 

44 
 

 

This is a particularly attractive solution if FVRICs identify the need for storing, managing and analysis 

complex or sensitive data that represent a moderate or high-risk level to clients’ privacy. In such cases, it 

may not be feasible to establish a full-scale data infrastructure at local level. For example, the 

establishment of secure server environments to store sensitive client-level data is associated with 

substantial costs. Furthermore, such an infrastructure requires ongoing maintenance, security and 

technical support, resulting in potentially significant operating budgets. Consequently, a collaboration 

with external partner organisations may be a cost-effective solution that can ensure ongoing support of 

FVRICs work.  

As in the case of Strategy 2, such a collaboration is only meaningful and beneficial for the FVRICs if it can 

be ensured that data is provided to the external partner on an ongoing basis and at sufficient quality. 

Hence, FVRICs will need to commit to establishing partnerships with local data custodians to ensure 

ongoing access to good quality data.  FVRICs must also consider any potential costs related to the analysis 

and reporting services provided by the external organisation. 

Strategy 4 – Establishing a data analytical capacity, centrally or locally 

Establishing analytic capacity through the establishment of a dedicated role within or across FVRICs may 

also be considered.  

This strategy would have the advantage of increased flexibility to respond to local data analysis needs. 

Additionally, a centralised approach would enable FVRICs to co-finance infrastructure components and 

therefore increase efficiency. Data available at the statewide level would also provide a very valuable 

source for advocacy. However, whether such a role could be established within each region or across 

FVRICs will depend on the identified needs of FVRICs during Phase 1. Should these needs differ vastly 

across regions, then a centralised data analysis capacity may not be feasible.  

As mentioned above, establishing such a capacity at regional level may be associated with prohibitive 

costs and will depend on the availability of qualified personnel to conduct analytical tasks. Whether 

centrally or regionally established, FVRICs would need to ensure that data is available at required 

frequency and quality. The feasibility of establishing such requirements would be an important part of 

capacity building at Stage 1 of the project. Otherwise the establishment of a dedicated data analysis role 

may not be justifiable.  
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Strategy 5 – Developing local capacity through training of PSAs  

This strategy is directly based on the activities introduced during Data Party 2. The concept is based on 

providing dedicated training to FVRICs so that staff can collect, process, analyse and interpret data to 

support their work and decision processes.  

This strategy would create necessary skillsets within FVRICs to combine publicly available with local data 

sources for analyses that are tailored to the context. Hence, this approach would provide maximum 

flexibility to respond to general data analytical and reporting requirements within FVRICs. As is the case 

for other strategies, FVRICs would need to establish partnerships with local data custodians to be able to 

access required data items and is part of the capacity building in the first stages of the project. For more 

complex data environments (e.g., to store sensitive unit-record data) FVRICs must also consider the costs 

of implementing the necessary infrastructure at local level. Compared to acquiring services from external 

parties, Strategy 5 may have substantial cost advantages and offers the greater flexibility. This may be 

especially relevant if the analysis needs of FVRICs are subject to frequent changes or irregular reporting 

periods.  

However, for more complex analyses, such as the mapping of client pathways through the service system, 

it is still recommended that FVRICs engage external partners, unless they possess the expertise on their 

committees, such as research institutes or universities, as these tasks require advanced analytical capacity 

that would be beyond the scope of professional development programs provided to staff. 
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Conclusion and recommendations  
The exploration of the wide variety of ways in which data could be used to inform the integration of the 

FV system at regional level in Victoria has provided the foundation for the MERF outlined in this report. It 

is clear that this report provides a framework for action and discussion. It does not represent an end point, 

but rather a beginning of a longer-term approach to capacity building and strengthening the use of data 

to support more integrated family violence service delivery within each region, and in this way contribute 

to the achievement of family violence reform objectives. 

Recommendations:  
1. The theory of change and program logic for the FVRICs is further developed and refined through 

a collaborative process including all key stakeholders to provide a more sophisticated foundation 

for the ongoing development of the MERF. 

2. A steering group is established within the statewide FVRIC structures to oversee and drive the 

implementation of the MERF framework and the associated data capacity building strategies.  

3. The FVRICs agree on an initial data package (consistent with the indicators outlined in table 1.1) 

and negotiate with CSA for provision of that data on a coordinated basis to all FVRICs.  

4. The FVRICs explore and adopt one or more of the implementation strategies (as outlined in 

section 10) to further develop the data literacy and capacity of the FVRICs which will be crucial for 

the further development of the MERF in subsequent years.  

5. The FVRICs review the MERF annually with the aim of increasing its sophistication (particularly in 

relation to the outcome evaluation domain) as the data capacity of the FVRICs is increased.  

6. FSV support the FVRICs to access local data to support their work in regional integration, including 

integrating the ‘back end’ of TOD, and with resourcing. 
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