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CHAPTER TWO 

Impact of Proposed changes

Introduction

2.1 The Department of Immigration and Multicultural Affairs has stated that the proposed changes are minimal and will have very little impact on the operation of both HREOC and the Ombudsman's Office – they will merely remove their capacity to act on their own initiative in respect of a certain class of detainee: 

The remainder of both the HREOC and Ombudsman Acts continue to apply to persons in detention and they provide scope for the Commission and the Ombudsman to conduct their inquiries in respect of departmental activities.

2.2 However, concern about the proposed changes appears to be substantial, arguing that these changes seek to limit the operation of organisations which have a major role in the protection of human rights and in the monitoring of federal government departments and agencies.

2.3 A major effect of the proposed amendments, according to the two main agencies, would be to limit the capacity of these offices to operate in accordance with the requirements of their governing Acts. The main issues facing the Committee were to determine exactly:

· what the bill proposes to do;

· if the perceived effects, especially as discussed by organisations and community groups, will eventuate;

· if such changes are seen as acceptable; and

· if a more satisfactory outcome can be achieved.

2.4 The Committee notes that in many instances, witnesses have argued that the effects of the current legislation and the imagined effects of the proposed amendments do not correspond to what is stated in the legislation and the amendments. In the following sections, therefore, the Committee's consideration includes the effect of proposed changes, against the statements of the department and other witnesses.

Role of HREOC and Ombudsman's office

2.5 The Human Rights and Equal Employment Opportunity Commission's role includes:

· monitoring Australia's compliance with international human rights obligations, including through the examination of legislation;

· inquiring into any act or practice that may be inconsistent with or contrary to any human right; 

· initiating inquiries on its own account into human rights issues, including discrimination issues; and 

· assisting people to make complaints.

2.6 The role of the Ombudsman's office includes:

· responding to complaints made (orally or in writing) about the operations of federal government departments and agencies.

· initiating inquiries on its own account into the above ; and

· as a consequence of the above, providing comment on issues relating to management and implementation of departments and agencies, and on the implementation of government policies and programs by departments and agencies. 

2.7 Complaints can be made by persons other than those most directly affected by a situation:

Whilst the Ombudsman does not solicit complaints, the object of the public information program is to ensure that, so far as possible, people with dealings with government agencies are aware of the rights they have under the Ombudsman Act. A person unaware of that right cannot exercise it.

Persons covered by the Acts

2.8 Both the Commission and the Ombudsman have a broad coverage of the community. Both may investigate matters affecting people who:

· are not citizens 

· do not live in Australia,

· do not have any legal authority to be in or reside in Australia.

2.9 According to the Ombudsman:

… any person who has a grievance about his or her involvement with a Commonwealth government agency, whether a resident of Australia or elsewhere, may make a complaint.
 

Third parties

2.10 Both the Ombudsman and HREOC are currently able to accept third party complaints. It is argued that the proposed amendments are seen as removing this right from both in respect of persons held in immigration detention. The Ombudsman's office, however, was unsure as to whether the legislation would have this effect,
 and this matter is considered below.

Process

2.11 The means by which the two offices operate are somewhat different. The Ombudsman's office takes on board 'complaints' which are made verbally
 as well as in writing.
 The proposed amendments have acknowledged this fact and the earlier concern expressed by the Ombudsman's office about the need to make written complaints, by changing the original amendment of 1996. This had only allowed written complaints to be made to the Ombudsman. 

2.12 The acceptance of verbal complaints gives a wider understanding to the word 'complaint' in that such reports may not be as formal as written statements about problems. The Human Rights Commission may only accept written
 complaints from detainees, but this does not preclude another party making a complaint, nor does it mean that the complaint must be extremely formal and detailed. The Commission (under S 20(1)(c) may also initiate an inquiry if 'it appears to the Commission to be desirable to do so.'

Complaints

2.13 It is not clear if the term 'complaint' would include a 'request' for information as opposed to a complaint made about a specific situation. Nor is it clear if a statement to the effect that a person wants help would be seen as sufficient to generate legal assistance as far as DIMA is concerned. HREOC itself believes the amendments are so broad as to exclude access by HREOC because of the use of the word 'complaint':

It would not only prohibit HREOC from initiating correspondence with detainees but also from responding to oral or telephone inquiries from detainees or written inquiries which cannot be formally described as complaints. The amendment would prevent HREOC from informing detainees who request such information about human rights generally and about HREOC's powers and functions.

2.14 While HREOC may appear overly pessimistic in this regard, there is some evidence that on some occasions even explicit statements about the need for a lawyer, or the wish for legal assistance has not brought the provisions of S256 into play.
 If even appropriate requests are being ignored, there is little likelihood of less obvious requests being met with the prompt provision of the required service.

2.15 The issue of the meaning of 'complaint' and the extent to which even formal requests for legal assistance, which may lead to the making of a complaint to HREOC, are relevant to Parliament's consideration of the effect of this legislation in conjunction not so much with current legislation but current departmental practices. 

2.16 HREOC also noted that it would be unable to undertake other functions such as initiating inquiries into cases of this nature and responding to third party complaints.
 

The current legislation, and effects of the proposed legislation

The current legislation

Section 189

2.17 Currently, subsections 189 (1) and (2) state that unlawful non-citizens (or persons believed to be unlawful non-citizens) in or near the 'migration zone' must be detained. By implication, such persons are those who have recently arrived in Australia, by whatever means, and have not yet cleared immigration. Thus, detainees under subsections 189(1) or (2) are currently treated in a different fashion to persons who may become detainees after having arrived on a valid visa, been immigration cleared, spent some time in the community, and then, as a result of other factors (including overstaying a visa or seeking another form of visa) have become, or will become, detainees.

Sections 193 and 198

2.18 Persons affected by Sections 193 and 198 of the current Act are detainees under subsection 189(1) or (2) - for example, persons affected by the Teal case were subsection 189 (1) or (2) detainees. Currently, section 193 has the objective of ensuring that subsection 189(1) and (2) detainees do not obtain the benefits specified in Sections 194 and 195.
 It specifies (at subsection 192(2)) that there is no obligation on the part of the Minister or an officer to :

· provide advice on visas, 

· allow opportunity for visa application, or

· allow access to advice (legal advice or other) on visa application.
 

Section 256

2.19 Currently, S 256 requires that persons in immigration detention - without specification as to their being s 189(1) or (2) or other type of detainee - must, on request, be provided with all reasonable facilities:

· for making a statutory declaration for the purposes of this Act; or 

· for obtaining legal advice or taking legal proceedings in relation to his or her immigration detention.

The proposed amendments

2.20 The proposed amendments are few in number. However, their impact is likely to be extensive. The Committee notes that the explanatory memorandum does not provide sufficient detail in relation to the amendments and may itself require amendment to more accurately reflect the Government's intention.
Interpretation of current legislation and the effect of proposed amendments-Sections 193 and 256

2.21 As noted above in Chapter 1, S 256 was interpreted by the department as preventing the provision of services unless requested.
 The explanatory memorandum to the Migration Legislation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 1998 states that S 256 currently:

establishes that a person in immigration detention has a right to access legal advice only when requested. 

2.22 The explanatory memorandum and other sources give a restrictive reading of Section 256, which is that, as the department has one role, under certain circumstances, no other party has any role, under any circumstances. In HREOC's words:

In DIMA's view, while detainees in segregation detention have a right to legal advice, DIMA has no obligation to inform them of their right to request it and no-one else has a right to inform them of that right.

2.23 In 1996, a then Deputy Secretary in the department made much the same points that have been made during this inquiry: that is, placing an emphasis on S 256 as demonstrating that the department did not have to provide services unless requested.
 However, this differs from the issue of whether other people or organisations may be able to provide permitted services.
 The department itself previously provided legal information to detainees, thus indicating that S256 does not of itself prohibit the provision of advice.

2.24 According to HREOC, the decision made in the Albatross case reinforced the department's interpretation of S256.
. The gist of the Albatross case is that, the legislation having specifically limited the obligations of departmental officers, there was no issue of procedural fairness or the lack of it in respect of departmental officers failing to provide certain advice or services. However, this is a different issue from that of the right of other parties to provide information.

2.25 As the Teal case demonstrates,
 in respect of the separate operation of S256 of the Migration Act and S 20 (6) (b) of the HREOC Act, the provisions of S 256 have no connection with the provisions of S 20 (6) (b) of the HREOC Act.

Section 256 is not a provision which deals more specifically than does sub section 20(6), with the subject of the effective means of communication between the Commission and the detainees in aid of the performance by the Commission of its functions. Section 256 does not address that subject at all. It is therefore beside the point that, as was recognised in Fang's case[the Albatross case], a request by a detainee is plainly a condition of the duty to afford facilities imposed on a custodian by s 256. 
 
2.26 S256 merely states (and this is not affected by the proposed amendment regarding visa application forms) that departmental officers and the Minister have certain responsibilities in respect of the provision of services, which are only brought into play at the request of the detainee. S 256 says nothing at all about the right of other people to provide or offer legal advice on a range of issues, legal or otherwise.

2.27 In view of concerns expressed about the precise intention of the legislation, the Committee recommends clarification be made through amendment of the Explanatory Memorandum.

Recommendation 

The Committee recommends that the Government consider amending the section of the Explanatory Memorandum covering S 256 to clarify the status of the issues raised during the hearings and by submissions.

Interrelationship of Sections 193 and 256

2.28 As noted above, Section 193 currently sets out certain limits on the obligations of departmental officers and the Minister. These limits relate to solely to visa issues. The proposed amendments do not change the main subject material (visas) to which the section pertains. They:

· Add a preamble ('nothing in this Act or in any other law (whether written or unwritten) requires the Minister or any officer …)
, and 

· Provide that there is no obligation to provide a visa application form (unless requested under S256). 

2.29 S 193, including proposed amendments, is linked to S 256. By itself, S 256 does not actually prohibit or limit the provision of services. It obliges departmental officers to undertake certain tasks. Section 193 states that, with the exception of the provisions of S256, departmental officers and the Minister have no obligation to provide a range of services in respect of visa matters. 

2.30 The intended effects of S 256 and S 193 are very limited. In reality, the actions taken by the department, based on its interpretation of the Act, can have a substantial effect on the access by people to a range of services. This is done through the control by the department of access to detainees. 

Limitation of access to detainees

2.31 Organisations such as Amnesty and HREOC state that access by organisations and others to detainees is already controlled by the department and therefore the effect of various changes - relatively minor though they may appear - can in fact be substantial.

2.32 In respect of the situation that existed prior to the introduction of the 1996 legislation, a representative of RACS
 advised the committee that the department had imposed strict controls on access to information:

while[the bill] does not remove the right of an immigration detainee to make a formal complaint to the Human Rights Commissioner or to the Commonwealth Ombudsman, in practice it is impossible for these people to[do so]. The people are held in isolation, incommunicado. There is no telephone; they cannot phone out, they cannot be telephoned. There are no postal facilities; they cannot write a letter out, they cannot receive a letter. They have no contact with other detainees who are in the general body of the camp. They cannot pass a letter to other detainees … .

Therefore, on a purely practical level, if a third party is not able to initiate an investigation by the commission that is effective - that is not thwarted by not being able to correspond with the detainees - then no effective investigation will be able to take place because the detainees themselves cannot physically initiate that investigation.

2.33 The Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Committee also noted, during that original hearing, that the rights that do remain were 'somewhat illusory':

When we are talking about unauthorised boat arrivals, we are talking about people who have usually no command of English or occasionally some limited command. They have no knowledge about the Australian political and legal system. Institutions like the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission and the Ombudsman are so far beyond their experience and knowledge as to be inconceivable. So to suggest, as has been suggested, that a right of detainees to initiate contact with us is sufficient is a rather illusory suggestion that flies in the face of the reality of the people whom we are talking about. 

2.34 During the Committee's hearing on the 1996 bill, the issue of access was also considered by the Committee in its discussions with departmental officers and an adviser from the Attorney-General's department. The outcome of this discussion was that, although the department did not perceive the then proposed legislation made unlawful the provision of unsolicited legal advice to 'people who come to Australia', the extent to which such unsolicited advice could be provided was not clear:

Mr Burmester: I am not saying that other lawyers[than HREOC] can communicate with them. That is a matter for control under the detention regime …

I am saying this legislation does not deal with the question of who can have access 

Sen Collins: … Say the legislation was passed … can RACS then write to those same people … providing the same advice?

Mr Burmester: There is nothing in the legislation which stops them. My understanding is that it then becomes a question for the Department of Immigration and Multicultural Affairs to determine … .

Mr Mowbray: … I think the provision to which you are referring and the one that Mr Burmester said had been misunderstood is section 193(2). That will provide, as it clarifies what was decided in the Albatross case, that there will be no right for an unauthorised arrival into immigration detention to access legal or other advice, apart from that provided by section 256.

2.35 As noted above, however, the provisions of S 193, including the new amendments, do not give the department the authority to limit access to anyone, except in respect of advice on visa matters. There is no legislative provision concerning other access.
 

2.36 During the hearings on the 1998 bill, the department noted that it did not limit information going to most detainees, and therefore the major effect of the bill would be on those in 'isolated detention':

Mr Sullivan:I think, when you get down to practice, it is those persons held in isolated detention [who are most affected]. 

Senator McKiernan: Would the department vet the postal letters and other communications coming in to individuals held in isolated detention? Would you ensure that these were not received by the individual unopened?

Mr Sullivan: No, we do not. There is not much communication received by individuals in closed detention. Most people do not know who they are, or that they are there, in some instances. There is access to some phones. Phone calls are often made and letters are sent back to places they have come from, and those letters generally move unimpeded. If we got a letter which was not addressed to an individual, we would probably look at it to see whether we could identify whether it was actually aimed at an individual.

2.37 In further evidence, the department provided information about current procedures relating to mail.
 The services to detainees are provided by Australasian Correctional Management (ACM), and their guidelines relating to mail state that:

It is the policy of Australasian Correctional Management to permit detainees to correspond with family, friends, officials and other significant community contacts with a minimum of interference with those contacts, consistent with the legitimate security needs of the Centre.

2.38 Although the policy
 appears to be that outgoing mail is relatively unrestricted (subject to the detainee being able to afford postage),
 the guidelines are somewhat different concerning incoming mail:

Any mail identified as relating to the detainee's immigration status (e.g. DIMA, Court, RRT, IRT, etc) must be referred to DIMA staff at the Centre for presentation to the detainee. DIMA staff require such information so as to be aware of negative immigration decisions and to also be able to brief ACM on the background of the detainee's situation.

2.39 It is assumed that the only way in which staff would be aware of negative or other decisions from the mail would be if they had read the mail. This statement is in contrast with that offered earlier by the departmental representative at the Committee hearings.
 It may be that the policy at one detention centre differs from that at others. If so, this matter should be explored in more detail.

2.40 ACM also manages the 'policy' of visits, stating that 'all detainees will be allowed unlimited number of Visits per day.'
 Obviously this does not apply to detainees in isolated detention. The guidelines refer to Stage 1 and Stage 2 (detainees).
 

2.41 Isolated detainees
 may include people who have a valid claim to refugee status. The Committee believes that, while it is important to fast-track those who have no such claim, it is essential that the needs of others must be met. Many people with valid claims will not be in a position to apply for visas and wait the required period overseas.
 To assume that they are, is to misunderstand the very situations which create a valid claim to be considered for refugee status.

Information and advice

2.42 The previous issues have demonstrated that there was, and remains, some uncertainty as to exactly what the legislation means, and what it allows or does not allow. This was noted by the Ombudsman's Office:

The Ombudsman also notes that sections 193 and 256 do not amount to a prohibition on the giving of advice which may not prevent the Ombudsman (or anyone else) from providing advice if they come into contact with a detainee.

2.43 While information about visas, as well as the opportunity to apply for one, appears to be the major area of concern, any prohibition on other information should be listed so as to make obligations clear. If there is no difficulty in providing information on a range of issues, and if this information is freely available to all detainees, some of the difficulties that were identified may be reduced. However, the extent to which information may be made available, and the sources which may provide this information, should be clearly identified.

The capacity to initiate an action

2.44 One of the concerns expressed by HREOC was that the agency would lose its capacity to initiate an action in respect of detainees
 - on the assumption that, as detainees would not be aware of rights or of the existence of agencies, they would not generate a request that would have to be met under either S 193 or S 256. The Ombudsman expressed some concern at possible limitation of the 'own motion' investigation process 'where, in the absence of a complaint, information is available suggesting that there may have been defective administration'.
 The Administrative Review Council also expressed concern that the Ombudsman would be limited in his actions.

2.45 The proposed amendments in respect of S 20(6)(b) of the HREOC Act (proposed subsection 193(3) and of the Ombudsman Act 7(3)(b) (proposed subsection 193(4)) do have the effect of limiting the capacity of HREOC and the Ombudsman to initiate investigations in respect of specific individuals or a series of such individuals. In order to correspond with individuals by sealed mail, the organisations must have received a complaint from the specific individual. Both amendments refer to specific detainees (subsection 189(1) and (2). Both also seek specifically to refuse the agencies the right to send sealed envelopes to certain detainees if those detainees have not made a 'complaint'.
 By implication, third party complaints could not generate the production of a sealed envelope. 

2.46 Nonetheless, as there is no power held by the department to ensure that mail is not delivered,
 there is no other provision allowing the department to interfere with any correspondence or information. It could also be argued that, regardless of the provisions of S193(2), there can be no prohibition of discussion of, or the provision of information or advice on, visa matters, if these are the subject of a complaint.
 The department has argued that the intention of the amendments is only to have the power to refuse a sealed envelope from HREOC and the Ombudsman, when this is not a response to a 'complaint'. Any response to a complaint, including a complaint about a visa matter, must therefore be dealt with confidentially through sealed correspondence, and also through visits and other discussions.

Recommendation 2

The Committee recommends that, in addressing the concerns about the intent of the legislation, the Government should clearly state its intent in relation to:

· the rights of all parties to provide and receive information;

· any limits to the information to be provided or received; and

· the extent of direct contact with detainees.

Confidentiality 

2.47 One of the concerns expressed by the current Ombudsman is the extent to which other aspects of the operation of the Office would be limited by linking a prohibition on sealed envelopes to a complaint in respect of an individual.
 This concern, also valid for HREOC, arises because both parties may need to discuss matters in confidence with parties who may be a witness to, or have information on, a complaint made by another person. 

2.48 The Ombudsman raised the issue of the extent to which the proposed amendments would limit other contact with detainees. Unless the department proposes to limit existing rights, it would appear that some contact can still be made with detainees. However, it is not clear if such contact would be free:

The Bill does not seek to remove the Ombudsman's existing capacity to visit or telephone detainees who have not themselves made a complaint, and have a private communication. The Ombudsman may still write to such detainees, although not in a sealed envelope. DIMA has not indicated whether it proposes to withhold any unsealed letter from the Ombudsman where DIMA does not approve of information contained therein, and on what basis it would so withhold or whether it would restrict personal or telephone contact from the Ombudsman.

2.49 Given that some detainees may have legitimate concerns for safety and security which have not been picked up by interview, the availability of confidential discussion is important:

Having a Commonwealth department (quite possibly the department to which a complaint relates) able to peruse and interfere with the delivery of confidential correspondence destroys the guarantee of confidentiality which is a fundamental tenet of the conduct of investigations under the Ombudsman Act.

2.50 Other concerns expressed by the Ombudsman indicated that the bill may have further unintended effects. These effects concern the confidentiality of complaints, including third party complaints which may raise complex issues. For various reasons it may not be possible for a 'third party' to make contact with a detainee or to raise major issues, through use of an unsealed envelope. As the Ombudsman pointed out, complaints may have been prepared on behalf of another person, but sent to the Ombudsman.

2.51 The Committee believes this matter should be clarified. As it has been stated there is no intent to interfere with other operations of these agencies,
 any identified unintended consequence should be addressed.

Use of other powers

2.52 The extent to which other investigatory powers of the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission and the Ombudsman are affected may depend also on the extent to which such powers can operate in any event, given the limited access to detainees. In theory, there are other powers which HREOC could access:

· HREOC could call on its powers under S 11 to investigate a possible breach of human rights; 

· HREOC could seek information from the department itself in respect of detainees. However, it is not clear if departmental practices would mean that a response was available in time to provide any assistance that HREOC is able to offer under its legislation; 

· HREOC could use S 20(5) to help a person formulate a complaint (but would need to be aware of the person being a detainee in the first place.)

2.53 The Ombudsman can initiate an investigation, including through use of material or complaint provided by another person; but the confidentiality of this process might be affected.

2.54 Notwithstanding the possible use of these options, their effectiveness is limited by the possible invasion of confidentiality, and by time. If the objective of HREOC and the Ombudsman is to assist certain individuals or groups within a limited time frame, they are precluded from so doing because they may not be able to act quickly enough to ensure that such individuals receive appropriate assistance. The effect of one provision, therefore, may be to limit others.

2.55 If this is not the government's intention - and the department has stated that all other aspects of the Ombudsman's and HREOC's roles will be unaffected - it may be necessary for the department to demonstrate that this is the case.

Complaints made by third parties

2.56 As noted above,
 the Ombudsman stated that the effect of some of the amendments may not be as extensive as was thought. In respect of both HREOC and the Ombudsman, the proposed amendments have the effect of preventing sealed mail or information from being forwarded, unless this is in response to a complaint made by a detainee. Other material is not mentioned, and a consideration of the provisions of both the HREOC Act s 20(6)(b) and of proposed S 193(3)(a) suggests that only sealed material is being referred to. This interpretation suggests that:

· A third party could write to the detainee, using a non-sealed envelope;

· A third party could write to the Ombudsman or HREOC, advising them of the situation or of a concern that there was an abuse of human rights; both agencies could then write to a detainee, using a non-sealed envelope.

2.57 Theoretically, any party, including a third party, may write to any detainee. Whether the material is read or delivered, is another matter. Evidence on this issue varied.
 

2.58 In evidence at the hearing on the original bill, the then Ombudsman noted that the Ombudsman did not provide 'legal advice', and to that extent the legislation may be unnecessary. The main objective of the Ombudsman's office is to 'investigate specific complaints as to whether there has been defective administration.'
 The Ombudsman had no difficulty in providing general information in unsealed envelopes. Obviously, sealed envelopes would be necessary, and permitted, if a person made a complaint and was receiving a response to that complaint. 

Conclusion

2.59 In general, it appears that the department, through the use of 'isolation' detention is able to control the control the flow of information to, and the extent of contact with, detainees. Thus, although the proposed amendments are to apply to all persons affected by subsections 189(1) and (2) of the Migration Act, the persons most likely to be affected will be those who have limited opportunity for contact with the outside world, the 'isolated' detainees. These can be kept in isolation from the time of arrival to the time of removal.

2.60 Originally, this group may have been boat people. However, the same provisions apply equally to those persons arriving by air, the numbers of which are increasing.
These can include people who have limited English, little understanding of Australia's legal system, and little understanding of the formal meaning of refugee. Unlike persons who have been able to obtain a visa and spend some time in the community, many people in this category may not have had the benefit of some knowledge of the law and possibly some community support. This means that benefits are available to some detainees which are not available to others.

2.61 The Committee is concerned that these arrangements may not represent 'best practice' in the management of complex issues which can have a profound effect on the lives of those detained. Insofar as some of the outcomes of this situation may result from administrative interpretation rather than unambiguous legislation, the Committee considers it may be subject to criticism for lack of clarity. The above recommendations which refer to the need to clarify details are intended to address these concerns. 
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� 	Submission No. 22, Ombudsman, p. 7, Paragraph 6.2 (explains in original). 


� 	See Submission No 2, Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission, p. 23.


� 	Submission No. 22, Commonwealth Ombudsman, p. 8 Paragraph 6.6.


� 	Submission No. 4, Administrative Review Council, p. 59.
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� 	See above, Paragraph 2.36 where it is stated that mail is delivered to people in isolated detention, and also Transcript of evidence, p. 104.


� 	See comments on this at Submission No. 22, Commonwealth Ombudsman, pp.7-8, Paragraphs 6.3-6.5.


� 	Submission No. 22, Commonwealth Ombudsman, pp. 8-9.


� 	Submission No. 22, Commonweatlh Ombudsman, p. 8 Paragraph 6.5.


� 	Submission No. 22, Commonwealth Ombudsman, p. 8 Paragraph 6.6.


� 	Transcript of evidence, Commonwealth Ombudsman, pp. 65-66. 


� 	Transcript of evidence, Department of Immigration and Multicultural Affairs, p. 72.


� 	See above, Paragraph 2.10. 


� 	See above, Paragraphs 2.36, 2.39.


� 	Transcript of evidence, 1996, Commonwealth Ombudsman, p. 168.


� 	Department of Immigration and Multicultural Affairs, Annual Report 1997-1998, p. 47. Transcript of evidence, Amnesty International, p. 108.





