
Response from Northern Territory Lutheran Schools  
 
 
A. Child Safety, wellbeing & behaviour management 
 
Question 1: 
“Should all non-government schools be required through the Act to adhere to the Child Safe Standards? 
Should this be applicable to all schools, government and non-government?” 

 
We support the National Principles for Child Safe Organisations and believe it appropriate that the legislation 
require all NT schools to comply with the Child Safe Standards.  

 
It is noted that the National Principle 4: ‘Equity is upheld and diverse needs respected in policy and practice’, 
gives guidance to all policy and process nuanced through localised context. 

 
Question 2: 
“Should the Act provide standards for suspension, exclusion and expulsion for non-government schools?” 
 
The current Act states that procedural fairness must apply. This should be the basis for all matters pertaining 
to management of student behaviour. 
 
The following provisions within the ACT legislation have merit and could be included in the NT legislation: 

• A 20-day limit on suspensions 

• Suspensions, transfers, or exclusions must occur on the grounds of persistent non-compliance, 
violent, disruptive, or illegal behaviour 

• Giving the student opportunities to learn while suspended 
 

In suggesting the inclusion of these provisions, it is recognised that situations are often very complex and 
multiple interests need to be accommodated. 
 
Question 3: 
“Should there be a legislative requirement for non-government schools to notify the registrar/department 
of a student suspension, exclusion or expulsion?” 
 
In responding it is assumed that exclusion is referring to external suspension.  
It is agreed that notification should be provided only in the instance of expulsion.  
 
 
Question 4: 
“Should information sharing provisions be strengthened within the Act to allow the department to better 
respond to vulnerable students? What should be in and out scope for information sharing?” 
 
Whatever information is shared should be in the best interest of the students and inform their education 
and care, and not be used for any other purpose.  
 
The school where the student is enrolled should be the determinant of whether the request for information 
is in the best interest of the student. There is already precedent that the Department of Families can access 
information on particular students.  
When a student transfers, there is a standard set of documentation that accompanies the student upon 
enrolment. Provision should be built in that a request for information upon a student transferring is not 
unreasonably denied.  



 
Not supportive of Access to a whole-school or whole-system list of student enrolment data and attendances 
as it is not necessary and a breach of privacy 
 
Question 5: 
“Should the Act be amended to include an additional provision for non-government schools to encourage 
school attendance?” 
 
All Lutheran schools actively encourage students to attend, and it is very unlikely that further legislation 
would make any practical difference. 
Attendance at a non-government school is a choice of families. To make this the responsibility of the school 
through legislation is not supported.  
There are presently mechanisms whereby schools report on student attendance through Annual Reporting.   
 

B. Viability and financial reporting 
 

Question 6 
“Should there be a legislative requirement for a non-government school, or sector, to provide advice on 
barriers to operations?” 
 
The reference barriers to operations is an unusual phrase and could be open to various interpretations. It 
would be appropriate that if a school is to be closed for more than, say, a week or longer due to unforeseen 
circumstances, then this would be notified.  
 
Question 7 
“Should the Act better recognise the varying models of governance and operation within the non-
government sector? For example, the situation that many non-government schools sit within a broader 
system of schools? Should financial accountability and reporting requirement extend to these bodies?” 
 
As all member schools are separately incorporated, the accountability and reporting obligations rest with the 
respective school governance. The accountability and reporting should not be extended to include system 
authorities.  
 
Question 8 
“How should the Act be amended to strengthen the financial provisions?” 
 
All member schools already provide the non-government schools authority with or are subject to: 

1. Audited annual financial statements and auditors report by 30 April each year 
2. Operational report in the form of an Annual Report 
3. 5-year Registration Review Process 

Includes: 
- Financial plan 
- Business plan 
- Academic plan  

It is felt that these provisions are sufficient. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



C. Registration  
 

Question 9.  
“How should the existing registration requirements be updated?” 
 
The first question is, should they be updated?  
 
Registration should be related to high order principles and policies not operational procedures and 
processes. Therefore, any update should be based on principles and policies. 
 
The South Australian Education Standards provide a very helpful framework for consideration. There are 
three (3) standards with indicators / evidence.  
  
School improvement considerations should not be a requirement for registration. 
 
Question 10.  
“Should the registration requirements be amended to allow for a greater focus on the effectiveness of 
how requirements are operationalised?  
 
Registration should be factored around 1. Meeting requirements; 2. Not meeting requirements 
 
If not meeting requirement, the school should be given a reasonable opportunity to take action, before a 
decision is taken to take formal registration action. Registration should not attempt to reflect effectiveness 
which is often a subjective assessment.  
 
 
Question 11. “How should the registration requirements be set out within primary legislation, regulation 
and/or policy?” 
 
The current provision is adequate. As responded in question 9, the registration should focus on high order 
principles and policy.  
 
Question 12: 
“Should the Act be amended so that greater oversight is afforded, and guidance provided, to new schools 
in their first 12 months of registration? If so, which option would be the most effective and why?” 
 
The provisional registration for 12 months (option 1) would create uncertainty for the community, staff, 
parents and would also negatively impact the ability of securing funding from financial institutions as there is 
no certainty of ongoing registration.   
 
Option 2 is supported – with slight variation. 

a) All non-government schools would be awarded registration in the first instance 
b) An initial assessment would be conducted by an assessor between 6-12 months of the registration 

date.  
c) If the registrar has concerns regarding compliance with the registration requirements, then clear 

accountability measures would be put in place with a review timeframe.  
 

 
 
 
 



D. Assessment and review 

 
Question 13 
“Should the processes for assessment, registration and routine, be combined so that there is one pool of 
qualified and trained persons? Should this pool be extended to include investigators conducting a special 
investigation?” 
 
This is regarded as operational and therefore need not be included in the Act.  
 
The preference would be for a review panel, with a diverse skill set with no real or perceived conflict of 
interest.  
 
Question 14: 
“Should the Act be amended to include training requirements for assessors? Should this also apply to 
investigators?” 
 
Normally an administrative matter and not for an Act 
 
Question 15: 
“Should processes for assessment be more flexible to allow for multiple schools to occur concurrently 
through a school system or school group? Should this principle also be extended to the registration 
process?” 
 
It is the view of Lutheran education that consistent with the response to question 13, that the assessment 
should be undertaken by people without any real or perceived conflict of interest. Therefore, it would be 
inconsistent to have ‘system schools’ assessment being undertaken within their system.  
 

E. Decision-making and review 
 

Question 16 
“Should the Act be amended to include NTCAT as a recourse available to a decision made by the 
registrar?” 
 
Yes. This is appropriate natural justice.  
 
Question 17: 
“Should greater clarity be provided within legislation of the role and duties of the registrar in exercising 
their powers under the Act?” 
 
Yes. What is contemplated?  
 

F. Complaints and special investigation 
 

Question 18: 
“Should the Act be amended to include specific requirements on complaint response for non-government 
schools and/or the governing body?” 
A schools complaints policy should be accessible to all stakeholders. To this end the current requirements 
could be strengthened through that which Queensland has implemented: 
‘the governing body must have processes for receiving, assessing, investigation and otherwise dealing with 
complaints made by staff, students or parent/guardian. These must include procedural fairness and ensure 
that all relevant stakeholders are aware of their existence.’  



 
Question19:  
“Should the role and responsibility of the registrar in responding to complaints relating to a non-
government school be provided within the Act?” 
It would be appropriate that complaints process similar to that implemented in South Australia be adopted. 
Importantly, this includes referring the complaint to the school in question if it considers the complaint can 
be dealt within their established procedures for handling complaints or will be dealt with by the regulatory 
authority if complaints are of a nature that could constitute non-compliance with registration requirements.  
 
Question 20:  
“Should the Act be updated to make more explicit the disciplinary action that can result from a special 
investigation? Should the current disciplinary provisions (variation, suspension or cancellation of 
registration) be reviewed, and penalty units added?” 
 
The approach adopted in South Australia which provides guidance on what matters/or complaints constitute 
grounds for disciplinary action has merit. It would be essential that there is clarity around the associated 
powers and limitations.   
 
 
 


