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IN THE COURTS 

We’re challenging the Australian 

Government’s power to run and fund 

offshore detention centres. 

AT THE UN 

We’re helping to coordinate the Australian 

NGO coalition in the lead up to Australia’s 

UN Human Rights Council Universal 

Periodic Review in November. 

IN PARLIAMENT  

We've argued that the Citizenship Bill 

measures are excessive, unreasonable and 

lack proper safeguards. 

IN THE COMMUNITY 

We’ve highlighted the next steps required to 

respond to family violence in Australia. 
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REFUGEE AND ASYLUM SEEKERS RIGHTS 

Manus Island PNG – The Pacific Non-Solution 

July 2015 marks two years since the PNG refugee resettlement deal was launched. In two years, 

more asylum seekers sent to Manus have died than been resettled. Over 900 men still languish 

in detention with no end in sight. The HRLC’s Daniel Webb travelled to Manus with colleagues at 

Human Rights Watch to investigate the situation on the ground. 

16 July 2015 

More than 850 asylum seekers and 87 refugees are detained indefinitely in poor conditions on 

Manus Island two years after Australia announced it would process and resettle “boat people” in 

Papua New Guinea (PNG), Human Rights Watch and the Human Rights Law Centre said today. 

Since January 2015, PNG and Australian authorities have transferred 40 men found to be 

refugees to a transit center, but they are still prevented from leaving Manus Island and are denied 

opportunities to work and study. 

“After two years, Australia’s experiment in offshore detention has been a disaster,” said Elaine 

Pearson, Australia director. “Even the few people provided refugee status have been denied 

freedom of movement and the right to work. All should be allowed to move on with their lives in 

dignity and security.” 

Australia should stop sending asylum seekers to PNG, and both governments should treat 

asylum seekers in accordance with international standards and implement a refugee resettlement 

policy, the two organizations said. 

The PNG and Australian governments detain the asylum seekers – all adult men – in 

overcrowded conditions at a facility on Manus Island’s Lombrum naval base. Human rights 

organizations and media have no regular access to the facilities. 

Two asylum seekers sent to Manus have died – one after allegedly being beaten to death by 

contract staff at the detention center and another from septicemia after cutting his foot. 

“Two years after the Regional Resettlement Arrangement was announced, the tragic reality is 

that more asylum seekers sent to Manus have died than have been resettled,” said Daniel Webb, 

director of legal advocacy at the Human Rights Law Centre. “People found to be refugees 

deserve a real solution – not a transfer to a facility down the road where they remain in limbo.” 

In June and July 2015, PNG immigration allowed Human Rights Watch and Human Rights Law 

Centre to visit the transit center at Lorengau on Manus Island, but not the Lombrum detention 

facility. 

On July 19, 2013, Australia and PNG signed a Regional Resettlement Arrangement which 

provides that asylum seekers arriving in Australia irregularly by boat will be sent to Manus Island 

for processing and resettlement in other parts of PNG. A Memorandum of Understanding 

between the two countries states that those transferred will be treated “with dignity and respect 

and in accordance with relevant human rights standards.” The Australian government has been 

spending approximately A$600 million (US$450 million) per year in connection with the 

agreement. 

Human Rights Watch and the Human Rights Law Centre uncovered serious human rights 

concerns including: 

http://www.smh.com.au/federal-politics/political-news/more-asylum-seekers-have-died-on-manus-island-than-have-been-resettled-report-shows-20150716-gidi1b.html#ixzz3g5skanLv
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2015-07-18/asylum-seekers-on-manus-island-suffering/6630022
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 Pressure to return to home countries and lengthy delays in refugee processing; 

 Mental health problems linked to prolonged and indefinite detention; 

 Arbitrary detention of asylum seekers and refugees in the police lock-up and prison; 

 Restrictions on refugees’ freedom of movement and work rights; 

 Assault of a refugee by alleged authorities in Lorengau town; and 

 Mistreatment of gay asylum seekers by other detainees. 

“Some rooms [at Lombrum] were filled up from top to bottom,” said a refugee detained there for 

20 months. “People were going crazy. I was put in a separate compound from my community. No 

one in my compound even spoke my language. I was so lonely and spent a lot of time crying.” 

Abuses of asylum seekers, especially members of vulnerable groups such as lesbian, gay, 

bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) men, have caused some to return home where they risk 

persecution rather than face insecurity and uncertainty in PNG. 

Although refugees living in the transit center can move around the island, they cannot leave 

Manus. Since 2013, PNG immigration officials have only issued eight proper PNG identity 

documents to refugees in the transit center. The PNG certificate of identity states they are 

permitted to work in PNG, but PNG immigration has prevented one refugee from leaving Manus 

Island to pursue employment opportunities in Port Moresby, the capital. Several refugees have 

sought paid or volunteer opportunities on Manus Island, but PNG immigration denied their 

requests. 

PNG immigration officials allegedly beat one refugee when he was outside the transit center after 

dark. Those charged with the assault, including the camp manager, continue to work at the 

center. 

For many of the refugees on Manus Island who have experienced considerable trauma at home 

and over the course of their detention, PNG will not offer a viable long-term option for settlement 

and integration. While ensuring freedom of movement and work rights in PNG will improve their 

immediate circumstances, realistic settlement options other than PNG should be identified to 

allow these men to finally move on with their lives. 

Australia should cease all further transfers to Manus Island. It should press PNG authorities to 

immediately adopt and implement a comprehensive local integration policy for refugees and to 

provide all recognized refugees in PNG with ordinary residency, employment authorization, and 

other common identity documents; freedom of movement; and work rights. In the absence of any 

immediate resettlement policy, the Australian government should find alternative resettlement 

arrangements for refugees in other countries, including, principally, Australia. 

Australia should also allow access for visitors and independent human rights monitors to the 

Australia-funded detention center at Lombrum naval base and work with the PNG government to 

ensure that media and human rights organizations are allowed access to its facilities. The PNG 

government should immediately amend its laws to decriminalize homosexual relations. 
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Government rushes new laws in response to High Court case  

The Government repeatedly assures the Australian people it is acting legally in running and 

funding offshore detention centres. A Government confident its actions are lawful doesn’t 

suddenly change the law when its actions are challenged in court. 

24 June 2015 

Legislation being rushed through Parliament contradicted the Federal Government’s claims that 

its actions running and funding offshore detention centres are legal, the Human Rights Law 

Centre said today. The legislative changes are being brought in response to a High Court case 

the HRLC commenced in relation to the Nauru facility and Stacks Goudkamp Lawyers 

commenced in relation the Manus Island facility. 

 “The Government repeatedly assures the Australian people it is acting legally. A Government 

confident its actions are lawful doesn’t suddenly change the law when its actions are challenged 

in court,” said the HRLC’s Director of Legal Advocacy, Daniel Webb. 

“People affected by this case include newborn babies, people with serious medical issues, 

women who report being sexually assaulted on Nauru and men badly injured in the violence on 

Manus Island. They have suffered great hardship at the hands of successive Australian 

governments. They deserve to have the lawfulness of their treatment considered by our courts, 

not have the government shift the goalposts mid-case,” said Mr Webb. 

The HRLC commenced the case on 14 May this year on behalf of a group of asylum seekers and 

their families. The case raises important and untested questions about the current offshore 

detention arrangements. 

“Our case asks whether Government has the necessary legal authority run offshore detention 

centres and to spend billions of taxpayer dollars that purpose,” said Mr Webb. 

“We need to look at the detail of the legislation. Given what we know about the current dangers 

facing vulnerable people locked up offshore, now is not the time to be hastily giving the 

government broad powers to lock up innocent people in other countries or to write blank cheques 

with our money for that purpose,” said Mr Webb. 

 “All governments should observe and respect limits on their power, not hastily remove them,” 

said Mr Webb. 

The hearing date for the case has not yet been set. It will not be heard before September. 

The legal team running the case includes barristers Ron Merkel QC, Craig Lenehan, David 

Hume, Rachel Mansted and Stacks Goudkamp. Assistance has also been provided by the 

Refugee Advice and Casework Service and Darwin Asylum Seeker Support and Advocacy 

Network. 
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OPINION 

Cruel and costly boats policy: there is a viable alternative 

24 June 2015 

This article was first published by The Age 

Legislation rushed through Federal Parliament last week represents a new nadir in the seemingly 

bottomless pit of radical measures employed by successive Australian Governments to prevent 

asylum seekers arriving by boat from seeking Australia’s protection. 

The new laws aim to shore up the offshore processing regime against a High Court challenge 

brought by the Human Rights Law Centre in May on behalf of a group of vulnerable people, 

including children and a baby, who face imminent return to detention on Nauru. 

It was Labor who introduced mandatory detention of asylum seekers in the 1990’s, initially with 

time limits on detention, which were later scrapped. The Howard Government then started 

processing asylum seekers in offshore detention centres in Nauru and Papua New Guinea. After 

a short suspension, the Gillard Government reintroduced offshore processing and the Rudd 

Government added a harsh twist – no asylum seeker found to be a refugee offshore would ever 

be settled in Australia. 

The Abbott Government has taken our policies to an even harsher level. Cutting the number of 

refugee places. Turning boats away. Dumping asylum seekers in lifeboats off the coast of 

Indonesia and most recently reportedly paying people smugglers to return to Indonesia – in likely 

breach of Australian, Indonesian and international laws. 

It has blanketed our asylum seeker responses in intense secrecy that has seen our Government 

detain innocent people incommunicado on the high seas before returning them directly to the 

authorities in the countries they fled from. 

It has stripped checks and balances from our mainland refugee assessment processes under 

new “fast track assessments” – greatly increasing the risks that we will return refugees to serious 

risks of persecution and death. 

It has introduced flimsy refugee screening assessments on the high seas to create the charade 

that we are complying with our international obligations not to return people to harm. In the five 

years prior to Operation Sovereign Borders, around 90% of all asylum seekers arriving by boat 

were found to be refugees by our land-based assessment processes with proper court review. 

Yet, of 540 asylum seekers from 17 boats turned back at sea over the past 18 months, only two 

people were found to have potential refugee claims and all bar one person were sent back. 

And now, mid-way through a High Court case that argues that the Government lacks the power to 

run and fund offshore detention centres, the Government has rushed new legislation through 

Parliament that explicitly seeks to grant itself the extraordinary power to lock people up in the 

territory of a foreign country. The legislation also seeks to retrospectively legalise the 

Government’s actions offshore since August 2012. 

What all of these measures have in common is an attempt to avoid the fundamental obligation at 

the heart of the Refugee Convention – to protect people fleeing persecution, which necessarily 

involves fairly and properly assessing people’s refugee claims. 

Our Prime Minister claims success. For him, success is measured by doing “whatever it takes” to 

stop asylum seekers attempting to seek Australia’s protection by boat. 

http://www.theage.com.au/comment/great-and-fair-nation-lacks-basic-decency-20150630-gi15n8
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Viewed from any decent perspective however, these policies are an abject failure. 

They have not stopped the persecution. They have inflicted tremendous cruelty at a cost of 

billions in taxpayer dollars. And they have shifted the obligation to protect refugees onto other 

countries less capable of supporting them. During 2014, Australia protected just 0.43% of 

refugees recognized, registered or resettled globally – placing us 43rd in the world relative to 

GDP. 

For those of us appalled by this situation, it would be easy to despair. Yet despair is the opposite 

of what is needed. 

What we need is leadership to prosecute an alternative policy. A policy that provides people 

fleeing persecution with safe pathways to protection. That provides better options than the terrible 

choice of risking your life by staying in your conflict riddled country or risking your life on a boat 

journey. 

Success with an alternative approach would not be easy. But it is within our reach – particularly 

considering the enormous political, financial and diplomatic resources that could be redirected 

away from our current harmful approach. 

Four measures Australia could immediately adopt are: 

1. Working meaningfully with countries like Indonesia and Malaysia to improve conditions and 

legal protections for asylum seekers there. 

2. Redirecting some of the billions of dollars we spend on deterrence measures to process and 

support asylum seekers in other countries. 

3. Increasing the number of refugees we take from the UN resettlement pool. 

4. Urging other nations with capacity to do so to follow our lead. 

The way Australia treats asylum seekers shows a stunning contempt for human rights and basic 

human decency. It is not the mark of great and fair nation. Out of the abyss of our current asylum 

seeker policy there is different approach available to us. 

 

Hugh de Kretser is the Executive Director of the Human Rights Law Centre 

 

Australia’s treatment of refugees damages its relationship with the UN  

The HRLC made two statements to the UN Human Rights Council on how Australia's 

mistreatment of refugees is damaging its relationship with the UN. 

3 July 2015 

Australia is using ever more radical measures to prevent people from seeking its protection and 

demonstrating increasing contempt towards the United Nations human rights system, the Human 

Rights Law Centre told the UN Human Rights Council this week. 

“Especially when it comes to refugee issues, Australia has shown increasing hostility and 

disregard for the scrutiny of UN experts who highlight where Australia’s treatment of refugees 

violates human rights,” said the HRLC’s Director of Advocacy and Research, Emily Howie, who 

delivered the statement in Geneva. 

http://hrlc.org.au/hrlc-statements-to-the-29th-session-of-the-human-rights-council/
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The HRLC highlighted the increasingly dangerous and unlawful measures that Australia uses to 

intercept and return people seeking protection, including reports that Australia paid USD$30,000 

to people smugglers to return asylum seekers on board their vessel to Indonesia. 

“We are in the midst of a global refugee crisis. Wealthy, developed and fundamentally decent 

nations like Australia need to step up to the plate and share responsibility for refugee protection, 

not breach international law in order to shift responsibility elsewhere,” said Ms Howie. 

Australia is a candidate for membership of the Human Rights Council, the UN’s peak human 

rights body, for the term 2018-2020. If Australia is elected as a member of the Council it will be 

expected to uphold the highest standards of human rights and to fully cooperate with UN human 

rights bodies. 

“Statements such as those made by the Prime Minister that Australia is “sick of being lectured” by 

the UN fall well below the standards expected of Council members”, said Ms Howie. “They also 

show flagrant disregard for the international human rights standards to which Australia agreed to 

be bound when it ratified the human rights treaties.” 

The statements are available here: http://hrlc.org.au/hrlc-statements-to-the-29th-session-of-the-

human-rights-council/ 

 

HUMAN RIGHTS CHARTER 

Making Victoria’s Human Rights Charter more accessible 

Victoria's Human Rights Charter is currently being reviewed. The HRLC’s submission 

recommends changes to make it more accessible, more effective and simpler to enforce. 

20 June 2015 

The Human Rights Law Centre has urged changes to make Victoria’s Human Rights Charter 

more accessible, more effective and simpler to enforce in its submission to the eight year review 

of the Charter. 

“It is clear that in its first eight years of operation, the Human Rights Charter has played an 

important role in protecting Victorians’ human rights. But the Charter’s value has been limited for 

a range of reasons. Our submission urges changes to improve the Charter’s effectiveness,” said 

Ben Schokman, the HRLC’s Director of International Advocacy. 

“The Charter has improved laws, policies and decisions across a range of areas, from housing to 

mental health. But there are simple changes that can be made to make the Charter more 

accessible and easier to enforce for Victorians who need its protection,” said Mr Schokman. 

The HRLC’s submission recommends a range of measures including: 

 making the Charter more accessible by allowing Victorians to make human rights complaints 

to the Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights Commission (VEOHRC) which can 

investigate and mediate the complaints; 

 making the Charter simpler and easier to enforce by allowing people whose human rights 

have been breached to directly bring legal action in the courts and allow courts to provide a 

range of remedies including compensation; 

 simplifying legal cases that rely on the Charter by removing the requirement for parties to 

provide notices to the Attorney-General and the VEOHRC; and 

http://hrlc.org.au/hrlc-statements-to-the-29th-session-of-the-human-rights-council/
http://hrlc.org.au/hrlc-statements-to-the-29th-session-of-the-human-rights-council/
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 improving transparency and accountability around protecting human rights by requiring 

Victorian Government Departments to develop and report against human right performance 

indicators. 

“We welcome the Victorian Government’s commitment to uphold and strengthen the Victorian 

Charter and ensure it is robust and effective. These recommendations are focused on that goal,” 

said Mr Schokman. 

The HRLC’s submission can be viewed here. 

Other submissions can be viewed here: 

https://myviews.justice.vic.gov.au/2015-review-of-the-charter-of-human-rights 

Mr Brett Young is due to report to the Attorney-General on his review by 1 September 2015. 

 

CITIZENSHIP BILL 

Badly flawed Citizenship Bill should not be passed 

The HRLC’s submission outlines how measures to strip citizenship in the proposed legislation are 

excessive, unreasonable and lack proper safeguards. 

24 July 2015 

The Citizenship Bill currently before the Australian Parliament is badly flawed and should not be 

passed, the Human Rights Law Centre said in its submission to the Parliamentary Committee 

investigating the Bill. 

“This Bill contains mechanisms to remove citizenship which are excessive, unreasonable and 

which lack proper safeguards. The Bill, if passed would likely facilitate the arbitrary removal of 

citizenship in breach of international law,” said the HRLC’s Executive Director, Hugh de Kretser. 

Under the Australian Citizenship Amendment (Allegiance to Australia) Bill 2015, citizenship of 

dual nationals would automatically be lost if a person is convicted of a wide range of terrorism 

offences or if they engage in certain defined conduct. 

“The threshold for loss of citizenship under the Bill is far too low. Some of the offences triggering 

citizenship loss have maximum penalties of only five and seven years. Citizenship would be 

stripped even if a court imposed a minor penalty for an offence,” said Mr de Kretser. 

“The Bill’s purposes are supposed to be protecting the community and upholding the value of 

allegiance to Australia, yet citizenship would be automatically lost regardless of the risk posed by 

the person to the community and whether or not an offence was targeted at Australia,” said Mr de 

Kretser. 

“Emblematic of the poor drafting in the Bill is the fact that citizenship would automatically be lost 

for the offence of damaging Commonwealth property. This means a person could lose their 

citizenship if they graffitied a Commonwealth building, had no connection with terrorism 

whatsoever and posed no security risk to the Australian community,” said Mr de Kretser. 

Mr de Kretser added that under the Bill, citizenship could also be lost in some circumstances 

without any court order at all. 

“If this Bill is passed, it’s likely that people will lose their citizenship for engaging in lower level 

conduct that was never intended to trigger such a severe consequence,” said Mr de Kretser.  

http://hrlc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/HRLC_Submission_Strengthening_the_Victorian_Charter.pdf
https://myviews.justice.vic.gov.au/2015-review-of-the-charter-of-human-rights
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“While the Minister can exempt a person from losing their citizenship, the Minister’s discretion is 

personal and non-compellable and the Minister is not required to follow a fair decision making 

procedure. Accordingly, this discretion is prone to being applied in an inconsistent, unfair and 

unpredictable way, contrary to the rule of law.” 

A copy of the submission is here. While the HRLC recommends that the Bill not be passed, the 

submission also contains recommendations to mitigate the worst aspects of the Bill. 

 

INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS 

Australia’s Human Rights Scorecard 

In the lead up to Australia’s review by the UN Human Rights Council in November, the Australian 

NGO Coalition has released a series of fact sheets and briefed UN member states about the 

human rights situation in Australia.. 

27 July 2015 

In the lead up to Australia’s review by the UN Human Rights Council, the Australian NGO 

Coalition has released a series of Fact Sheets and held a briefing event to inform UN member 

states about the human rights situation in Australia. 

The Universal Periodic Review (‘UPR’) is a mechanism of the UN Human Rights Council which 

reviews the human rights records of all 193 United Nations Member States. Australia was last 

reviewed under the UPR in January 2011 and faces its second review this year. Australia is due 

to submit its report for the UPR in early August ahead of appearing before the Council in Geneva 

on 9 November.  

Progress since the last UPR  

While Australia accepted 90% of recommendations made in 2011 (in whole or in part) and a 

number of positive steps have been taken, progress has stalled on many recommendations and 

we have witnessed regression in key areas. The vehicle introduced to drive and monitor the 

implementation of UPR recommendations, Australia’s National Human Rights Action Plan, has 

not advanced, which has meant the status of many recommendations remains unclear. Australia 

is likely to be criticised for its failure to implement the vast majority of recommendations accepted 

in the last review as well as emerging human rights challenges. 

Fact sheets released  

Following the lodgement of a Joint NGO Submission in March this year, the Australian NGO 

Coalition has released a series of Fact Sheets to ensure that UN member states are provided 

with credible and accurate information about key human rights issues in Australia. 

The 18 thematic Fact Sheets build on the submission and provide further background on key 

issues as well as our suggested recommendations. The Fact Sheets will be used to brief and 

lobby embassies and missions in Australia and Geneva.  Thanks to the members of the UPR 

NGO Advisory Committee that assisted in the drafting of the materials. 

Embassies briefed in Canberra  

The Australian NGO Coalition partnered with the Australian Human Rights Commission to 

convene a UPR Briefing for embassies in Canberra earlier this month. The event was generously 

hosted by DLA Piper and attended by around 70 diplomatic staff representing 48 countries, as 

well as representatives from the Attorney-General’s Department and Department of Foreign 

Affairs and Trade. 

http://hrlc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/HRLC-Citizenship-Bill-Submission-July-2015.pdf
http://hrlc.org.au/universal-periodic-review-of-australia-in-november-2015-ngo-materials/
http://hrlc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2015/04/Final-UPR-Submission-for-website.pdf
http://hrlc.org.au/universal-periodic-review-of-australia-in-november-2015-ngo-materials/
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President Triggs facilitated a panel of NGO delegates representing a range of issue areas and 

population groups, including Anna Brown (HRLC), Amanda Alford (National Association of 

CLCs), Les Malezer (National Congress of Australia’s First Peoples), Asher Hirsch (Refugee 

Council of Australia), Christina Ryan (Advocacy for Inclusion), Corey Irlam (COTA Australia and 

the Victorian Gay & Lesbian Rights Lobby), Gulnara Abbasova (FECCA), Anna Lyons (Justice 

Connect Homeless Law) and Elena Rosenman (ACT Women’s Legal Centre). Strong interest 

was shown by attendees, particularly in issues facing Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

Peoples and Australia’s asylum seeker and refugee policies. 

What is happening next?   

The Australian Government is due to submit its UPR report in early August. Representatives of 

the Australian NGO Coalition and the Australian Human Rights Commission will be briefing 

country missions in Geneva in October ahead of Australia’s appearance in November. 

The UPR is a mechanism designed to encourage dialogue, exposure and accountability in an 

effort to improve the realisation of human rights. With this in mind, the Australian NGO Coalition 

will be continuing its dialogue with the Australian Government and working to raise awareness of 

the UPR amongst civil society and the broader public over the coming months. 

P.S. to tweet about the UPR please use the hashtag #AusUPR 

 

National Contact Point rejects Manus complaint 

Disappointingly, Australia's OECD business and human rights regulator has declined to 

investigate our complaint regarding G4S' responsibility for human rights abuses at the 

immigration detention facility on Manus Island. We think the decision fails to acknowledge 

corporate responsibility to uphold human rights. 

3 July 2015 

The Human Rights Law Centre and Rights and Accountability in Development (RAID) have 

written to the Australian National Contact Point (ANCP) expressing disappointment at the ANCP’s 

decision not to investigate our complaint concerning G4S Australia Pty Ltd. 

The complaint, made under the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises, argued that 

multinational security contractor G4S failed to meet international standards and committed 

serious human rights violations in relation to conditions and abuse of asylum seekers detained at 

the Manus Regional Processing Centre.  

The ANCP’s initial assessment and decision not to investigate misconceives and misapplies the 

OECD Guidelines. Instead of engaging in a serious consideration of whether the complaint raises 

issues relevant to the implementation of the Guidelines, the ANCP has been influenced by the 

role of G4S in giving effect to Government policy. This approach fails to recogise that corporate 

responsibility for upholding human rights exists independently of government policy and 

companies are not exempt on the basis that their activities are consistent with domestic law. 

The HRLC and RAID letter to the ANCP is available here. 

http://www.ausncp.gov.au/content/Content.aspx?doc=publications/reports/general/G4S_Aus.htm
http://hrlc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/HRLC_RAID_Complaints_OECD_Guidelines_specific_instance_G4S_Sep2014.pdf
http://hrlc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/HRLC-RAID-letter-to-ANCP-2-7-15.pdf
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Australia should step up to defend human rights in Egypt 

Egypt is facing its worst human rights crisis in decades with a brutal crackdown on almost any 

form of dissent or criticism. Human rights organisations have urged Australia to demonstrate its 

international human rights leadership by leading action at the United Human Rights Council to 

address the situation. 

15 July 2015 

Australia should demonstrate its international human rights leadership by leading action at the 

Human Rights Council to address the urgent human right situation in Egypt, human rights 

organisations said in a joint letter to Foreign Minister Julie Bishop. 

Egyptians are witnessing the most serious human rights crisis in decades. The Human Rights 

Law Centre, along with the Human Rights Council of Australia, Human Rights Watch, Amnesty 

International and the International Service for Human Rights, urged the Australian government to 

step up and play a leading role addressing Egypt’s brutal crackdown on almost any form of 

dissent or criticism. 

 “Australia is very well placed to lead Council action on Egypt given Australia’s support for 

democratic freedoms such as free speech, association and assembly at the international level,” 

said Emily Howie, director of Advocacy and Research at the Human Rights Law Centre. “Plus 

Australians are already familiar with some of Egypt’s repression of journalists and government 

critics through the prosecution of Australian Al Jazeera journalist Peter Greste.” 

Although Greste has been released, his case and that of his Egyptian colleagues, continues and 

the crackdown on dissent in Egypt has not abated. 

Australia has announced its candidacy for membership of the UN Human Rights Council for the 

term 2018-20. The Council is the peak human rights body empowered to take action on the 

gravest human rights issues facing the world. To date, no states at the Council have been willing 

to take a lead on developing a statement or resolution aimed at preventing further deterioration of 

the human rights in Egypt. 

“As a potential member, Australia will be expected to demonstrate its mettle as an international 

human rights leader. By taking a lead on Egypt, Australia could show that it is capable of active 

and principled human rights leadership on the world stage,” said Emily Howie. 

The letter can be found here. 

 

FAMILY VIOLENCE 

Video podcast now available: Walking the walk - Next steps against family 

violence  

Rosie Batty, Kirstie Parker, Liz Broderick and Hugh de Kretser discuss the practical measures 

that need to be undertaken to respond to family violence. Podcast of our 2 July event with the 

Wheeler Centre and Women’s Legal Service Victoria is now available online at: 

http://www.wheelercentre.com/broadcasts/walking-the-walk-next-steps-against-family-violence 

 

http://hrlc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/150709-Joint-NGO-Letter-Australia-FM-Egypt.pdf
http://www.wheelercentre.com/broadcasts/walking-the-walk-next-steps-against-family-violence
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FUNDRAISING 

Stand with us: Thank you for your support 

A big thanks to all our wonderful supporters who donated to our End of Financial Year Appeal. 

We raised just over $100,000 from 164 donors. With unprecedented human rights challenges in 

Australia, this support is critical to our impact. 

 

AUSTRALIAN HUMAN RIGHTS CASE NOTES 

Tribunal clarifies when police actions are ‘services’ for the purpose of 

discrimination law  

Djime v Kearnes (Human Rights) [2015] VCAT 941(26 June 2015)  

To be covered by the Equal Opportunity Act 2010 (Vic) (the Act), members of the public alleging 

discrimination by police need to prove that the discrimination occurred in the provision of ‘goods 

and services’. A recent Victorian Civil and Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) decision clarifies the 

definition of ‘services’ in the Act as it relates to policing. 

Facts  

Mr Djime made a number of allegations against four named police officers and Victoria Police 

(the Respondents), alleging discrimination on the basis of race in the provision of goods and 

services, victimisation and sexual harassment. He also made claims of racial vilification and 

human rights breaches under the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act 2001 (Vic) and the Charter 

of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 (Vic) (the Human Rights Charter). The allegations 

arise out of numerous incidents going back to 2008. Mr Djime, who is originally from Mali, 

believed his treatment by police was racially motivated. 

The primary incident concerned police responses following a tenancy dispute. Mr Djime said he 

paid a deposit and moved belongings into new accommodation but after returning from a 

shopping trip the same day was unable to enter the premises. He returned the next day with a 

locksmith to gain entry and a verbal altercation with the landlord took place. Both called the 

police, who attended and removed Mr Djime from the premises. In the course of removing him, 

Mr Djime alleges the police officers pulled out capsicum spray, handcuffed him, beat his head 

against the floor and the wall and punched him at least 12 times in the back while handcuffed. He 

attended hospital after the incident and claims that he suffered a broken finger, loss of eyesight, 

back pain, anxiety and depression as a result. He claims he showed police a valid tenancy 

agreement and receipt for the deposit at the time. He has since experienced homelessness as a 

result of the eviction. 

Other alleged incidents include: 

 not being taken seriously when making a complaint about the tenancy incident; 

 being stopped at Footscray train station for not touching on his Myki card, allegedly being 

sexually harassed by the female police officers, being removed from the station and taken in 

a police van ‘to the middle of nowhere’; 

 falsification of charges by the police 

 regular and unlawful searches of his shop in 2008 and being asked if he was selling drugs to 

pay for the rent; 
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 calling police when he saw a white girl and her boyfriend shoplifting from his shop and being 

told by police that he was trying to rip them off; 

 being asked by police to stop dancing and turn the music down when he was filming in public 

while other young men busking were left alone; 

 being sexually propositioned by an off-duty police woman at a nightclub; and 

 police responding to an incident when he was punched by a drunk housemate by asking him, 

not the housemate, to leave. 

Decision  

The Respondents applied for the majority of the allegations to be struck out or summarily 

dismissed. VCAT dismissed 21 of the 27 allegations for being misconceived or lacking in 

substance, or not falling within the definition of ‘services’. The remaining six allegations will 

proceed to hearing. 

The decision discusses at length the relevant case law on ‘services’ and provides a helpful 

summary of general principles relating to when police activity will constitute a ‘service’ for the 

purposes of the Act (at paragraph 70). These include: 

 conduct which is helpful or beneficial for the individual is likely to be a service where it is 

consistent with the interests or welfare of the individual; 

 the fact that conduct might arise in the exercise of a statutory power or in the performance of 

a statutory duty might assist in identifying whether conduct falls within the meaning of a 

service, but is not determinative; 

 a distinction can be drawn between services provided to the community at large, and an 

arresting officer’s dealings with an alleged offender 

 police functions associated with prevention and detection of crime when they intervene in 

situations where there is a disturbance of peace or where an offence has been, or may be, 

committed are services provided to the public at large and individuals who may suffer injury 

or harm are likely to be services under the Act. In those circumstances, the service might 

include other functions such as protecting persons from injury or death and restoring and 

maintaining peace and good order; 

 police provide a service where they respond to a specific request for assistance, such as 

when an emergency call is made. Following this, a service may be provided to a person 

being asked to leave or move on when that is intended to diffuse a situation rather than 

because an offence is suspected of having been committed; 

 police may have a public duty to provide services to an alleged offender who has been 

arrested by way of protecting the person from injury or death and protecting property from 

damage; 

 investigating an alleged offence, questioning and arresting alleged offenders, dealing with 

bail applications, decisions to lay or prosecute charges and decisions on how matters will 

proceed in court, serving summonses, executing warrants etc are not services; and 

 in dealing with a situation or event, police may at some point in time cease to provide a 

service (eg; taking action to deal with an alleged offender). 

Commentary  

This decision provides some much needed clarity around when police activity will constitute a 

‘service’ for the purposes of discrimination claims under the Act. Prior to this decision, Victorian 

case law only addressed situations where police conduct was not providing a service. It is now 

clear that police may be providing a service to the public at large, or to a specific individual in a 
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range of circumstances. The decision broadens the circumstances in which a person may claim 

they have been discriminated against by police and hopefully afford better protection against 

discrimination. Importantly, the fact that the police are exercising a statutory power does not 

necessarily prevent the act from being discriminatory. 

The requirement under the Act to prove that policing constitutes a ‘service’ in order to receive the 

benefit of discrimination protections contrasts with the Human Rights Charter, which imposes 

obligations on public authorities (such as Victoria Police) to act compatibly with, and give proper 

consideration to, human rights in all public acts and decisions. 

The full case can be found here: http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/cases/vic/VCAT/2015/941.html 

Stephanie Cauchi, Acting Manager, Legal Unit, Victorian Equal Opportunity and Human Rights 

Commission. The Commission was granted leave to appear as amicus curiae in the matter. 

  

INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS CASE NOTES 

US Supreme Court decides in favour of marriage equality  

Obergefell v Hodges, 576 U.S. ___ (2015) (26 June 2015)  

The recent decision of the Supreme Court of the United States in Obergefell v Hodges is a 

landmark victory that activists have been working towards for over a decade. In a 5-4 judgment 

the Supreme Court held that the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution requires States of the 

United States to licence marriage equality. 

Facts 

In 2013, in United States v Windsor, 570 U.S. ___ (2013), the Supreme Court considered section 

3 of the Defense of Marriage Act, which defined marriage as being between one man and one 

woman. This legislation meant couples living in US States that recognised marriage equality 

could be denied federal benefits. The Supreme Court held this Act was unconstitutional under the 

Fifth Amendment’s guarantee of equal protection. 

The vast majority of United States Circuit Courts (intermediate federal appeal courts) applied 

United States v Windsor to declare that State laws that prohibited gay marriage were 

unconstitutional. However, 14 same-sex couples from Michigan, Kentucky, Ohio and Tennessee 

filed suits in Federal District Courts in their home States, claiming that their States violated their 

rights under the Fourteenth Amendment by prohibiting marriage equality. After succeeding in 

their Districts Courts, the Court of Appeal for the Six Circuit consolidated their cases and 

reversed the District Court decisions. The Supreme Court heard an appeal from this decision. 

Judgment 

Under the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment of the US Constitution, no State 

can “deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law”. Writing for the 

Court, Justice Kennedy (with whom Justices Ginsburg, Breyer, Sotomayor and Kagan joined) 

held that the Fourteenth Amendment requires States to licence marriages between same-sex 

couples. 

Interestingly, Kennedy also wrote the majority judgments in landmark LGBTI rights cases in 

Romer v Evans, 517 U.S. 620 (1996) (which held a state constitutional amendment preventing 

protected status based upon homosexuality or bisexuality was unconstitutional under the 

http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/cases/vic/VCAT/2015/941.html
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Fourteenth Amendment) and Lawrence v Texas, 539 U.S. 558 (2003) (which held that 

criminalisation of same-sex conduct also violated the Fourteenth Amendment). 

The Supreme Court has previously held that the right to marry is protected by the Constitution. In 

Loving v Virginia, 388 U.S. 1. 12 (1967), the Supreme Court invalidated bans on interracial 

marriage, holding that marriage is “one of the vital personal rights essential to the orderly pursuit 

of happiness”. Zablocki v Redhail, 434 U.S. 374 (1978) held that the law could not prohibit fathers 

who were behind on child support from marrying, while Turner v Safley, 482 U.S. 78 (1987) 

decided the right to marry was violated by regulations that limited the capacity of prison inmates 

to marry. While these cases concerned opposite sex couples, Justice Kennedy identified four 

principles and traditions that demonstrated why the right to marry should be extended to same-

sex couples: 

1. A premise of the Supreme Court’s relevant precedents is that the right to marry is inherent in 

the concept of individual autonomy. This should apply to all people, regardless of their 

sexuality. 

2. A principle central to the Supreme Court’s jurisprudence is that the right to marry is 

fundamental because it supports a two-person union unlike any other in its importance to the 

committed individuals. Same-sex couples have the same right to enjoy intimate association. 

3. Protecting the right to marry safeguards children and families. In contrast, Justice Kennedy 

noted: “The marriage laws at issue here … harm and humiliate the children of same-sex 

couples”. 

4. The Supreme Court’s prior cases and America’s traditions make clear that marriage is a 

keystone of the American social order – it is demeaning to lock same-sex couples out of a 

central institution of American society. 

Justice Kennedy also contended the right to marry was protected by the Fourteenth 

Amendment’s guarantee of the equal protection of the laws, holding that denying the right to 

marry to same-sex couples “abridges central precepts of equality”. Justice Kennedy concluded by 

stating that the petitioners “ask for equal dignity in the eyes of the law. The Constitution grants 

them that right”. 

Notably, Justice Kennedy’s judgment was not joined by four members of the Court – Chief 

Justice Roberts and Justices Scalia, Thomas and Alito – all of whom wrote separate dissents. 

Justice Scalia’s dissent was especially scathing of the majority opinion: “The opinion is couched 

in a style that is as pretentious as its content is egotistic … Of course the opinion’s showy 

profundities are often profoundly incoherent”. 

What does this mean for the United States? 

While the Supreme Court held that the Fourteenth Amendment requires States to licence gay 

marriage, litigation continues regarding the compatibility of Obergefell v Hodges with the First 

Amendment of the Constitution, which prohibits the making of any law respecting an 

establishment of religion. Kentucky resident David Moore, and his partner of 17 years were 

denied a marriage licence by a County Clerk, on the basis that doing so would violate her 

religious beliefs. The American Civil Liberties Union has filed a law suit against Davis on behalf of 

two same-sex and different-sex couples who were denied marriage licenses.  

In addition, Mary Bonauto, the Civil Rights Project Director at Gay and Lesbian Advocates and 

Defenders, who co-argued the case for the petitioners in Obergefell v Hodges, has stated that the 

“the work goes on” noting the many other areas in which lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender 

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2015/07/09/same-sex-couple-denied-marriage-license-kentucky_n_7759932.html
http://www.aclu-ky.org/articles/class-action-suit-filed-against-rowan-county-clerk-for-marriage-license-refusals/
http://thehill.com/regulation/court-battles/246391-gay-marriage-plaintiffs-lawyer-the-work-goes-on
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people face discrimination in American society. For example, 29 States have no laws that 

explicitly prohibit discrimination based on sexual orientation, and 32 States have none that do so 

based on gender identity. 

What does this mean for Australia? 

Unlike the US, Australia does not have a Constitutional Bill of Rights, nor even a legislative one. 

Marriage equality in Australia, accordingly is likely to only come through the legislature, not the 

courts. The High Court of Australia has clearly stated that the Marriage Act 1961 (Cth) 

conclusively defines marriage as being between a man and a woman, but also recognized that 

the Commonwealth Parliament has the power to pass laws for marriage equality. 

The full text of the US Supreme Court’s decision can be found online here: 

http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/14pdf/14-556_3204.pdf 

Jeremy Rich is a Law Graduate at Allens Linklaters and a member of Allens Linklaters’ National 

LGBTIQ Network, ALLin. David Brewster is a Partner at Allens Linklatersand the co-chair of 

ALLin. Allens Linklaters recently announced its public support for marriage equality.  

 

Court rules Netherlands must take more action to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions 

The Urgenda Foundation v The State of the Netherlands (Ministry of Infrastructure and the 

Environment), C/09/456689/ HA ZA 13-1396 (English translation) (24 June 2015)   

In a landmark decision The Hague District Court, partly relying on human rights law, has ordered 

the Dutch Government to take more action to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the 

Netherlands. 

The Court ruled on 24 June 2015 that the Dutch Government, by starting from a greenhouse gas 

emissions target for 2020 of less than 25% compared to the year 1990, had acted negligently and 

unlawfully towards the Urgenda Foundation, the plaintiff in the proceedings [4.93].   

Facts 

The dispute in this case concerned the pace, or the level at which the Dutch Government needed 

to start reducing greenhouse gas emissions [4.32]. Urgenda, a Dutch non-government 

organization, had legal standing to bring the proceedings under Book 3, Article 3:303a of the 

Dutch Civil Code, which allows an environmental organisation to bring a claim to protect the 

environment without an identifiable group of persons needing protection [4.6]. 

Urgenda argued the Dutch Government acted contrary to its duty of care owed to Urgenda, the 

886 individuals it represented and Dutch society more generally by not pursing an adequate 

climate change policy. They further argued that by setting inadequate emission levels the Dutch 

Government had wrongly exposed the international community to the dangers of climate change 

and consequently serious and irreversible damage to human health and the environment. The 

Dutch Government’s climate policy had a reduction target of between 14-17% in 2020 compared 

to 1990 levels, with a delayed target of 40% by 2030 and 80-95% by 2050 [4.32]. 

Decision 

The court rejected Urgenda’s claim in so far as it was instituted on behalf of 886 claimants, partly 

for practical reasons including that the court found that they had insufficient information about the 

claimants and that their claims could not lead to a decision other than the one which Urgenda 

http://www.hrc.org/resources/entry/employment-non-discrimination-act
http://www.hrc.org/resources/entry/employment-non-discrimination-act
http://www.hrc.org/resources/entry/employment-non-discrimination-act
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/cases/cth/HCA/2013/55.html
http://hrlc.org.au/australian-government-succeeds-in-striking-down-act-marriage-laws-but-high-court-delivers-important-silver-lining/
http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/14pdf/14-556_3204.pdf
http://www.allens.com.au/med/pressreleases/pr15may15.htm
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seeks. Therefore the court left the question of standing with respect to those claimants 

unanswered [4.109].   

The court accepted as fact that the current global emissions and reduction targets of the 

signatories to the UN Climate Change Convention are insufficient to realise the 2 degree target 

and this posed a ‘very high’ risk of dangerous climate change occurring [4.65]; and that without 

implementing far reaching reduction measures, the 2 degree target will become impossible to 

achieve [4.65]. Additionally, the court found that at least since 2007, the State has had knowledge 

of global warming and its associated risks [4.65]. 

The Court found, in regards to Article 21 of the Dutch Constitution which imposes a duty of care 

on the State relating to the livability of the country and the protection and improvement of the 

living environment, that the manner in which this duty of care is to be carried out is covered by 

the Government’s own discretionary powers [4.36]. Furthermore in regards to the State’s 

international law obligations they found that these are owed to State parties, not to non-

government organisations like Urgenda. The Court also said the State’s obligations under article 

2 (right to life) and article 8 (respect for private and family life) of the European Convention on 

Human Rights were to natural persons and not legal persons whose physical integrity or privacy 

could not be violated [4.45]. Importantly though the Court said that although Urgenda cannot 

derive rights from these rules, “both articles and their interpretation…particularly with respect to 

environmental right issues, can serve as a source of interpretation when detailing and 

implementing open private-law standards” [4.46]. 

The court noted that the question of whether the State is in breach of its duty of care for taking 

insufficient measures to prevent dangerous climate change is ‘a legal issue which has never 

before been answered in Dutch proceedings and for which jurisprudence does not provide a 

ready-made framework’ [4.53].  They noted that the answer to the question of whether or not the 

State is taking sufficient mitigation measures depends on many factors with two aspects having 

particular relevance; an assessment of whether there is an unlawful hazardous negligence on the 

part of the State and the fact that the State’s discretionary power is relevant in assessing the 

government’s actions [4.53]. 

In determining the State’s discretionary powers the court took into account well established 

environmental law principles that are enshrined in the United Nationals Framework Convention 

on Climate Change and the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union. These included the 

precautionary principle which expresses that taking measures cannot be delayed to await full 

scientific certainty.   

The court concluded that the Dutch government owed Urgenda a duty of care to take adequate 

climate change mitigation measures because of the severity of the consequences of climate 

change and the great risk of hazardous climate change occurring, if mitigation measures are not 

taken [4.83].  

The court agreed with Urgenda’s argument that a higher reduction target for 2020 will cause 

lower total, cumulated greenhouse gas emissions across a longer period of time in comparison 

with the current target of 14-17% chosen by the State [4.85]. The court found that the alternative 

path of 25%-40% by 2020 compared to 1990 levels was acceptable, and that 25% was the 

absolute minimum for the Netherlands to avert the danger of hazardous climate change [4.86].   

Urgenda was successful in seeking an enforceable order the State limit the joint volume of Dutch 

annual greenhouse gas emissions by at least 25% by the end of 2020 compared to 1990. The 

court found that there were insufficient grounds to compel the State to adopt a higher level than 
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the minimum level of 25%. This was, in part, because the obligation to adhere to a higher 

percentage clashes with the discretionary power vested in the State [4.86]. 

Commentary  

Several aspects of the decision are of particular interest to debates about climate change impacts 

currently playing out in Australian courts, as well as in Australian and international climate policy 

formation.  Those aspects include the courts finding that, based on the global nature and 

responsibility of the problem, a sufficient causal link exists between the Dutch greenhouse gas 

emissions, global climate change and its present and future effects on the Dutch living climate. 

[4.96] 

It is important to note that the court disregarded the relative proportion of Dutch emissions and 

focused its reasoning on the cumulative aspects of Dutch emissions in determining the causal 

link to climate change. [4.90] Further, the court rejected the Dutch government’s argument that 

additional efforts in reducing Dutch greenhouse gas emissions is ineffective to prevent hazardous 

climate change because its positive effects will be attenuated by the emissions of other European 

countries. [4.81] The court stated that preventing hazardous climate change is a global problem 

that requires global accountability, and that all countries are compelled to implement mitigation 

measures to the fullest extent possible. [4.79] 

While the human rights arguments advanced by Urgenda relying on articles 2 and 8 of the 

European Convention on Human Rights were not determinative in this case, particularly given the 

court’s decision on standing of the individual claimants, the content of those rights assisted the 

court to interpret other legal obligations owed by the State. 

The unofficial English translation of the case, on which this case note is based, can be found 

here: http://uitspraken.rechtspraak.nl/inziendocument?id=ECLI:NL:RBDHA:2015:7196 

A video of a shorter version of the verdict as read by the court, with English subtitles, can be 

found here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aY7eLKJWLxQ 

Madeleine Manifold is a volunteer at Environmental Justice Australia.  

 

NOTICEBOARD 

National CLCs Conference 

25-27 August 2015  

Unless… Storytelling In CLCs Work – Reasons, Roles and Risks. The National Association of 

Community Legal Centres is hosting its 2015 Conference in Melbourne. 

More info here:  

http://www.naclc.org.au/cb_pages/current_conference.php  

Jobs 

Are you a lawyer with a passion for environmental justice and an aptitude for campaigning? 

Environmental Justice Australia is looking for a Clean Air Lawyer. 

Do you want to strategically lead the trusts and foundations strategy at UNHCR? Position as 

Trusts and Foundations Manager in Sydney. 

Refugee Advice and Casework Service is looking for a business manager in Sydney.  

http://uitspraken.rechtspraak.nl/inziendocument?id=ECLI:NL:RBDHA:2015:7196
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aY7eLKJWLxQ
http://www.naclc.org.au/cb_pages/current_conference.php
https://envirojustice.org.au/employment-opportunities
http://www.ethicaljobs.com.au/Members/NGO/trusts-and-foundations-manager
http://www.ethicaljobs.com.au/Members/RACS/business-manager-2
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An exciting opportunity to work for the peak legal body representing Victorian lawyers. The Law 

Institute of Victoria is looking for a policy lawyer.  

Strengthening the Charter: Bringing Human Rights Home 

Book now to attend the Law Institute of Victoria's excellent event on strengthening the Human 

Rights Charter with a great panel comprised of Justice Maxwell, Prof Simon Rice, Sarala 

Fitzgerald and Lucy Adams from Homeless Law. Event to be held on 30 July 2015 in Melbourne. 

Details here: http://www.liv.asn.au/Professional-Development/whatsOn-

Calendar.aspx?evpage=EventDetail&function_code=CPD15F3007%2FCPD14S3120&eventid=C

PD15F3007 

Responses to the Forgotten Children Report – where to next? 

Michael Gordon, Barry Jones, Cheryl Saunders and Hugh de Kretser will dissect the political, 

community and media responses to the Australian Human Rights Commission’s report on 

children in immigration detention. This free event is on 5 August 2015, 6.30pm at Melbourne 

University.  

Details here: http://mdhs.unimelb.edu.au/event/where-to-next-asylum-seeker 

 

RECENT HRLC MEDIA HIGHLIGHTS 

 Michelle Innis, Australia’s policy on migrants questioned after smuggler says he was bribed 

to turn back, New York Times, 21 June 2015 

 Rachel Martin, Australia allegedly paid people smugglers to reverse boat National Public 

Radio USA 24 June 2015  

 Sarah Whyte, Abbott Governments closes offshore processing loophole Sydney Morning 

Herald 24 June 2015  

 AFP, Australia closes potential offshore processing loophole Bangkok Post 25 June 2015 

 Johnny Blades, Australia scrambles to close offshore processing loophole Radio NZ 26 June 

2015 

 Shalailah Medhora,  Legal challenge to offshore processing goes ahead The Guardian 27 

June 2015 

 Stephanie Corsetti, Domestic violence register idea questioned ABC AM 3 July 2015 

 Civicus, Australia’s democratic regression, Civicus, 9 July 2015 

 Ashley Hall, Australia's refugee transit centre in PNG full of refugees who can't leave ABC 

AM 14 July 2015 

 Nicole Hasham, More asylum seekers have died on Manus than been resettled, report 

shows Sydney Morning Herald 16 July 2015  

 ABC Fact Check, Fact check: Does Australia spend more on offshore processing than the 

UN spends on refugee programs in South East Asia?, ABC Online ‚ 21 July 2015 

 ABC, Asylum seeker boat turnbacks, The Drum, 23 July 2015 

 Amy Remeikis, Queensland lagging behind on social justice issues, Brisbane Times, 25 July 

2015 

http://www.seek.com.au/job/29129961?pos=1&type=standard&tier=no_tier&whereid
http://www.liv.asn.au/Professional-Development/whatsOn-Calendar.aspx?evpage=EventDetail&function_code=CPD15F3007%2FCPD14S3120&eventid=CPD15F3007
http://www.liv.asn.au/Professional-Development/whatsOn-Calendar.aspx?evpage=EventDetail&function_code=CPD15F3007%2FCPD14S3120&eventid=CPD15F3007
http://www.liv.asn.au/Professional-Development/whatsOn-Calendar.aspx?evpage=EventDetail&function_code=CPD15F3007%2FCPD14S3120&eventid=CPD15F3007
http://mdhs.unimelb.edu.au/event/where-to-next-asylum-seeker
http://www.nytimes.com/2015/06/22/world/asia/australias-policy-on-migrants-questioned-after-smuggler-says-he-was-bribed-to-turn-back.html?_r=4
http://www.nytimes.com/2015/06/22/world/asia/australias-policy-on-migrants-questioned-after-smuggler-says-he-was-bribed-to-turn-back.html?_r=4
http://www.npr.org/2015/06/24/417192100/australia-allegedly-paid-smugglers-to-reverse-boat-of-indonesian-migrants
http://www.smh.com.au/federal-politics/political-news/abbott-government-swiftly-closes-offshoreprocessing-loophole-20150624-ghwltw.html
http://www.bangkokpost.com/news/asia/604276/australia-closes-potential-offshore-detention-legal-loophole
http://www.radionz.co.nz/international/programmes/datelinepacific/audio/201760003/australian-govt-scrambles-to-close-offshore-processing-loophole
http://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2015/jun/27/legal-challenge-to-australias-offshore-detention-of-asylum-seekers-goes-ahead
http://www.abc.net.au/am/content/2015/s4266637.htm
http://www.civicus.org/index.php/en/media-centre-129/news-and-resources-127/2282-civicus-interview-with-emily-howie-hrlc
http://www.abc.net.au/am/content/2015/s4275383.htm
http://www.smh.com.au/federal-politics/political-news/more-asylum-seekers-have-died-on-manus-island-than-have-been-resettled-report-shows-20150716-gidi1b.html
http://www.smh.com.au/federal-politics/political-news/more-asylum-seekers-have-died-on-manus-island-than-have-been-resettled-report-shows-20150716-gidi1b.html
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2015-07-14/cost-of-offshore-processing-united-nations-fact-check/6609764#comments
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2015-07-14/cost-of-offshore-processing-united-nations-fact-check/6609764#comments
http://www.abc.net.au/news/2015-07-23/asylum-seeker-policies---boat-turn-backs-and-right/6644080
http://www.brisbanetimes.com.au/queensland/queensland-lagging-behind-nation-on-social-justice-issues-20150724-gik6po.html
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The Human Rights Law Centre would like to thank everyone who 

contributed to the production of this Bulletin. 

The Human Rights Law Centre protects and promotes human rights in Australia and in Australian 

activities abroad. We do this through a strategic combination of legal action, advocacy, research 

and capacity building. 

The HRLC is a registered charity and has been endorsed by the Australian Taxation Office as a 

public benefit institution. All donations are tax deductible and gratefully received. 

 

Human Rights Law Centre Ltd 

Level 17, 461 Bourke Street 

Melbourne, Vic, 3000, Australia 

www.hrlc.org.au 

www.twitter.com/rightsagenda 

ABN: 31 117 719 267  

http://www.hrlc.org.au/
http://www.twitter.com/rightsagenda

