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Evaluation of the Community Proposal Pilot 

Detailed Project Brief 

The evaluation of the Community Proposal Pilot (the Pilot) will be conducted internally by the 
Department of Immigration and Border Protection (the department), with the assistance of an external 
evaluation mentor. 

Evaluation mentor 

The department seeks the assistance of an external evaluation mentor to: 

 build capability within the department in formulating evaluation strategies, assessing
methodologies and developing appropriate evaluation tools

 scope and develop an appropriate methodology and strategy for the multi-stage evaluation
 assist the team to review and, if necessary, refine the underpinning program logic and ethics

framework for the Pilot
 provide guidance and advice during stage one of the evaluation (late 2013), including data

collection methods and reviewing the stage one report
 lead the departmental evaluation team to design stage two of the evaluation and possibly to

develop a plan including some of the instruments required to conduct stage two of the evaluation
(to be conducted from July 2014)

 mentor the departmental evaluation team to design stage three of the evaluation
 assist the departmental evaluation team to conduct certain aspects of  the evaluation as requested
 provide guidance and advice on the evaluation process generally, including on any issues arising

during the project
 facilitate any evaluation planning workshops, and subsequent data analysis and report drafting

workshops as requested, and
 critique and provide feedback on key evaluation documents, such as the evaluation plan, surveys,

draft and final reports.

Community proposal scheme 

A community proposal scheme within the Australian Government’s Humanitarian Programme aims to 
draw on the goodwill that exists within the Australian community by providing an opportunity for 
local communities to be directly involved in the resettlement of humanitarian entrants.  Under a 
community proposal scheme, local communities would propose a person for a humanitarian visa, 
provide a financial contribution towards the cost of the proposal and application process and, if the 
application is successful, provide financial and practical settlement support to the client. 

A community proposal scheme could strengthen Australia’s commitment to resettling humanitarian 
entrants by providing an additional resettlement pathway, reduce the overall costs to government of 
resettling humanitarian entrants and encourage stronger relationships between recently arrived 
humanitarian entrants and the Australian community. 
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Purpose of the Pilot 

To evaluate the effectiveness of a community proposal scheme to: 

o reduce the overall cost to the Australian Government of resettlement of humanitarian
entrants, which may potentially provide a mechanism to increase the visa places available
under the Humanitarian Programme

o harness the willingness and capacity of community organisations to provide a financial
contribution towards the costs of humanitarian settlement, and to provide quality settlement
support to proposed entrants after arrival, and

o provide an additional pathway for people in humanitarian situations overseas to be proposed
by approved community organisations for entry to Australia under the Humanitarian
Programme.

Purpose of the evaluation / draft terms of reference 

The purpose of the evaluation is to develop an evidence base to inform government consideration of a 
potential full community proposal scheme. 

The evaluation will consider whether: 

 the Pilot model indicated that a fully-fledged community proposal scheme could reduce the
overall cost to Government of resettlement of humanitarian entrants

 the Pilot model indicated that a fully-fledged community proposal scheme could provide an
additional pathway for people in humanitarian situations offshore to enter Australia under the
Humanitarian Program

 the Pilot model effectively enabled approved community organisations to play an enhanced role
in proposing entrants under the Humanitarian Program

 the community was willing and able to pay the substantial costs associated with the Pilot
 community organisations were willing and able to provide settlement support to entrants after

arrival that is broadly equivalent to that which is provided in Humanitarian Settlement Services
(HSS), and

 the data collected on client initial settlement outcomes, up to 12 months from the date of arrival,
are early indicators of successful initial settlement outcomes.

Scope and methodology 

The final scope and methodology for the evaluation will be developed in consultation with the 
external evaluation mentor.  It is also possible that the Government will decide to change the 
parameters of the Pilot or its evaluation prior to the expected end of the Pilot.  In this case, the scope 
and methodology of the evaluation may need to be reviewed. 

The evaluation is not a strict assessment of the efficiency and effectiveness of the Pilot model which 
has been implemented.  The Pilot is a mechanism to test the effectiveness of a community proposal 
scheme.  Therefore, the evaluation will draw on the operation of the Pilot to develop an evidence base 
to inform the possible development of a full community proposal scheme.  The evaluation will not 
consider the implementation of the Pilot, except where this may have impacted on the effectiveness of 
the Pilot in achieving its objectives. 

The evaluation will not make specific recommendations for the development of a full scheme. 
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It is expected that stage one and two of the evaluation will use existing records and data generated by 
the implementation of the Pilot as well as reporting by Approved Proposing Organisations and quality 
assurance activity.  The reporting and quality assurance instruments have been designed to support the 
evaluation, including seeking qualitative feedback from Approved Proposing Organisations, clients 
and other stakeholders.  The analysis of data will be both quantitative and qualitative.  

Timing 

It is suggested that the evaluation be conducted in three stages: 

Stage 1 will be conducted by late 2013, to coincide with the first five to six months of the Pilot. 

Due to the limited time and data available to conduct this stage of the evaluation, it is anticipated that 
stage one will be a concise evaluation.  It will discuss early indicators only and will be used to inform 
Government consideration of the future of the Pilot.  It is anticipated that the findings of stage one 
will recommend that the Pilot continue until further data is available to make a considered assessment 
of the effectiveness of a community proposal scheme. 

Stage 2 will be conducted following a substantial number of visa grants under the Pilot by June 2014. 

This stage will allow a more detailed review of the effectiveness of a community proposal scheme 
including the relationships between the parties under the Pilot, the number of applications received 
and visas granted under the Pilot as well as an initial review of the settlement processes and indicators 
for the early entrants.  An assessment will be possible on the capacity of community organisations to 
sustain payment of the Pilot fees and provide settlement support over a number of program entrants. 

Stage 3 will be conducted following the cessation of settlement services delivery under the Pilot by 
June 2015. 

This stage of the evaluation will build on the findings of stages one and two to consider, at a strategic 
level, whether the concept of a community proposal scheme is able to achieve its objectives. 

Stakeholders 

Stakeholders who would be involved directly in the evaluation (including supplying information) 
include: 

 the Department of Immigration and Border Protection 

 the Department of Social Services 

 the Department of Human Services 

 the Department of Education 

 Approved Proposing Organisations / Supporting Community Organisations 

 Pilot clients 

 refugee advocates and peak bodies dealing in humanitarian issues, and 

 other community organisations. 
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Data sources 

The Pilot will generate a wide range of data that could be used to support the evaluation including: 

 departmental data 
o application and proposal forms (Forms 842, 1417, 1422) 
o departmental systems records 
o departmental files  
o ministerial and government submissions 
o complex case management records 

 other Australian Government data 
o Department of Human Services client data 
o Department of Employment data 

 Approved Proposing Organisations / Supporting Community Organisation reporting under the 
deed of agreement 
o settlement checklist  
o quarterly client outcome reports 
o quarterly deed management reporting 
o incident reports 
o ad hoc reports 
o quarterly DIBP / Approved Proposing Organisation / Supporting Community Organisation 

teleconferences 
 feedback from non-participating community organisations 

o Records of meetings 
 Risk Management and quality assurance reports 

The analysis of the data will be both quantitative and qualitative.   

Evaluation team 

The evaluation mentor will work with an evaluation team from the program area and a research 
manager from the Strategic Policy, Research and Evaluation Branch.  The evaluation team may 
include a combination of: 

 two Project Directors (one from Strategic Policy, Research and Evaluation Branch and one from 
Humanitarian Branch) 

 a Research Manager (Strategic Policy, Research and Evaluation Branch) 
 a Project Officer, and 
 two researchers (Humanitarian Branch). 

The evaluation team has a comprehensive understanding of the Pilot.  The evaluation team will not be 
working on the evaluation full time.  Rather they will conduct the evaluation in addition to their 
business as usual work. 

Any queries regarding the Pilot can be sent to the individual officers, but should also copy the Pilot 
mailbox, which is monitored by all members of the Pilot Implementation Team.  The Pilot mailbox is 

@immi.gov.au.    s. 22(1)(a)(ii)
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Executive Summary  
The Community Proposal Pilot (the Pilot) was introduced in June 2013.  The Pilot is a 
mechanism for community organisations, known as Approved Proposing Organisations 
(APOs) to identify and nominate a person or family overseas for a humanitarian visa, support 
their application (including paying costs associated with their application) and, if their 
application is successful, help them to settle in Australia.  By comparison, in the standard 
Humanitarian Programme the government covers all costs associated with application 
assessment and resettlement.  APOs may work with smaller community groups, known as 
Supporting Community Organisations (SCOs) or directly with families in Australia to identify 
and support applicants.  Up to 500 humanitarian visas were available to be granted in the 
Pilot until 30 June 2014.   

The evaluation considered the extent to which the Pilot indicated a full community support 
programme could meet the strategic objectives of: 

 providing an additional pathway for people in humanitarian situations overseas 
to be proposed for entry to Australia 

 harnessing the willingness and capacity of community organisations to provide 
a financial contribution towards the cost of resettlement, and to provide quality 
settlement support to proposed entrants after arrival, and 

 providing a lower cost option to government for humanitarian resettlement. 

The evaluation is being conducted in three stages.  This is the report on stage two of the 
evaluation.  To assess the Pilot against the strategic objectives of a community support 
programme, the evaluation considered six evaluation criteria.  

Demand for a Community Sponsorship Programme 
The first evaluation criterion was to examine demand for a community sponsorship 
programme and to identify any barriers to greater community engagement. 

The Role of Community Organisations 
The evaluation assessed whether the Pilot enabled community organisations to play an 
enhanced role in proposing entrants under the Humanitarian Programme. 

  Five 
organisations became APOs to make the Pilot viable, and a number of other potentially 
suitable organisations also expressed interest in becoming APOs. 
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Additional Priority Pathway for People in Humanitarian Situations 
The evaluation assessed whether the Pilot provides an additional resettlement pathway for 
people in humanitarian situations.  It considered if Pilot applications were being assessed 
with priority and whether the Pilot provides a resettlement option for individuals or cohorts 
that are not well represented in the standard Humanitarian Programme. 

Willingness and Ability to Provide Settlement Support 
The willingness and ability of community organisations to provide settlement support to Pilot 
entrants after arrival in Australia is the fourth evaluation criterion. 

Initial Settlement Outcomes 
The fifth evaluation criterion is whether initial settlement outcomes indicate that Pilot entrants 
are on positive settlement pathways.  At this stage of the evaluation, relatively few Pilot 
entrants had arrived in Australia, and most of those were recent arrivals.  More detailed 
consideration of initial settlement outcomes of Pilot entrants will be available in stage three. 
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Cost to Government 
The final evaluation criterion is whether the community support model reduces costs to 
government, through the application process and/or post-arrival. 

It is too early to draw conclusions on any potential reduction in government costs from Pilot 
entrants’ reduced use of income support payments in Australia.   

 
 

This will be further explored in stage three. 

Conclusion 
It is too early to fully appraise the extent to which the experience of the Pilot suggests that a 
full community support programme could meet its strategic objectives.  A detailed 
assessment of the settlement aspects of the Pilot — including the provision of services, 
entrants’ settlement indicators, and potential post-arrival reduction in costs — will not be 
possible until a greater number of applicants have arrived and been onshore for a longer 
period of time. 

The settlement aspects of the Pilot in particular — but also ongoing demand, the supply of 
services by APOs and SCOs, and demographics of the Pilot caseload — are all relevant to 
the feasibility of a full programme.   

 
These factors will continue to be monitored and evaluated as part of 

the third and final stage of the evaluation.  
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Background 
Community Support Programme 

The concept underpinning a community support programme is to provide an additional 
resettlement pathway for people in humanitarian situations overseas with family or 
community links to Australia — while reducing or defraying government expenditure by 
sharing the costs and responsibilities associated with resettling a humanitarian client with the 
community.  

The strategic rationale for a community support programme is to: 

 benefit humanitarian entrants, humanitarian community organisations, the 
government and the broader Australian community 

 draw on the goodwill of the community and community organisations to enhance 
their contribution to the resettlement of humanitarian clients 

 strengthen Australia’s commitment to resettling humanitarian clients by providing an 
additional resettlement pathway 

 develop stronger relationships between recently arrived humanitarian clients and 
the Australian community, and 

 potentially reduce the cost to government of resettling humanitarian entrants, which 
might provide a mechanism to grow the Humanitarian Programme.  

Community Proposal Pilot 

The Community Proposal Pilot (CPP or the Pilot) was introduced in June 2013 and was 
allocated up to 500 permanent Refugee and Humanitarian visas to the end of 2013–14. 

In the Pilot, established Australian community organisations, known as Approved Proposing 
Organisations (APOs), identify people in humanitarian situations overseas to propose for a 
humanitarian visa, support their visa application (including covering all costs associated with 
the application) and, if the application is successful, help them to settle in Australia.  APOs 
may choose to work in partnership with other community groups, known as Supporting 
Community Organisations (SCOs), or families to identify people to propose and to provide 
support to successful applicants.  Proposers must provide settlement support to successful 
applicants for up to 12 months after their arrival in Australia.  This compares to standard 
humanitarian entrants, for whom the government generally covers all assessment costs and 
provides most settlement support. 

The Pilot is intended for individuals and families in humanitarian situations offshore who 
have established family or other community connections (‘links’) in Australia that can support 
the applicant in Australia.  People being considered under the Pilot must meet the 
humanitarian visa criteria.  Successful applicants are not referred for the government funded 
Humanitarian Settlement Services (HSS).   

The initial Pilot period concluded on 30 June 2014 with 245 visas granted.  However, the 
Pilot has since been extended to allow up to a further 500 visa places until 30 June 2015.  
The initial Pilot period is referred to as the Pilot (phase one).  Subsequent years of the Pilot 
are referred to as the Pilot (phase two).  
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Terms of Reference 
The purpose of the evaluation is to consider the efficiency and effectiveness of the Pilot 
model as a basis to inform government consideration of the potential for a fully-fledged 
community support programme.   

In particular, the evaluation will consider the extent to which the Pilot indicated a community 
support programme could meet the strategic objectives of: 

 providing an additional pathway for people in humanitarian situations overseas to 
be proposed by APOs for entry to Australia in the Humanitarian Programme 

 harnessing the willingness and capacity of community organisations to provide a 
financial contribution towards the cost of humanitarian resettlement, and to provide 
quality settlement support to proposed entrants after arrival, and 

 providing a lower cost option to government for humanitarian resettlement. 
 

 

Evaluation Criteria 
To assist in providing a response to the terms of reference, the following aspects will be 
considered, and are referred to as the evaluation criteria.  The evaluation will take into 
account whether: 

1. there is demand in the Australian community for a community support programme 
under the Humanitarian Programme 

2. the Pilot model effectively enabled approved community organisations to play an 
enhanced role in proposing entrants under the Humanitarian Programme 

3. the model provides an alternative priority pathway for people in humanitarian 
situations offshore to enter Australia under the Humanitarian Programme 

4. community organisations were willing and able to provide settlement support to 
entrants after arrival that is broadly equivalent to that which is provided in HSS 

5. the initial settlement outcomes indicate that Pilot clients are on positive settlement 
pathways 

6. the cumulative contribution of fees by Pilot clients results in a reduced cost to 
government. 

 

Method 
Multi-Stage Evaluation 

The evaluation is being conducted in three stages.  Stage one coincided with the first 
months of the Pilot and was completed in April 2014.  Stage two is being conducted 
following the conclusion of all visa grants under the Pilot at the end of June 2014.  Stage 
three will be conducted after the cessation of the delivery of settlement services under the 
Pilot.  The stage three report is expected to be available in the second half of 2015. 
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Evaluation Stage Two 

Evaluation stage two is being conducted following visa grants in phase one of the Pilot, and 
once visa holders have begun to arrive in Australia.  This allows for a more detailed 
assessment against the terms of reference than the stage one evaluation, particularly as 
they relate to the front-end of the Pilot. 

Stage two predominantly uses data and feedback provided by stakeholders who are 
engaged in the delivery of the Pilot; namely, Department of Immigration and Border 
Protection (DIBP) and APO staff.   

 
 

 
   

Quantitative data that allows for comparison of initial settlement outcomes of Pilot entrants 
compared to a cohort of similar entrants under the SHP (see section below) is sourced from 
the Department of Employment’s Research and Evaluation Database (RED), and the 
Department of Industry’s Adult Migrant English Programme (AMEP) database.   

Qualitative data was drawn from APOs, reflecting the conduit role they play in the Pilot.  All 
five APOs provided input through quarterly reports, client outcomes reports, and a survey. 

Comparison with SHP Data 

To provide greater context and understanding, in some instances the evaluation compares 
data on Pilot entrants with data on a broadly similar cohort of entrants under the SHP. 

The SHP has a number of similarities to the Pilot model.  It is a programme for people or 
communities in Australia to sponsor people overseas for a humanitarian visa.  The proposer 
is expected to cover the travel costs of successful visa applicants and to provide some 
settlement support.  The SHP comparison cohort was adjusted to further mirror the Pilot 
cohort by only including people granted visas over a similar period, excluding lower priority 
groups — which are more likely to have been proposed by an illegal maritime arrival (IMA) 
— and excluding people whose country of birth was not present in the Pilot cohort. 

The refined SHP cohort represents a viable comparison group for the Pilot cohort, which 
allows assessment of whether findings should be attributed to the particular nature of the 
Pilot model or the specific demographics of the Pilot cohort. 

The total cohort of Pilot entrants considered at this stage of the evaluation consisted of 121 
persons.  The total cohort of SHP entrants considered at this stage of the evaluation 
consisted on 1229 persons. 

Structure of the Report 

This report is arranged into chapters that correlate to the evaluation criteria.  Within each 
chapter, sub-headings are used to highlight important topics for consideration against the 
corresponding evaluation criterion.  Under each chapter or sub-heading, the findings of the 
evaluation are presented, followed by a discussion of the findings and related material.   
A conclusion is provided at the end of each chapter.  An evaluation opinion is provided as a 
conclusion against the terms of reference.  
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1.2 Barriers to Community Engagement 

The evaluation also considered whether there were any barriers to community engagement 
which might adversely affect the apparent level of demand for a community support scheme.  
The evaluation considered enquiries received and rejected by APOs as a means to identify 
any barriers to broader community engagement.  

Findings 

Figure 1: Reasons for enquiries not progressing 
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The evaluation also considered feedback provided by the Refugee Council of Australia 
(RCOA) on the Pilot in the context of their submission to the 2014–15 Humanitarian 
Programme.  In relation to the fees, RCOA noted: 

“Many participants were of the view that these fees were excessive, to the point that the Pilot 
was simply not an option for their communities or clients…Considerable concern was 
expressed that the program would benefit communities with more financial resources and 
greater fundraising capacity while new and emerging communities would be likely to miss 
out.” 

Conclusions 
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2. The Role of Community Organisations 
A greater involvement of community organisations in supporting humanitarian entrants to 
resettle in Australia is the core component of a community support programme.  For the 
Pilot, it was envisaged that people in humanitarian situations overseas could have their links 
in Australia contact Supporting Community Organisations (SCOs), who could work with 
APOs to propose that person for a visa.  SCOs could reduce the burden on APOs by 
assisting to prepare visa applications and provide settlement assistance.  This model was 
based on Canada’s Private Sponsorship of Refugees (PSR) Program.  However, APOs 
could also work directly with a person’s links in Australia without SCO involvement. 

The evaluation considered whether this model effectively enabled community organisations 
to play an enhanced role in proposing entrants under the Humanitarian Programme.  

2.1 Interest from Community Organisations to be APOs 

Evaluation stage one examined the interest from community organisations to become APOs 
and the barriers to organisations becoming APOs.  Five community organisations became 
APOs in the Pilot, these are: Illawarra Multicultural Services and the Liverpool Migrant 
Resource Centre in New South Wales; AMES and the Brotherhood of St Laurence in 
Victoria; and the Migrants Resource Centre of South Australia.  For the purposes of the Pilot, 

2.2 The Role of APOs 

The evaluation considered the role that APOs perform in the Pilot, to determine whether the 
Pilot model can effectively harness community interest in the programme and whether the 
role is sustainable, so that APOs are willing and able to propose and support humanitarian 
visa applicants in a full community support programme. 

Findings 
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Discussion 

2.3 The Role of SCOs 

The evaluation examined interest from community organisations in becoming SCOs and 
their role in the Pilot. 

Findings 

Figure 2 shows the reasons APOs provided for not engaging a greater number of SCOs. 

Figure 2: Reasons for APOs not engaging a greater number of SCOs 
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APOs ranked — from ‘1’ (not at all) to ‘6’ (very often) — the extent to which the SCOs that 
they had engaged assisted with the following: 

 Preparing applications —  
 Providing settlement assistance — e 
 Paying fees —  

Discussion 
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3. Additional Priority Pathway for People in 
Humanitarian Situations Overseas 

A strategic rationale for the introduction of a community support programme is that it could 
strengthen Australia’s commitment to resettling humanitarian entrants by providing an 
additional resettlement pathway.  The evaluation will assess: 

 whether the Pilot provided an opportunity for non-standard cohorts or individuals to 
apply for resettlement, and   

 whether the Pilot provided an opportunity for the expedited processing of 
humanitarian applicants that may have waited for long periods of time for a visa 
under the standard Humanitarian Programme. 

3.1 Priority Visa Processing 

Priority processing is the incentive for communities to propose people through a community 
support pathway over the standard Humanitarian Programme.  The evaluation compared the 
time taken to process Pilot applications with the time taken to process SHP applications. 

Findings 

In phase one of the Pilot, of all Pilot applications that were referred by the Offshore 
Humanitarian Processing Centre (OHPC) to overseas posts for further processing: 
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Figure 4:  Processing times for Pilot* and SHP** applications 

3.2 Pilot Caseload Profile 

It was envisaged that the Pilot might provide an opportunity for the resettlement of a more 
diverse range of humanitarian cohorts.  In assessing the effectiveness of a community 
support programme as an additional resettlement pathway, the evaluation considered the 
profile of the Pilot caseload compared to the SHP.  
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4. Willingness and Ability to Provide Settlement 
Support 

The willingness and ability of the community to deliver settlement support is central to a 
community support programme achieving its strategic objectives. 

In the Pilot, the community is expected to provide the following settlement support: 

 meeting entrants at the airport 
 providing clothing, basic household goods, food and accommodation 
 referring children to school 
 referring entrants to services such as Medicare, Centrelink and a bank 
 registering entrants for a general health assessment 
 referring entrants for English language training 
 helping entrants to find employment and permanent housing 
 connecting entrants to other suitable community and government programmes 
 community orientation, and 
 education about the rights and responsibilities of newly arrived permanent residents. 

The evaluation considered whether the community was willing and able to effectively deliver 
a suite of services which is broadly modelled on that offered under the HSS programme.  
However, at this stage of the evaluation, only 121 Pilot applicants had arrived in Australia 
and most of these entrants had only been in Australia for a short period of time.  Therefore, 
further consideration of this evaluation criterion is required in evaluation stage three. 

Findings 
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Further discussion of Pilot entrants’ access and use of English language classes is at 
chapter 5 Initial Settlement Outcomes. 
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5. Initial Settlement Outcomes 

A successful community support programme would defray the cost to government of 
resettling humanitarian entrants without degrading the settlement experience of entrants.  
The evaluation examined the following settlement aspects: 

 English language course participation rate  employment and education indicators 
 provision of suitable and stable accommodation  physical and mental health checks 
 access of income support payments  provision of community orientation 

At this stage of the evaluation, only 121 Pilot applicants had arrived in Australia and most of 
these entrants had only been in Australia for a short period of time.  Therefore, further 
consideration of this evaluation criterion is required in evaluation stage three.  

Access of income support payments is discussed in chapter 6.2 Access of income support.  
The provision of accommodation, mental and physical health checks, and community 
orientation is explored in chapter 4 Willingness and Ability to Provide Settlement Support. 

Findings 

English language course participation 

 Of all Pilot entrants (at August 2014  cent had registered for AMEP. 
 Of all 2013–14 SHP entrants (at August 2014,  had registered for 

AMEP. 

AMEP offers eligible new migrants to Australia access to up to 510 hours of English 
language tuition.  In assessing Pilot entrants’ English language course participation rate, the 
evaluation compared Pilot and SHP entrants’ use of AMEP hours (Figure 5). 

When clients register for their AMEP entitlement, their English language capability is 
assessed by the service provider as this will determine their AMEP entry level and which 
classes they will participate in.  Those with an International Second Language Proficiency 
Rating (ISLPR) of zero have no or very limited English capability; those with a rating of 1- or 
1 are able to manage with every day, predictable language needs, and those with a rating of 
1+ or 2  are able to satisfy every day transactional needs and basic social needs.  

The characteristics of the initial English language capability of AMEP registered Pilot 
entrants and AMEP registered SHP entrants are outlined in Table 5. 

Humanitarian entrants may also be able to access up to an additional 400 hours of English 
language tuition under the Special Preparatory Programme (SPP) — which is offered to 
eligible humanitarian clients in recognition of their special needs arising from difficult pre-
migration experiences, such as torture or trauma, and/or limited prior education.  SPP usage 
by Pilot and SHP entrants’ is at Figure 6. 

Settlement milestones 
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Discussion 
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6. Cost to Government 
A key strategic rationale for a community support scheme is that it could provide a lower cost 
option to government for the resettlement of humanitarian entrants. 

A number of factors contribute to humanitarian entrants in the Pilot reducing the costs of 
their resettlement.  The evaluation considered the funds generated in relation to the 
application process, and Pilot entrants’ access of income support compared to the access of 
income support by other humanitarian entrants. 

6.1 Application associated fees   

Pilot applicants and entrants generate fees through the payment of a substantial two stage 
visa application charge.  They are also required to pay some of the costs associated with 
their application — principally the cost of medical checks and any travel to Australia.  The 
evaluation assessed whether these charges had the potential to reduce government costs. 

Findings 
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Finally, successful Pilot applicants are not eligible for government funded settlement support 
through the HSS Programme.  Instead, an equivalent suite of services is to be provided by 
the community.  HSS is tailored to the particular needs of the humanitarian entrant.  
Therefore the cost of providing these services varies.  However, logically the restriction of 
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Evaluation Opinion 

It is too early to fully determine whether the experience of the Pilot suggests that a 
community support programme could meet its strategic objectives.  A complete assessment 
of the Pilot, particularly encapsulating its settlement aspects, will not be possible until a 
greater number of Pilot applicants have arrived in Australia and have been onshore for 

31

Document 5

s. 47C(1), s. 45(1)

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



1

Document 6

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



The Pilot is being evaluated in three stages to consider the extent to which it indicates that a 
community support programme could: 

• provide an additional pathway for people in humanitarian situations overseas to be proposed by 
communities for entry to Australia 

• harness the willingness and capacity of community organisations to provide a financial 
contribution towards the cost of resettlement, and to provide quality settlement support to 
proposed entrants after arrival, and 

• provide a lower cost option to government for humanitarian resettlement. 
Stage one of the evaluation was a preliminary assessment of the first months of the Pilot.  It was 
conducted in early 2014, and the report on stage one was finalised in April 2014 (Community Proposal 
Pilot — Evaluation Stage One Report refers, at Attachment A). 
Stage two of the evaluation builds on the findings of stage one to provide a more detailed assessment 
of the Pilot over the first year of its operation.   
Stage three will provide a more comprehensive review of the Pilot after entrants have been in Australia 
for a period of time.  This stage of the evaluation is expected to be conducted in mid–2015. 

Issues 
The report on stage two of the evaluation of the Pilot is at Attachment B. 
Evaluation findings 
The report concludes that it is too early to fully determine whether the experience of the Pilot suggests 
that a community support programme could meet its strategic objectives.  A complete assessment of 
the Pilot, particularly of its settlement features, will not be possible until a greater number of Pilot 
applicants have arrived in Australia and have been onshore for longer. 
The key findings of the report are the following: 
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Community Proposal Pilot Settlement Outcomes Analysis 

Background 

Since June 2013, the Department has been operating a trial community support programme (CSP) — known as 

the Community Proposal Pilot (CPP) — as part of Australia’s Humanitarian Programme. Up to 500 visas have 

been allocated to the Pilot in each of the past programme years. 

Purpose 

An evaluation of the pilot was conducted in 2015 to determine the feasibility of a private sponsorship model in 

the resettlement of humanitarian entrants to Australia.  

The evaluation analysed the initial key settlement outcomes of a small number of entrants under the 

programme, and noted that it was too early and there was insufficient data to gain a full picture of the 

settlement outcomes of the limited number of entrants who had exited the programme at the time of 

evaluation. The evaluation was therefore unable to gain a substantive insight into the key settlement 

outcomes of entrants participating in the pilot in areas such as employment, education and housing.  

The purpose of this report is to provide further analysis of key settlement outcomes of humanitarian entrants 

under the CPP; including employment, education, accommodation and financial stability of entrants upon their 

exit from the Approved Proposing Organisation (APO)
1
 oversighted settlement process. This report is also used 

to gain an insight into the settlement performance of APOs in the programme, and provides recommendations 

for policy design consideration for a future CSP. This report complements the previously completed evaluation 

to inform policy development of settlement indicators in a future CSP. 

Method 

This report undertook an analysis of exit reports provided to the department by the five APOs. APOs are 

required to provide quarterly settlement checklists and reports as to the settlement progress of entrants, as 

per the deed of agreement with the Department. APOs typically oversee the settlement of humanitarian 

entrants for 12 months or until services are no longer required, and provide an exit report for each family at 

the conclusion of settlement. The standard APO settlement report is included at Attachment A. Demographic 

data including visa type, grant date, age, gender and country of birth has been obtained from departmental 

systems. Non demographic information regarding settlement outcomes has been obtained from APO exit 

reports. 

                                                                 
1 The five Approved Proposing Organisations are AMES Australia, Illawarra Multicultural Services (IMS), Liverpool Multicultural Research 
Centre LMRC) Brotherhood of St Laurence (BSL) and Migrant Resource Centre South Australia (MRCSA) 
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This report analyses information from the 128 exit reports provided to the Department by APOs, from the 

commencement of the programme in June 2013 up until December 31
st

 2016. One report is completed for 

each visa application, comprising 416 individual applicants in 128 households. The 416 applicants in this report 

represent 34% of the total 1210 applicants granted under the CPP during this period. Exit reports have not 

been provided for the remaining clients for reasons including: applicants having not yet arrived in Australia, 

having not yet completed settlement periods, and APO reports not being provided. 

Limitations 

 Several questions in the settlement checklist are qualitative in nature and are not immediately suitable for 

quantitative data collection. Interpretations of long form answers to some questions were subjectively 

interpreted and categorized for the purposes of this analysis.   

 The analysis conducted in this report provides an insight into quantitatively measurable settlement 

outcomes. Several qualitative aspects of humanitarian settlement have not been taken into account, 

including environmental factors and the complex and varying settlement requirements of entrants in the 

Humanitarian Programme. 

 This analysis has been conducted on a relatively small number of exit reports provided by the APOs. 

Several reports from this period have either not been provided or contain insufficiently complete 

information for reporting purposes, and the sample size is therefore limited. 

Key Figures 

Key Information 
Key Information ...................................................................................................................................................... 2 

Item 1 – Application Profiles................................................................................................................................... 3 

Item 2 – APO outcomes .......................................................................................................................................... 4 

Item 3 – Employment Outcomes ............................................................................................................................ 5 

Item 4 – Education and English Outcomes ............................................................................................................. 7 

Item 5 – Other Settlement Outcomes .................................................................................................................... 8 

Comments/analysis ................................................................................................................................................ 8 

Attachments ......................................................................................................................................................... 10 
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Item 1 – Application Profiles 

Application composition 

 The exit reports provided contain information for   

applications were granted under the Special Humanitarian stream,  granted under the 

Refugee stream. 

 The majority of applicants were born in  

o Note the majority of applicants in the broader CPP 

Household composition 

 The average family size of applications wa

applications were multiple person households that contained at least one dependent.

applications were single applicant households that did not have dependents. 

Adult applicants 

f the adult applicants are considered to be of primary working age
2
. of the adult applicants 

were over 45 and not considered primary working age, %) who were over the age of 

o The average age of all adult applicants wa

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                 
2
 Primary working age is defined as males and females between the ages of 18-45. 

3
 Adult is defined as males and females 18 years and older. This does not take into account the actual number of adults that participate in 

the labour force 
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Primary applicants 

f primary applicants are considered to be of primary working age were over the age of 

45 and not considered working age. 

 The average age of primary applicants wa

Comparison to entire CPP 

 Demographic comparison to all applicants granted in the CPP were broadly consistent with the exit 

report sample
4
. 

all CPP entrants were born in  

o The median age of all applicants was

o 
 

Item 2 – APO outcomes 

Exit Quarter 

 

 

                                                                 
4
 Community Proposal Pilot Composition Analysis, 2016. Data from commencement of CPP to 30th September 2016. 
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Household composition and employment 

  applications had at least one member of the household in employment, a significant 

settlement outcome. Levels of employment were marginally higher for larger households: 

 Of the holds with one or more dependents, ) had at least one member of the 

household employed 

 Of the  applicant households,  employed at exit. 

Primary working age applicants (18-45) 

 There were  of primary working age in this study, comprising both primary and 

dependent applicants. ) primary working age adults were in some form of 

employment at exit,   

o Primary working age applicants who were not in employment recorded high participation 

rates in study, and of ng age applicants who were not in employment,  

were engaged in study. 

 There were  working age applicants who were not working or studying, comprising of 

the primary working age population.  

 

Country of Birth 

 Applicants from the  reported  than the average. Of the three 

countries of birth most represented in this study:  

 employed at exit. In contrast, just  

were employed.  

Employment status 
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Item 4 – Education and English Outcomes 

 adult applicants were undertaking some form of study at exit. 

primary working age adult applicants were undertaking some form of study at 

exit. 

English Ability 

Course of Study 
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Item 5 – Other Settlement Outcomes 
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Attachments 

 

Attachment A – Exit Survey 
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Background 
In response to increasing demand on Australia’s Humanitarian Programme, alternative 
resettlement mechanisms are being considered for people in humanitarian situations overseas. A 
community support programme was recognised as a model that could provide Australian 
communities an opportunity to be more heavily involved in identifying and assisting people in 
humanitarian need overseas to resettle in Australia. 

Community Proposal Pilot 
A trial community support programme known as the Community Proposal Pilot (CPP or the Pilot) 
was introduced in June 2013.  It was allocated up to 500 permanent Refugee and Humanitarian 
visas in 2013–14 and up to a further 500 visas in 2014–15 and 2015–16.  

The Pilot allows established Australian community organisations, known as Approved Proposing 
Organisations (APOs), to work with local communities in identifying people in humanitarian 
situations overseas to propose and support their humanitarian visa applications.  Applicants in the 
Pilot must have established family or other community links in Australia that can support their 
application, and must also meet legislative humanitarian criteria to be granted a visa.  In 
developing the Pilot it was envisaged that people in humanitarian situations overseas could have 
their links in Australia contact smaller ethnic or church-based community groups, known as 
Supporting Community Organisations (SCOs), who could work with APOs to propose that person 
for a visa.  SCOs could reduce the burden on APOs by assisting to prepare visa applications and 
provide settlement assistance.  However, APOs could also work directly with a person’s links in 
Australia without SCO involvement.  

Unlike the standard Humanitarian Programme, participation in the Pilot requires Australian 
communities to provide a substantial financial contribution to the resettlement process including 
the payment of a visa application charge (VAC)1, APO administrative fees, the cost of immigration 
medical checks, and the cost of travel to Australia for successful applicants.  Also unlike in the 
standard Humanitarian Programme — where the Australian Government generally covers the 
assessment and settlement costs of applicants and provides a formal Humanitarian Settlement 
Support (HSS) programme — in the Pilot proposing communities must also provide social support 
to help entrants settle in Australia for up to 12 months after arrival.   

Terms of Reference 
The purpose of the evaluation was to consider the efficiency and effectiveness of the Pilot model 
to inform Government consideration of a potential fully-fledged community support programme.   

1 The VAC consists of an initial payment of $2680 per application, and a second payment of $16,444 for the 
primary applicant, plus AUD$2680 for every dependant in the application, required at the time of grant. 

 

8

Document 9

R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 



R
e

le
a

se
d

 b
y 

D
e

p
a

rt
m

e
n

t o
f 

H
o

m
e

 A
ff

a
ir

s 
u

n
d

e
r 

th
e

 F
re

e
d

o
m

 o
f I

nf
or

m
at

io
n 

A
ct

 1
98

2 


	Document 1 - FA 20.03.00704 (1)
	Document 2 - FA 20.03.00704
	Document 3 - FA 20.03.00704 (1)
	Document 5 - FA 20.03.00704
	Document 6 - FA 20.03.00704 (1)
	Document 8 - FA 20.03.00704
	Document 9 - FA 20.03.00704
	Document 10 - FA 20.03.00704 (1)



