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In 2000 the Centre went from strength to
strength. The new employment law clinic start-
ed and has developed into a fully fledged legal
service with 24 later year law students partici-
pating in the clinical teaching program and pro-
viding assistance to over 900 clients. The
extremely hard work of Joanne Moffitt, our
employment law solicitor and the private firms
who have contributed lawyers to participate in
the program has meant that the clinic has
exceeded all the Centre’s expectations.

We were honoured to receive the Vice
Chancellor’s Award for Teaching Excellence
which was a great incentive for staff at the
Centre to maintain and improve their high
teaching standards and a recognition of the pri-
mary role of teaching at the Centre.

After participating in work to ensure the rights of
tenants and homeless people were considered
by government, we survived and even enjoyed
the Olympics period.

The Centre has again played a leading role in
NSW Combined Community Legal Centres and
National Community Legal Centres work. In
August 2000 Anna Cody was chosen to address
the UN Committee on Economic Social and
Cultural Rights in Geneva on behalf of commu-









SESSION 1 2000 – EMPLOYMENT LAW

David Ryan
Erin Driscoll
Vicki Fair
Banjo Stanton
Greg Moore

SESSION 2 2000 – EMPLOYMENT LAW

Melissa Asimus
Rosilyne Bartley
Sarah De Large D’Alton
Tara Ende
Tom Kuan
Cecilia Minogue
Lydia Savoulis

SUMMER 2000/01 – EMPLOYMENT LAW

Peter Alexander
Gerald Aronstan
Stewart Coulson
Jennifer Engel
Brian Kelleher
Sharon Krochmalik
Chen Fu Lioe
Paul Weston

The Centre continues its work with other
clinical legal educators in Australia by;

•  maintaining a clinical listserve for clinical
legal educators in Australia to communi-
cate on issues of shared concern;

•  publishing the Guide to Clinical Legal
Education in Australian Universities 2000
which collects details of all clinical cours-
es in Australia;

•  continuing publication of the only
newsletter on clinical legal education.
This newsletter highlights developments in
Australian CLE.

The Centre ran a number of sessions at the
Sixth Australasian Conference on Clinical
Legal Education held by La Trobe University
at Beechworth from 7-9th December 2000.
Workshops run by Centre staff were on clin-
ics and social justice, mainstreaming clinical
legal education in the curriculum and spe-
cialist clinics.

In July 2000 Frances Gibson attended the
Midwest Clinical conference in St Louis, USA
which was an invaluable chance to explore
ideas about clinical teaching methods with
US clinical educators.
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Working with the Community
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Kingsford Legal Centre remains the only free
legal service in the Eastern suburbs.   We are
grateful for the voluntary services of a dedi-
cated  group of  solicitors and barristers who
work with the staff of the Centre and students
to provide a high degree of expertise in a
broad range of legal areas.  Our  services are
principally available to those living in the
Randwick and Botany Council areas.  The
Centre also provides a state wide discrimina-
tion service and a Sydney Metropolitan wide
employment law service.  The services we
provide include:

•  on Tuesday and Thursday evenings – face
to face appointments

•  employment law advice on Wednesday
afternoons

•  telephone advice in the  two evening ses-
sions, plus employment law advice on
Wednesday mornings  

•  day time appointments for those who are
unable to attend at night time or with spe-
cial needs

•  Immediate, urgent advice for community
workers in the local area during working
hours

•  A specialist discrimination advice and
casework service

•  A specialist employment law advice and
casework service

•  Specialist child support advice sessions on
a fortnightly basis

•  Specialist tenancy advice provided at the
Centre with the assistance of the Eastern
Area Tenants Service

•  Ongoing legal casework and representa-
tion

•  Referral to other agencies 

2000 ADVICE TRENDS

In 2000 Kingsford Legal Centre:

•  provided services to 4223  people, not
including those reached through our com-
munity legal education or policy projects,
an increase of over 40% since last year

•  gave advice to 2637 people, of those 1728
in face to face interviews and 1057 via the
telephone

•  opened  375  new cases
•  provided information and referral to 741

people
•  dealt with 196 discrimination problems

Some of the trends in advice work have
changed since our last annual report.

Since the establishment of the specialist
employment law service we have assisted
nearly 1,000 people with employment law
problems. A significant part of this service is
telephone advice with over 540 calls in the
year.

Our area other of specialty, discrimination law,
saw us giving advice to a wide range of people
from around the State and this flowed into our
casework practice.

There continues to be heavy demand for family
law advice with 685 requests for assistance on
family law matters in the year.  These clients
are also needing more complex assistance as
they are often involved in litigation without
legal representation. Obviously this level of
advice is difficult for us to provide in a one off
appointment.  We are currently discussing
ways of dealing with this situation including
negotiating with the Legal Aid Commission to
establish a family law outreach session staffed
by legal aid lawyers at the centre.

Thank you to all the staff for the support you have given during the session. I have
learned a great deal at KLC and it was one of the best courses I have undertaken.

Student Feedback
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One of the biggest growth areas in advice in
2000 was in regard to consumer and debt
problems. With the number of requests for
advice in this area doubling since 1999.
Tenancy problems also pre-dominate with
195 queries in the year.

We continue to provide a large amount of
advice on traffic offences and other criminal
matters.  Usually in these matters we do not
provide representation but there are always
exceptions . Neighbourhood disputes, social
security problems and domestic violence also
figure heavily in our advice work .

CASEWORK TRENDS AND KEY CASES

Kingsford Legal Centre’s new employment
law clinic assisted 22 applicants in unfair dis-
missal matters to negotiate settlements with
their employers. 

We 





action. In 1999 the matter went to trial in the
NSW Supreme Court where we were unsuc-
cessful. A subsequent appeal in August 2000
was also unsuccessful. 

In essence, the judges of the Supreme Court
found that the behaviour of our client at the
children’s home was not a cause for concern,
so that the Board could not be held liable for
the disrupted life she led after she left the
home. They also found that the way that our
client was treated in the two homes was not
wrong by the standards of the day. Both the
trial judge and the appeal judges were also
reluctant to impose any legal duties upon the
Board to look after children in our client’s posi-
tion which would leave the Board open to a
claim for damages.

We have now applied to the High Court for spe-
cial leave to appeal (this is the first step in lodg-
ing an appeal with the High Court to reconsider
the Supreme Court’s appeal decision). Our argu-
ment is that the Supreme Court judges were
wrong in their assessment of our client’s treat-
ment and behaviour as a child, and that the
Board, as an arm of the state, was under a legal
duty to take active steps to look after the wellbe-
ing of children in its care. The application for
leave to appeal to the High Court will be heard
by the Court on 22 June 2001.

IMMIGRATION 

When Smiles Replace Tears

Being granted a visa to be allowed to live in
Australia is no easy task. No one knows this bet-
ter than our client, S. She has spent the last 11
years trying to obtain a visa, for her now 12 year
old son to allow him to live with her in
Australia.

Our Client’s Case

Our client arrived in Australia on a visitor visa
from Macedonia in 1990. At that time, her son
B was only 11 months old. B was left in the care
of his grandparents for what was intended to be
a short term arrangement. 

However, after arriving in Australia, Our client
married and applied for residence. Meanwhile,
B’s application for a dependent child visa to
Australia had been unsuccessful. 

Our client sought review of the decision to
refuse B’s visa by the Migration Internal Review
Office (MIRO). On review, the decision to
refuse the visa was affirmed. Our client then
sought review of this decision by the Migration
Review Tribunal (MRT). 

In order to obtain a visa, B was required to satis-
fy the prescribed criteria namely that he is the
dependent child of an Australian citizen or per-
manent resident:

To qualify for the dependent child visa, B had to
be wholly or substantially in the daily care and
control of his mother. The officer reviewing the
original application found that at no time did
our client exercise any control over B’s upbring-
ing in matters of guidance and the making of
decisions in issues of importance during his
development, nor did she provide on-going
daily care to her son that is the essence of
being, as a minor child, dependent on an adult
parent. This view was not unexpected, as past
case law suggested that it was virtually impossi-
ble to exercise daily care and control of a child
living in another country.

The review officer further noted that the
Department of Immigration had invited Our
client to lodge an application for a sub-class
104 visa (‘last remaining relative’ visa). At the
time of this invitation, Our client received incor-
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A wonderful, useful and fun course

Student Feedback

rect legal advice to review the sub-class 101
decision rather than lodge a new application for
the sub-class104 visa. 

Our client then contacted Kingsford Legal
Centre (July 1997) and since that time, she
lodged a sub-class 104 application. When war
broke out in Yugoslavia the Australian Embassy
in Belgrade closed for a period of 2 years and
upon re-opening, the Embassy was unable to
locate B’s last remaining relative visa applica-
tion. By the beginning of this year, after an array
of wranglings with the Department and several
solicitors not much had changed – B was still
estranged from his mother. Our client was quite
prepared to return to live in Macedonia if this
application was unsuccessful.

We were finally granted a hearing date in
March 2000, having lodged the review applica-
tion in 1997. Vedna Jivan was now the solicitor
in charge of the case and so began the task of
preparing a submission to support our client’s
application for review, in the MRT, of the deci-
sion to refuse her son’s dependent child visa.

Preparing for the Hearing

This included reading many decisions by Ellen
Goodman, the Member who would be hearing our
case. Reading Member Goodman’s decisions was a
fairly intimidating experience in that she seemed to
be reluctant to grant visas in situations similar to our
own. At the same time, we had to collect any pri-
mary evidence demonstrating our client’s care over
B over the past 11 years. 

Before the Tribunal

Armed with our submissions and rather large
evidence folder we went to the Tribunal. We
were prepared for a two hour hearing involving
phone interviews with our client’s parents in
Macedonia and then at least a six week wait
before a decision was made. Needless to say we

were shocked when the whole hearing went for
a total of 18 minutes and a decision was hand-
ed down immediately. 

The Tribunal Member told our emotional client
that she had made a decision based on the sub-
missions handed to her however she had a few
things she needed to clarify with our client in
order to be sure of her decision. The questions
the member asked did not come as a surprise as
they addressed some of the issues that we had
grappled with while preparing our client’s case.
The Member was very impressed with our sub-
mission, saying that it was very comprehensive,
convincing and one of the best she had ever
seen. She said that the submission’s discussion
of cases in which “wholly or substantially in the
daily care and control” was interpreted broadly
was very convincing. The Member said she was
prepared to adopt this broad interpretation in
our case. Therefore, on the facts of our case she
was convinced that B could be wholly or sub-
stantially in the daily care and control of our
client, despite the geographical distance
between them.

Smiles replaced tears as our client heard the
news that B’s visa was to be granted. The fear
however that the  Department of Immigration
may appeal the decision was somewhat daunt-
ing but the 28 days passed without incident.

Postscript

It was an incredibly fulfilling experience to have
met success in this uncompromising area of law,
particularly as we knew it would result in the
reunion of a mother and son. However, we all
recognised that it is going to become increasing-
ly harder to achieve these positive outcomes in
light of the Government’s  announcement last
year of  new, more stringent immigration quo-
tas. For example, only a handful of people
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Amazing team and system at KLC. Great learning centre.
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LAW FOR ALL

In August 2000, the NSW Attorney General,
Bob Debus, launched the report - “Law For
All – An Analysis of Legal Needs in Inner
Sydney” at Parliament House.

Jointly produced by Kingsford, Inner City,
Marrickville and Redfern Legal Centres,
much of the initial research was undertaken
by Social Work students at KLC. 

The project involved collating and analysing
demographic data to indicate legal need in
the Sydney region. In addition, structured
interviews were undertaken with a range of
organisations including community legal
centres, community organisations, specialist
support services, government agencies, the
NSW Legal Aid Commission, and members
of the private legal profession.

When reviewed for the Alternative Law
Journal, by Andrea Durbach, Director of the
Public Interest Advocacy Centre, Law For All
was described as a “comprehensive, concise
and opportune report, offering invaluable
information and analysis which has applica-
tion beyond the four centres and the commu-
nities that form the focus of the study”.

Law For All has also been published by the
NSW Law and Justice Foundation on its web-
site at www.lawfoundation.net.au/grants/law-
forall.html

RENTWATCHERS OLYMPIC HOTLINE

Rentwatchers is an action group of lawyers,
tenants and housing workers, concerned
about the impacts of the Sydney Olympics
upon the people who live here, particularly
tenants and people who are homeless.

In the run up to the Olympics we saw
increased evictions and rapidly inflated rents
as landlords sought to cash in. We also saw
the government introduce draconian legisla-
tion to remove basic civil liberties such as
the right to assemble or protest freely in par-
ticular parts of Sydney. The police and
Olympic security personnel were also given
increased powers to move on homeless peo-
ple or others deemed to be a nuisance such
as young people.

In order to keep an eye on the police and to
ensure the additional powers were not
abused Rentwatchers established an assis-
tance line which operated for the duration of
the Olympic Games 24hours/day,
7days/week. The aim of the telephone serv-
ice was to provide a point of contact to those
who feel that they have been subjected to
unnecessary force by the police or other
“authorised persons” or that their rights had
been violated as a consequence of the opera-
tion of the new laws, and particularly to pro-
vide legal assistance to homeless people who
have been arrested or detained. 35 volunteer
solicitors (including those at KLC) were ros-
tered to be on call. The role of the volunteers
was to respond to requests for advice after
arrests, provide advice to homeless/youth on
the phone or face to face, visit persons in
gaol and appear in court for bail hearings. 



WORKING WITH THE UNITED NATIONS

In August Anna Cody travelled to Geneva
to appear before the United Nations
Committee on Economic Social and
Cultural Rights, the body responsible for
monitoring the implementation of the
International Covenant on Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights. 

The Australian government ratified the
Covenant in 1975 and as with all state
parties is required to report to the
Committee every five years, detailing the
measures it has taken to observe the rights
under the Covenant and to implement
them into domestic law and policy. In
1998 the Australian Government submit-
ted its third periodic report to the
Committee for the period 1990 to 1997. 

In August the United Nations Committee
conducted hearings to examine Australia’s
report and its compliance with the
Covenant. The hearing process allows
non-government organisations (NGOs) the
opportunity to make formal submissions to
the committee prior to the government’s
submission. After the hearings the
Committee meets to deliver its Concluding
Observations on the government’s compli-
ance with the Covenant.

Anna appeared before the UN Committee
as an NGO representative from the NSW
Combined Community Legal Centre’s
Human Rights and Discrimination
Committee (the HRD Committee). Her trip
was funded by the NSW Law Foundation.
In September 1999 the HRD Committee1

joined a coalition of over 50 non-govern-

ment community and welfare organisa-
tions and interested individuals in con-
tributing to the Australian Social and
Economic Rights Project (ASERP). The
project involved producing a non-govern-
ment parallel report on Australia’s compli-
ance with the Covenant. Compiling the
national report was a six-month process
which required extensive liaison, consulta-
tion and coordination with NGOs from all
over the country. The final ASERP report
was submitted to the United Nations in
April 2000 and cited extensive evidence of
the failure on the part of the government
to meet its obligations under the
Covenant.

Six representatives of organisations
involved in ASERP attended the hearings
in Geneva. Some of the key issues raised
by the ASERP submissions and noted by
the UN Committee in their Concluding
Observations include: 

•  the disadvantage suffered by indigenous
Australians and in particular discrimina-
tion in employment, housing, health
and education

•  the high incidence of youth unemploy-
ment

•  the exploitation of home-based out-
workers in the garment industry

•  industrial legislation which has the
effect of discouraging collective bar-
gaining and restricts the right to strike

•  cuts to social security generally and in
particular, the adverse effects of the
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Our volunteer lawyers are an integral part of our
organization. Without a dedicated team of vol-
unteers the Centre would never be able  to meet
the huge demand for legal advice from our
community. 

In 2000, we were able to expand our volunteer
programme. Working in partnership with nine
leading law firms, we established a specialist
employment advice session, held weekly. Each
firm sends a lawyer to the Centre to provide
advice to clients and work with students under-
taking the specialist employment law clinical
course. 

Welcome and thankyou to the following
lawyers taking part in this new initiative: 

Ron Baragry
Bryan Belling
David Brand
Joe Catanzariti
Rowan McKenzie
Neil Napper
Mark Paul
Peter Punch
Tony Woods

Evening sessions remain the lynch pin of the
Centre’s advice service. Displaying incredible
commitment and despite their heavy workloads,
each of our fifty or so evening advice session
volunteers come to the Centre once a  fortnight.
We would like to take this opportunity to
express our sincere thanks to all our volunteers
for their hard work and loyalty to the Centre.

Roxanne Adler
Vannessa Anderson
Stefan Balafoutis
Sally Barber
Robyn Banks
Belinda Barry
Richard Beasley

Simeon Beckett
Neroli Butt
Elisabeth Coffey
Sherene Daniel
Sue Donnelly
Simon Etherington
Margaret Faux
Michelle Finnane
Rachel Francois
Brad Gauvin
Rebekah Gay
Edward Gilchrist
John Gray
Daniel Grynberg
Michelle Hannon
Roger Harper
Julie Hart
Dani Hartman
Tricia Hobson
Duncan Inverarity
Andrew Jungwirth
Asheesh Kalmath
Sharon Katz
Katie Kemm
Fiona Kerr
David King
John Longworth
Tim Massey
Karen McMahon
Dave McMillan
Murray McWilliam
Julian Millar
Sue Mordaunt
Margot Morris
Maria Nicolof
Mary O'Connell
Alan Segal
Mike Steinfeld
Helen Tot
Tulsi van de Graaf
Neville Wyatt

Volunteers
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I am very interested in volunteering on advice nights once I have my 
practising certificate.

Student Feedback
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PRO BONO ASSISTANCE AND SUPPORT

During 2000 the Centre received invaluable
assistance from:

Duncan Inverarity
Noeline Rudland
Bart Vasic
Dragan Gasic
Margaret Faux
Julian Millar
Mike Steinfeld for advice and assistance in

personal injury matters,
John Longworth and Sue Mordaunt – 

assistance and advice in Family Law matters
Kate Eastman who ran classes for students on

discrimination law,

Thank you also to our employment lawyers
who ran classes:

Duncan Inverarity
Joe Catanzariti
Robert Reitano
Ian Latham
Neale Dawson
Peter Punch
Michelle Campbell
Sherene Daniels
Sonia Terpstra
Ann Milson

We also thank Gilbert & Tobin, Clayton Utz
and Blake Dawson Waldron for accepting
cases from the Centre into their pro bono
programs.

PUBLIC INTEREST LAWYERS CLASS

Continuing in the spirit of providing students
with varied perspectives on careers in law, the
Centre as part of its class program organised
three classes with panels of public interest
lawyers to speak about their experiences, career

paths and share their thoughts with the students.

The class has been very popular and students
who have commented on how interesting and
inspiring the speakers have been. Some students
who had their sights set on careers in the corpo-
rate sector have commented on how they have
now found themselves in the “corporate vs
community” dilemma.

Our thanks to our 2000 panellists:

Nicholas Cowdrey, QC, Director of Public
Prosecutions, Co-Chair, Human Rights
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In 2000, KLC assisted 4,223 people

TOTAL NUMBER OF CLIENTS ASSISTED

Family Law 685
Criminal Law 509
Civil Law 1842
Discrimination Law 196
Employment Law 991

TOTAL 4223

ADVICES
Family Law 428

Telephone 102
Face to Face 326

Criminal Law 302
Telephone 8hone 102
Face t1Ty.0834 -1.2yu509

Telephone 102elephone 8hone 102T
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KLC would like to thank all its funders, donors and supporters. 
In 2000 these included:

•  Commonwealth Attorney General’s Department

•  Legal Aid Commission of NSW

•  Randwick City Council

•  Friends of Kinsgford Legal Centre

•  Moore Park Cricket Association Judiciary Committee

•  Special thanks to Vedna Jivan for her photographic skills

We also acknowledge the generous support of the University of NSW

T
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Notes



Kingsford Legal Centre is committed to social

justice and to promoting access to and reform 

of the legal system. 

We aim to provide quality legal services to the

community and to promote excellence in

clinical legal education, whilst 

fostering a critical analysis of 

the justice system.




