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e Changes?’
— mostly architectural

e AAT post 1 July 2015 will have 8 divisions:

— Formerly 6, but only 5 in practice

e Medical and Compensation Valuation division is
moribund

e New major divisions:
— Migration and Refugee Division
— Social Services and Child Support Division



e Objectives (s 2A)?
 Review is to be:
— Accessible
— Fair, just, economical, informal and quick
— Proportionate to importance and complexity of matter
— Promotes public trust and confidence

* Management
— Heads of Divisions

— Deputy Heads of Divisions
* Ministerial appointments in consultation with President

— Cross appointments of members
e Requires approval of two Ministers



e Effective?

e Aims:
— Savings from reduction in duplication of back
office functions
— Avoid confusion for litigants
— Better management

— Improve quality and reputation of national merits
review system



e Savings”?
— Only S7.2m over next 3 years
— Achievable?

* Avoid confusion for litigants?
— Multiple locations to continue

— Unlikely in medium term in Brisbane, Melbourne, and
Hobart

— Changes in shorter term foreshadowed for Adelaide,
Perth

— Co-location in place in ACT



e Management?
e Likely to be more cumbersome

e Number of executive DPs to increase from 8 to
15

e Commensurate increase in size of policy-
making body

BUT
 Delegations to increase









e Concerns in 2000, cont’d
— One-size-fits-all approach?
— Funding?
— AAT part of executive?
— What happens if new evidence?

— Directions by Minister trumps directions by
President?

— Second tier review on limited grounds?






e Conclusions?

 Much less controversial than 2000
* Independence assured
 Amalgamation/cluster?

 Opportunities for cross-fertilisation and
changes of culture?

— Will depend on President and Division Heads
agreeing
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Conclusions?

Much less controversial than 2000
Independence assured
Amalgamation/cluster?

Opportunities for cross-fertilisation and changes
of culture?

— Will depend on President and Division Heads agreeing
and Directions being developed and enforced

— Differential categories of members limiting
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e Conclusions, cont’d

e |f best practice adopted throughout will be ++
— ‘Wait and see
— Considerable good will
— Continuity of membership

— Opportunity to create distinctive profile of tribunals
e Will opportunity be achieved?

‘Only criterion for judgment of courts and tribunals is the
measure of success they have in ensuring public
confidence in their independence, integrity and
impartiality’(Murray Gleeson)
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