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25 years of EAPS: Review of EAPS operation

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

It is 25 years in New South Wales since ethnic affairs were highlighted through the formal
introduction of the EAPS Program (initially referring to the Ethnic Affairs Policy Statement
and subsequently to the Ethnic Affairs Priorities Statement Program). During this time, the
EAPS Program, or simply EAPS, has evolved in response to changing community and political
environments. It is timely to review EAPS and the Standards Framework and to benchmark it
internationally and against other states in Australia.

EAPS was originally introduced “as a means of confirming the Government’s commitment to
the incorporation of ethnic policies in the delivery of mainstream services”'. The EAPS Program
currently applies to over 200 government departments and agencies, with up to 20 designated
as key agencies.

Enactment of the Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act
2000 additionally required, for the first time, that over 160 local councils uphold the principles
of multiculturalism through the development and implementation of multicultural policy.?

This review focused on agency and Community Relations Commission (the Commission) views,
but not on those of clients of government agencies or communities. Relevant documents from
NSW, other Australian states and international governance models of multiculturalism were
reviewed, interviews were conducted with four key agencies, additional key and non-key agencies
were consulted in two forums and written submissions were accepted. The aim of this report is to
provide recommendations for new procedures for EAPS planning, as well as recommendations
to amend the EAPS Standards Framework. The review also aims to build capacity among NSW
Government key agencies to develop and report against performance indicators for EAPS. The
review did not set out to evaluate the effectiveness of EAPS in terms of client outcomes.

EAPS is important and a first in Australia

EAPS was conceived in 1983 as a mechanism to bring systemic reform and change the attitudes of
the bureaucracy towards provision of services to better meet the needs of a diverse population, in
terms of ethnicity, language and religion. The then Labor Premier Wran was clear in his statement
at the inception of EAPS that its primary function was to reform state public sector policies and
activities to better meet the needs of a diverse population. EAPS was the first example of such
a strong governance model for multiculturalism in Australia, and multiculturalism has enjoyed
bipartisan support from successive governments.

! Premier of NSW Memo Ethnic Affairs Policies, December 23 1983, p.1

? Launched in 2008, the Community Relations Commission and Department of Local Government jointly produced a kit
and planning framework , Implementing the Principles of Multiculturalism Locally, to guide local councils in implement-
ing multicultural policies and services.
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This review concludes that EAPS is still a strong governance model for multiculturalism
and access and equity and participation strategies across the NSW public sector. The EAPS
Program, and its accompanying Standards Framework, have provided stringent measures for
public agencies to review progress and demonstrate accountability to Parliament through the
lead agency, the Community Relations Commission For a multicultural New South Wales.

Achievements include concrete programs and services within state government agencies, such
as interpreter and translation services, multilingual information dissemination, identified positions
that cater for culturally and linguistically diverse groups, and participation mechanisms, such as
including people from diverse cultural backgrounds in consultation processes. Without the introduction
of a formal and legislative reporting base, it is our view that such progress was unlikely.

While this review is not an outcome evaluation of EAPS or the Standards Framework, the study
concludes that EAPS is the most effective example of multicultural governance that we have
reviewed internationally and within Australia. The introduction of the Standards Framework in
1998 has encouraged consistent reporting and benchmarking.

Structure of report

. Section 1 provides the background and context for this report
. Section 2 analyses the history of the EAPS Program

. Section 3 compares the equivalent legislation for EAPS and the Standards Framework within
Australian states and territories, as well as a review of comparable legislation and policies in
Canada, the United Kingdom and New Zealand

. Section 4 analyses agency views on EAPS and the Standards Framework

. Section 5 synthesises the findings and provides the rationale for recommendations.

Recommendations for EAPS operation

EAPS has had a long and proud history and it is timely to plan for a better future. Actions will
be required from agencies and the Commission to revitalise EAPS so it can continue to be a
world leader. Ultimately, the goal is to provide equitable delivery of programs and services to
all eligible people, and reduce linguistic, cultural, religious and racial barriers to programs and
services provided by NSW public services. With these goals in mind, the review makes the
following 14 recommendations.

Issue Recommendation Action by

Naming of EAPS | 1. Consider a name change to EAPS to assist in | The Commission
revitalisation of the program. and Minister for
Citizenship

Forward planning | 2. Trial new processes for the Commission to | The Commission
work collaboratively with EAPS key agencies
on forward planning.

7
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Issue Recommendation Action by

Information for 3. Develop strategies to assist CEOs in meeting | The Commission
CEOs their mandatory obligations to implement the
principles of multiculturalism through EAPS.

Recognise 4. Introduce an award to recognise excellence in | The Commission and
excellence agency EAPS performance. Minister for Citizenship
Skills building 5. Provide agency networks with support for EAPS | The Commission and key
information sharing and skills building. agencies
Information and 6. Provide regular information and training on the | The Commission
training revised EAPS Program to New South Wales
agency staff.
Standards 7. Review and trial the new format and wording | The Commission
Framework for the Standards Framework with pilot agencies |and pilot agencies

during planning to ensure clarity and currency.

Standards 8. Revise the Standards Framework to reflect the | The Commission
Framework need for agencies to adopt an outcomes based

approach and develop effective performance

measures.
Data use for 9. Prepare a discussion paper on data collection to | The Commission
EAPS assist consistent use of data across agencies.
Technology use 10. Establish an EAPS online system for electronic | The Commission

lodgement of EAPS, and communication
between the Commission and NSW agencies.

Resource 11. Publish for CEOs, senior managers and EAPS | The Commission
handbook practitioners a new resource handbook which
includes changes to EAPS, the revised Standards
Framework and suggested EAPS strategies.

Shared language 12. Provide definitions of key terminology related | The Commission
to EAPS in the new EAPS resource handbook
and other information.

Inter-agency 13. Initiate inter-agency EAPS planning to The Commission and

planning address issues requiring joint planning. NSW agencies

State-wide 14. Undertake a study to explore the feasibility of | The Commission and

outcomes defining state-wide EAPS outcomes/benchmarks | Department of Premier
including those for regional areas. and Cabinet

8
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SECTION 1: BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

This review flows from recommendations in the White Paper, Cultural Harmony: The Next Decade
2002-2012 (2006). Specifically, the review addresses the recommendation that the Community
Relations Commission (the Commission) should conduct:
“areview of the EAPS Standards Framework, taking into account the recommendations arising
from the review and comments received during the consultation process.”

Though the 2006 White Paper’s Plan of Action 2012 was not limited to the Ethnic Affairs Priorities
Statement (EAPS) process, it pointed to EAPS as the “cornerstone of performance in the NSW
public sector”. It outlined issues relating to EAPS from consultations and submissions, and
recommended a series of actions. Table 1 provides a summary of the issues and actions relevant
to EAPS and the Commission.

The aim of this report is to build upon work initiated through the White Paper, provide
recommendations for new procedures for EAPS planning and assessment, and build capacity
among NSW Government key agencies to develop and report against performance indicators
for EAPS. The review is not an evaluation of the effectiveness of EAPS in terms of client
outcomes.

This review of EAPS operation commenced in December 2007, with initial agency interviews in
February-May 2008, followed by a meeting with selected key agencies in June 2008, a discussion
forum in July 2008 that included eight key agency presentations, and further submissions in August
as well as a meeting with pilot key agencies in November 2008. The review team sought to address
the multiple views on EAPS and its operation from agency and Commission perspectives. Views
of EAPS clients were not within the scope of this review.

Findings from consultations with EAPS key and non-key agencies and international and
Australian state comparisons were analysed during the review and discussed with Commission
staff. This process established an ongoing dialogue on the issues raised, in particular changes to
the Standards Framework. As a result, action has already been taken on some recommendations
in this report.

The EAPS review process

The analysis of agency views was done in the spirit of cooperative inquiry* (Heron 1996, Reason
1998). As a result, some suggested strategies and ideas were adopted by the Commission prior
to completion of the final report. This process of action that is based on research that informs
policy is a positive outcome of cooperative inquiry methodology.

The review process included:

> NSW Government White Paper, Cultural Harmony: The Next Decade 2002-2012 and Community Plan of Action 2012,
2006, p.68

4 Action research in the human sciences and in management approaches is variously referred to as “co-operative inquiry”,
“participatory action research” or “action inquiry”. In these forms of experiential action research, all those involved in
the inquiry process are co-researchers, contributing both to the thinking that forms the research endeavour and to the
action which is its subject (Reason 1998).
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. review of documents relating to EAPS governance in NSW

. review of documents on governance models — Australian states and internationally
. interviews with selected key agency staff

. presentation of preliminary key findings at a key agency meeting

. analysis of emerging key themes

. presentation by additional key agencies at the July forum on EAPS in operation

. written submissions

. analysis of additional themes from forums, submissions and presentations.

The review commenced in December 2007 with a further review of key documents relating to
EAPS in NSW (Section 2). A framework was developed to compare NSW with other Australian
states and also selected international examples (Section 3).

Consultation process

Up to 20 key government agencies are required to report on EAPS to the Commission (Appendix
A) and around 200 non-key agencies report on EAPS in their annual report. Not all could be
interviewed. In consultation with Commission staff, a representative sample of key agencies for
in-depth interviews was designed, based on selection criteria to include agencies that:

. people from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds are likely to use directly or
indirectly, because of the essential nature of services

. have a large multicultural budget
. have demonstrated a level of EAPS sophistication over many years, or
. are business focused and find the Standards Framework a challenge.

Agencies selected under these criteria included:
. Department of Commerce
. Department of Education and Training

. NSW Health, including Hunter, Central Sydney, Northern Sydney, Western Sydney Area Health
Services

. Department of Housing.

Interviews that were conducted between February and May 2008 provided rich and detailed
information about EAPS in action (Section 4). Staff responsible for EAPS were contacted and
all consented to interviews. A total of 10 people were interviewed from the four key and four
area level agencies during March-May 2008. Interviews were taped, transcribed and analysed
for major themes.

These themes were presented and discussed at a meeting attended by 26 participants from 15
agencies in June 2008. A range of views were expressed in the June meeting which, in general,
accorded well with the themes from the interviews.
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Following the June meeting, views from other major key agencies were sought. An additional
eight key agencies and participants from non-key agencies shared their experiences at a July
forum on EAPS in operation. Agencies presenting included:

. Department of the Arts, Sport and Recreation NSW

. Department of Community Services NSW

. NSW Department of Corrective Services
. Department of Juvenile Justice
. Department of State and Regional Development

. Legal Aid Commission of NSW
. NSW Police Force

. WorkCover NSW (written submission).
NSW Health and the Commission also presented responses to ideas and themes raised.

To encourage wider participation in the review, views were sought from all key and non-key
agencies by written submissions following the July forum. This resulted in comments from a
further four agencies.’

Overview and themes

The widening of consultation did not provide any major additional themes, but confirmed the
original themes derived from in-depth interviews. It did however, confirm general support for
a restructured EAPS Standards Framework and novel suggestions that related primarily to
amendments to the Standards Framework.

At first analysis, it was found that agencies ranged in their knowledge and understanding of the
EAPS Program and the Standards Framework. There was a continuum of strategies that reflected
staff’s differing skills and experience in working with cultural diversity. This human resource
aspect is crucial to the future success of EAPS.

An additional theme was stressors relating to public sector reform which were perceived to
impact on staff morale. These included frequent restructuring, diminishing agency resources
and increasing accountability. The issue of forward planning was also raised, with most agencies
reporting a lack of skills and time for this process.

All references to EAPS in the White Paper, Cultural Harmony.: The Next Decade 2002-2012
(20006), report were analysed. Table 1 provides a summary of EAPS issues relevant to the
Commission. The White Paper issues were similar to many expressed in this review and provided
a sound base for the review. Recommendations from the White Paper report were synthesised
into Section 5 of this report to ensure consistency and follow through.

5 Department of Premier and Cabinet (Public Sector Workforce Office), Department of Local Government, NSW Fire
Service and NSW Ombudsman
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Table 1: White Paper, Cultural Harmony: The Next Decade 2002-2012 (2006) —
Issues and actions relating to EAPS (White Paper, 2006: 40-41; 61-62; 66-68)

Issues raised

EAPS as driver
of access and
equity strategies
— differing
interpretations

Suggestions

New wording to clarify meaning
of EAPS as a management tool.

Actions recommended in White Paper

New wording introduced: “EAPS is a measure of agency
performance where the needs of culturally diverse clients

are fully integrated into core business, which in turn results
in quality service delivery within the framework of the
principles of multiculturalism and social justice obligations”.

Consultation and

Improved consultation and

Establish structured consultation/feedback mechanisms;

needs review

client feedback mechanisms. provide a two way flow of information; agencies give formal
feedback for responses to issues raised.
planning . . . . .
Early consultation to inform The Commission to establish an EAPS practitioners network.
EAPS planning.
Culturally appropriate Include an expanded section on consultation — models of best
consultation by agencies with | practice in the resource handbook.
communities.
Standards Focus more on outcomes. Agencies develop specific objectives and actions in their
Framework business plans and EAPS, with measurable outcomes, in

order to address the principles of multiculturalism.

Reduce administration process
and reporting mechanisms.

Establish an on-line reporting facility.

Increase awareness of EAPS

Make EAPS forward plans available to public, including on
websites.

Link with accreditation.

It should me made clear the Standards Framework is NOT
an accreditation mechanism but a tool to develop EAPS
strategies and set benchmarks in long-term planning and to
assist agencies to self-assess in a consistent format.

Key and non-key agency EAPS
implementation.

Maintain 20 agencies as keys as this is right for the level of
CRC resources. Consider using a simplified version of the
Standards Framework for non keys.

Increase support
for EAPS

Need for CEO support.

Release an updated Premier’s Memorandum on EAPS.
Revise and release a new EAPS Resource Handbook for
CEOs and Senior Managers.

Need for senior manager
training by the CRC.

Cross-cultural training and corporate goal setting be
developed for senior managers.

EAPS understood at head office
level, but ignorance at service
provider levels.

Agencies to increase cultural diversity training at all levels.
Develop and release a companion resource handbook for
EAPS practitioners.

CRC develops a training module for frontline service
providers.

Concern about
temporary
protection visa
holders and

Monitor impact of
commonwealth policies.

Highlight issues and concerns at Ministerial Council on
Immigration and Multicultural Affairs.

refugees
Multiple Needs of multiply Develop well-researched programs within EAPS plans across
disadvantage disadvantaged disability, youth, | public sector, not just by the agency responsible for a
ageing should be addressed. particular group.
12
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A NSW first — an ethnic affairs agency and EAPS

New South Wales was the first Australian state to establish a government body for ethnic affairs,
which has continued under both Labor and Liberal-National (Coalition) leadership. The Ethnic
Affairs Council was formed in 1975, followed by the Ethnic Affairs Commission in 1977 which
produced the landmark Participation report that recommended a permanent Ethnic Affairs
Commission, established in 1978 (Section 2).

A review of the achievements and trends in ethnic affairs in 1982 recommended action to counter
departmental resistance and backlash and address equity and access issues. The result was the
Ethnic Affairs Policy Statement (EAPS), announced in September 1983. The then Premier Wran
wrote to all government Ministers in December 1983 that public sector service agencies were
now required to “develop structured plans for reform, with the aim of making their operations
more responsive to the needs of a culturally diverse society”. (NSW EAC, 1990:6)

EAPS has evolved over time and was redefined in the 2006 White Paper, Cultural Harmony:
The Next Decade 2002-2012, as:
“a measure of agency performance where the needs of culturally diverse clients are fully
integrated into core business, which in turn results in quality service delivery within the
framework of the principles of multiculturalism and social justice obligations”. (p.66)

Context of migration — growing and still relevant

Australia is a nation of immigrants with growing numbers of people from culturally and
linguistically diverse backgrounds. Migrant intake has been increasing, and is currently at the
highest levels in decades with the level for 2008-09 set at 171,800 under the migration scheme
and a further 13,500 under the Humanitarian Program.® In 2006-07, aproximately 30 per cent of
new arrivals settled in New South Wales, some 64,000 people (Department of Immigration and
Citizenship 2008). The background of immigrants has changed over time, with global competition
for skilled workers and professionals leading to an increase in the commonwealth Skilled Migration
Program. This program now accounts for half of all arrivals, adding to the productive diversity
of Australia and New South Wales. Increasing numbers of refugees and humanitarian entrants
from conflict-affected countries and/or those who have suffered persecution are also settling in
NSW.

In the 21* century, it is salient to note that more people from around the world are arriving
annually in Australia and NSW than during the period when the Ethnic Affairs Commission was
formed in the 1970s, and in the 1980s when EAPS was introduced. But EAPS is not only about
new arrivals and settlement. Post-war migrants are ageing and some groups are still experiencing
significant barriers and problems. The second generation in some communities is grappling
with issues of identity and participation, while young people of all backgrounds are creating
their own dynamic brand of Australian multiculturalism. The principles of multiculturalism and
ensuring access and equity and participation are as relevant today as they were when EAPS was
introduced in 1983.

¢ Australian Government, http://www.immi.gov.au/media/fact-sheets/20planning.htm, May 2009
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Attacks on multiculturalism

Since its inception as a government policy, multiculturalism has been contested. There are three
distinct phases in the approach to public policy on migration, usually classified as assimilation,
integration and multiculturalism. The main contemporaneous challenge to multiculturalism is
that it is considered divisive and a threat to the political cohesion of the state and society. The
commonwealth Howard Coalition government rejected multiculturalism and eliminated use of
the word from the Ministry of Immigration and Citizenship in 2007. Instead a shared national
identity based on a core set of national values was articulated, although the policy fundamentals
of multiculturalism were not abandoned. The multiculturalism debate in Australia is a paradox.
While multiculturalism as a concept is highly contested, as a public policy it has been remarkably
resilient and enduring.

Despite debates and changing community and political views on the term multiculturalism, the
need for government-funded agencies to provide culturally and linguistically appropriate programs
and services will not diminish. Indeed, these are predicted to increase over the next decade.” In
addition, as the first wave of post-war migrants age, they, like all elderly people, increasingly
require health and other care services, including accommodation options, home support and
hospital care. In some ethnic communities, second generations also face challenges relating to
identity and opportunities. The key themes of access and equity, social cohesion, cultural identity
and valuing diversity remain the core issues to address in a multicultural society in Australia and
globally.

Welfarism, public sector reform and new management philosophies

Underpinning the formation of the Ethnic Affairs Commission was a genuine concern for the
welfare of people from non-English speaking backgrounds. This concern also provided a strong
rationale and theme for the EAPS Program. As Premier Wran described it in 1983,
“These [new services and creating powerful instruments to redress inequities] were the
foundation stones in a process of basic reform to improve access to services and to rescue
men and women of non-English speaking backgrounds from the margins of society”.?

However, since the 1980s, shifts in the macro-political climate and new public management
philosophies globally have increased the focus on rationalising the public sector. The principles
of marketisation and privatisation have challenged the social equity and communal rights basis of
classic multiculturalism. The policy change of the Fahey Liberal government in 1993 articulated
the prevalent view of the time:
“The ethnic affairs policies of the late ‘70s and early ‘80s had a very strong equity and welfare
focus. While the government has no wish to relax its commitment to the basic principles of
fairness, access, participation and equity as planks in its ethnic affairs policy, it has identified
a need for certain other principles to be articulated more strongly. In particular, the value
of cultural diversity as an economic and social resource — a sharp move away from the old
‘deficit model’ of ethnic affairs policy making”. (NSW 1995:5)

7 http://www.immi.gov.au/about/speeches-pres/pdf/2008-07-30-govt-policy-evolution-sec.pdf
8 Premier’s address at the office of the Ethnic Affairs Commission of NSW, September 5 1983, Mainstreaming Ethnic
Affairs, p.2
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New public management also led to major changes in the commonwealth and state public sectors.
A review of a century of Australian experience of public sector reforms documented the major
changes of the late 20" century, which are still ongoing:
“This model of central management is essentially still evolving. It has, in a decade and
a half, undergone several changes already (though none of a major character). Accepted
non-institutional mechanisms for handling government-wide matters without materially
diminishing agency autonomy have not been established. Likewise, the question of independent
public appraisal of efficiency and effectiveness, either of organisations or of government-wide

policies and practices, may need shortly to be addressed”.’

The ensuing public sector reforms globally and in Australia have led to major restructuring of
government services and departments and a subsequent decrease in the number of public service
employees. This, combined with the ageing workforce, has led to concerns within the Australian
Public Service about who will form the next generation of public service employees.

Other recent trends include a shift to more business-oriented management, including a focus
on managing for results. In the 21* century, the concern for results and accountability translate
into a concern for what has really been achieved for clients. In the case of EAPS, the concern
is for clients from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds. It is striking that in NSW,
successive Premiers and Ministers have re-affirmed their commitment to EAPS.

% Nethercote JR (2003) Australian Public Administration in Perspective in The Australian Experience of Public Sector
Reform, Australian Public Service Commission, Commonwealth of Australia
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SECTION 2: EAPS HISTORY

What is the EAPS Program?

From the 1970s multiculturalism emerged in many countries, including Australia, as a policy to
manage the increasing cultural diversity of society. The term was first advocated for Australia in
1973 by the then commonwealth Minister for Immigration, Al Grassby, in the Whitlam Labor
government. [t was premised on the assumption that diverse cultural groups should be permitted to
express and celebrate their cultural identity, including language. This thinking replaced assimilation
policies that envisioned the absorption of migrants and minority cultures and languages into the
dominant culture. Public sector agencies had and would continue to play a major role in this
multicultural agenda.

In the 1970s, the practice of multiculturalism in the New South Wales Government also grew
from multicultural policy and program development in individual agencies. These developments
responded to the need to modify program design and delivery for the changing population and
the articulation of needs and rights by migrant groups.

The formal inception of EAPS in December 1983 was the first implementation of a state-
wide multicultural policy that focused on the daily management of government programs and
services.

Multicultural governance evolved further in New South Wales in the 90s and thereafter, with
legislative structures and mandated obligations for government and agencies to implement access
and equity programs and processes.

This basic policy approach and subsequent legislative measures have had bipartisan support in
New South Wales since the beginning of EAPS in December 1983.

New South Wales was also the first state in Australia to set up a government agency, the Ethnic
Affairs Bureau, to focus on ethnic affairs. This body gave way to the Ethnic Affairs Commission,
under which the EAPS Program was developed. (Appendix B)

For this review, a number of relevant reports on the Commission and its work were examined,
including:

. NSW Government Green Paper, Building on Our Cultural Diversity (1996)

. NSW Government White Paper, Building on Our Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Affairs Action
Plan 2000, (1996)

. NSW Government consultation document The Way Forward: A Consultation Document Leading

to a Community Relations Commission (1999)

. Inquiry into Multiculturalism, Interim Report of the NSW Legislative Council General Purpose
Standing Committee No. 1, (2000)

. Inquiry into Multiculturalism, Final Report of the NSW Legislative Council General Purpose
Standing Committee No. 1, (2001)
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. NSW Government Green Paper, Cultural Harmony: The Next Decade 2002-2012 and Evaluation
of the Ethnic Affairs Action Plan 2000, (2002)

. NSW Government White Paper, Cultural Harmony: The Next Decade 2002-2012 and Community
Relations Plan of Action 2012, (2004)

. Review of the Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act 2000
(‘Moss report’ 2006)

o Red Tape Review, 2007.

The history of multicultural governance and EAPS in New South Wales

Initially, EAPS was an acronym for Ethnic Affairs Policy Statement, which were plans to be
adopted by government agencies for management and delivery of services to a multicultural
society. In 1993, after the introduction of the Charter of Principles for a Culturally Diverse Society,
agencies were required to submit Statements of Intent and Charter Implementation Plans. In 1996,
the meaning of the EAPS acronym was changed to Ethnic Affairs Priorities Statement. Throughout
its various historical manifestations, EAPS has functioned as a performance accountability system
that integrates with multicultural governance and policy structures.

The evolution of multicultural governance in NSW has, in our view, four distinct phases which are
characterised primarily by the periods of formation, establishment, development and consolidation
of EAPS.

Phase 1: 1965-1982 multicultural governance and the formation of ethnic affairs

Multicultural governance emerged from various government policy responses to large scale post-
war immigration. In New South Wales the first step towards multicultural governance was the
establishment of the State Immigration Advisory Committee in 1965. The committee was primarily
charged with attracting more immigrants to New South Wales and, to some extent, addressing
the problems affecting domiciled immigrants. The commonwealth Whitlam Labor government
announced significant changes to immigration policy in 1973 which flowed into state policies. In
NSW in 1976, after the election of the Wran Labor government, a review of government services
recommended the inclusion of ethnic affairs into a newly established Department of Youth, Ethnic
and Community Affairs. The first governance structure in New South Wales was established with
the formation of an Ethnic Affairs Bureau within the department’s Community Liaison Bureau.

The shape of contemporary multicultural governance was formed in this first period of multicultural
policy development. A broad stakeholder consultative approach was adopted, encompassing
government departments and community groups. The bureau was charged with responding to
complaints and developing policies to “facilitate access to services”. In addition, the Consultative
Council on Ethnic Affairs was established as a Ministerial advisory body. It had 15 appointees
from relevant government departments. The Cabinet also appointed an Advisory Committee on
Ethnic Affairs from 10 designated regional areas. Each committee had five members who were
to advise on problems affecting ethnic groups in their regions. The committees were serviced by
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departmental officers in the designated regions. The consultative structure included representation
from the community-based Ethnic Communities’ Council, which was formed in 1975 from the
Inner Western Suburbs Regional Ethnic Communities Group that was established the previous
year.

In 1976 the Ethnic Affairs Bureau was transferred to the Premier’s Department and, in 1977,
the NSW Government initiated the beginnings of an accountability and over-sighting system
of multicultural policy with the establishment of a temporary Ethnic Affairs Commission to
investigate and report on ethnic affairs.

Premier Wran described the Ethnic Affairs Commission as being the “prime mover” in ethnic
affairs for the whole of the NSW public sector “to ensure the development of coherent plans
— agreed and understood by government and community alike — of the State less hindered by

barriers of language, entrenched interests and prejudices”.!”

In June 1978, the Commission presented its ground-breaking report “Participation”® which based
its recommendations on human rights:
“it is a basic human right that no individual or group in the community should be discriminated
against or excluded from the fullest participation in the social, economic and cultural life of
the community . . . “!!
Participation made over 280 recommendations in a wide spectrum of areas, including child
and adult education, teacher training, employment, health and safety at work, accommodation,
discrimination, legal services, law reform, rural areas, library services, ethnic media and the arts,
as well as immigrant women and children. The report’s recommendations, which were informed
by early multicultural innovation in service provision, embraced ethno-specific service delivery

strategies and models and were subsequently adopted in the main.

In 1979, the Government enacted the Ethnic Affairs Commission Act 1979, which established
the Commission as a permanent statutory body. Importantly, under section 16 of the Act, the
Commission was given, among other tasks, the requirement to report to the responsible Minister
on aspects of ethnic affairs.

Phase 2: 1983-1988 multicultural governance and the establishment of the
EAPS Program

Following advice by the Ethnic Affairs Commission, in September 1983 Premier Wran announced
that all areas of government administration would be required to prepare Ethnic Affairs Policy
Statements (EAPS):

“as a means of confirming the Government’s commitment to the incorporation of ethnic

policies in the delivery of mainstream services”.!?

10 Premier’s address at the office of the Ethnic Affairs Commission of NSW, Sept 5 1983 Mainstreaming Ethnic Affairs,

p-2
'"The Ethnic Affairs Commission of New South Wales, Participation: Report to the Premier, June 1978

25 years of EAPS: Review of EAPS operation in NSW



Premier Wran used the concept of mainstreaming to ensure that government departments did not
marginalise ethnic affairs or degenerate into “bland clichés and platitudes™:
“The basic philosophy will be that initiatives to improve access to government services for
residents of non-English speaking background will have to be provided, not only through
specialised ‘ethnic units’, but by departments as part of their mainstream duties.”!?

In December 1983, Premier Wran sent a memo to all Ministers providing guidelines on preparing an
Ethnic Affairs Policy Statement. The basic structure of the EAPS as a reporting and accountability
system was established, with all government agencies required to prepare a detailed plan that
included a review of all policies, programs and units, and development of short and longer term
goals and strategies to address the situation.

The Ethnic Affairs Commission was empowered to require government departments and agencies
to report annually on the implementation of the multicultural access and equity policies and
programs. Thus the Commission was granted the function of audit and oversight, with a whole-
of-government approach. The role of the Commission was also to be “generally available to
advise and assist government bodies in the preparation and implementation of their Ethnic Affairs
Policy Statements”.'* This approach established a generic and comprehensive accountability
framework and was perceived by the Government as the “key to the future of multiculturalism
as a real guiding light for government”.!

The first EAPS Guidelines prepared by the Ethnic Affairs Commission in 1983 set out the
main activity areas that defined the program for over two decades. By 1986, most agencies had
submitted an EAPS plan, with Premier Wran providing further information on preparing annual
reports on EAPS. In his 1986 memo he stressed the need for “forward planning” and to report
against objectives and strategies with specific “actions taken”, “comments” and “outcomes”. He
also highlighted the importance of public accountability, urging agencies to “make their EAPS
available for general public distribution” and for EAPS annual reports to “be publicly available

following official approval of the document by the Commission”.'

Reporting back to Ministers on the EAPS annual reports in 1987, the Premier’s next memo
clearly instructed agencies to “incorporate EAPS goals within corporate goals and program
management objectives so that Ethnic Affairs Management Plans (EAPS) become an integral
part of the overall corporate planning and management”. This process was to be integrated into
public sector five-year plans, which was seen to strengthen EAPS implementation by linking it
with “broader processes of management performance review”."”

13 Premier’s address at the office of the Ethnic Affairs Commission of NSW, Sept 5 1983 Mainstreaming Ethnic Affairs,
p.5

14 Premier of NSW Memo Ethnic Affairs Policy Statements, Guidelines, December 23 1983, p.3

15 Achievements: 1976-1985, note 8, p.2

16 Premier of NSW Memo Annual Reports on Ethnic Affairs Policy Statements, December 1986, p.3

17 Premier of NSW Memo Ethnic Affairs Policy Statements, Management Performance Review and EAPS, September
1987, p.2
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Phase 3: 1988-1995 multicultural governance and the development of the
principles of cultural diversity

By 1988, a new Liberal-National coalition government under Premier Greiner continued
support for the Ethnic Affairs Commission and EAPS. It was apparent to senior management
that the EAPS Program had become embedded into government agencies’ reporting and was
here to stay, regardless of political changes. In 1988, policy implementation of multiculturalism
was reported favourably:
“The NSW Government was the first state government to adopt multiculturalism as
participation and equality of opportunity. Our initiatives are without precedent. In twelve
years we have diversified the full spectrum of government services to ensure equity to

ethnic communities”.'®

However, there was concern expressed by Premier Greiner that EAPS needed to be more
effectively integrated with “other measures to improve overall organisational management”.!”
The 1988 Premier’s memo also raised the possibility of varying the timing of annual reporting
and providing the Ethnic Affairs Commission with “delegated authority to negotiate such

alternatives directly with departments”.?

During this period, the Ethnic Affairs Commission produced the Ethnic Affairs Policy
Statement Strategic Plan, which for the first time defined program-wide indicators, and
EAPS outcomes were included in Senior Executive Service contracts. The Ethnic Affairs
Commission also held annual seminars and meetings for agency officers and produced an
EAPS newsletter. Staffing levels in the Ethnic Affairs Commission increased.

In 1993, under the Fahey government, the ethnic affairs portfolio was transferred from the
Premier’s Department to a new stand-alone Ministry. This period marked an emphasis on
cultural diversity in public policy, focusing more on productive diversity. At the same time,
discussion was taking place nationally under the Hawke-Keating Labor government as well
as in NSW, where the shift was clearly articulated:
“The ethnic affairs policies of the late *70s and early *80s had a very strong equity and
welfare focus. While the government has no wish to relax its commitment to the basic
principles of fairness, access, participation and equity as planks in its ethnic affairs policy,
it has identified a need for certain other principles to be articulated more strongly. In
particular, the value of cultural diversity as an economic and social resource — a sharp

move away from the old ‘deficit model’ of ethnic affairs policy making.”*!

In February 1993, the NSW Charter of Principles for a Culturally Diverse Society was
introduced as the primary instrument for multicultural governance in NSW. For public sector
agencies, Statements of Intent and Charter Implementation Plans replaced EAPS reporting
obligations.

18 NSW Government, The 1988 Ethnic Affairs Policy, 1988. p.2

19 Premier of NSW Memo Ethnic Affairs Policy Statements, Interim Ministerial Review July 1988

20 Tbid

21 NSW Government, New South Wales Government Achievements and Strategies in Ethnic Affairs: Volume 1,
Achievements 1988-1994, January 1995, p.5
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The Charter articulated four principles of cultural diversity which had been implicit in EAPS,
and also emphasised individual and state responsibilities:

1.  Allindividuals in NSW should have the greatest possible opportunity to contribute to,
and participate in, all levels of public life.

2. All individuals and public institutions should respect and accommodate the culture,
language and religion of others within an Australian legal institutional framework
where English is the primary language.

3.  All individuals should have the greatest possible opportunity to make use of and
participate in relevant activities and programs provided and/or administered by NSW
Government institutions.

4.  All NSW public institutions should recognise the linguistic and cultural assets in
the NSW population as a valuable resource and utilise and promote this resource to
maximise the development of the state.??

The associated Handbook for Chief Executives and Senior Managers® states clearly that
the Charter was a public commitment by the government, and public sector managers
were to demonstrate that commitment through their planning and activities. However, the
handbook was equally clear that there is no single prescriptive form for this commitment.
The encouragement to report came not from any legislative mandate, but from the positioning
of the Minister for Multicultural and Ethnic Affairs and the Ethnic Affairs Commission of
NSW as reference points, with the qualifier that “it is in the agency’s interests”?* to provide
relevant information on implementation of the Charter and principles of cultural diversity.

In 1994, the Commission published the Statements of Intent of 88 New South Wales
government agencies, a significant step that made agency multicultural commitments more
visible.?

This period also saw the introduction of designated key agencies, to which the Ethnic Affairs
Commission was required to give priority assistance in the preparation of their Charter
Implementation Plans, and agencies were set mandatory timeframes to lodge their plans.”®

Overall, during this phase the program received greater exposure than previously and was
more readily accessed by public sector agencies.

22 NSW Government and Ethnic Affairs Commission, Charter of Principles For a Culturally Diverse Society: Handbook

for Chief Executives and Senior Managers, 1995

% Ethnic Affairs Commission, Charter of Principles for a Culturally Diverse Society: Handbook for Chief Executives
and Senior Managers, 1986, p.9

24 Ethnic Affairs Commission, Charter of Principles for a Culturally Diverse Society: Handbook for Chief Executives
and Senior Managers, 1986, p.11

% Statements of Intent 1994, Charter of Principles for a Culturally Diverse Society, Ethnic Affairs Commission NSW

2 Ethnic Affairs Commission, Charter of Principles for a Culturally Diverse Society: Handbook for Chief Executives
and Senior Managers, 1986, p.14
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Phase 4: 1995 — multicultural governance consolidation through legislative
reform, the Ethnic Affairs Action Plan 2000 and EAPS

In September 1995, in accordance with its pre-election commitment, the new Carr Labor
Government initiated a review of the Ethnic Affairs Commission Act 1979 and development of
an Ethnic Affairs Action Plan 2000. In May 1996, the government released its Green Paper?’
and in October the White Paper, Building on Our Cultural Diversity: Ethnic Affairs Action
Plan 2000, which proposed crucial legislative changes. The legislation was to be enacted
within the context of new economic priorities:
“Whilst significant progress has been made over the last two decades, the NSW
Government has recognised that new priorities and outcomes are necessary if members
of ethnic communities are to participate fully in the life of the State and the potential
economic value of cultural diversity is to be realised”.?®

The Ethnic Affairs Action Plan 2000 identified four key roles for the NSW Government in
ethnic affairs. These were to:

1. Provide leadership in encouraging and valuing a culturally diverse society and in
promoting social cohesion.

2. Ensure that State Government policy, legal and planning frameworks support our
culturally diverse society.

3.  Ensure access to quality goods and services, and an equitable distribution of those
goods and services.

4. Encourage community development so that, over time, ethnic communities can meet
their own needs and priorities.?

The Ethnic Affairs Action Plan 2000 marks a shift by identifying three issues particularly
crucial to multicultural policy outcomes and results.

1. Social justice: Ensuring that resources are fairly distributed, ethnic communities are
consulted about decisions relating to Government programs and development and
service delivery, the rights and responsibilities of all people are recognised and services
are effectively targeted to meet the needs of members of ethnic communities.

2. Community harmony: Fostering a climate of mutual respect by highlighting the
benefits of cultural diversity to the community, supporting anti-discrimination
measures and promoting and maintaining community harmony. Major issues included
those of cultural identity and shared values. The challenge was to develop a common
understanding that cultural diversity is one of the defining characteristics of a united,
modern Australia.

27 NSW Government, Building on our Cultural Diversity — Draft Report — Review of the Ethnic Affairs Commission Act
1979 and the development of an Ethnic Affairs Action Plan 2000, Green Paper, May 1996

B NSW Government, White Paper Building on Our Cultural Diversity, 1996, note 85, p.4

¥ 1996 White Paper, note 85, p.vi
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3. Economic and cultural opportunities: For the promotion of the benefits of
multiculturalism in the economic and cultural life of the state. This entailed recognising
cultural diversity as a positive force in the development of the state’s economic
opportunities and in enriching community through social and cultural activities.*°

Mandatory reporting and monitoring processes were integral to the plan to ensure “timely
and efficient implementation”.3!

The future structure of multicultural governance was recommended in the Action Plan 2000
and EAPS was reintroduced as the reporting and assessment system. In future, all NSW
Government departments and statutory bodies would be required to produce Statements ...
similar to the previous Implementation Plans under the Charter of Principles for a Culturally
Diverse Society” and these Statements were to ““... document the agency’s strategies to achieve
outcomes in the three Key Result Areas, together with performance indicators and plans for
future action.”? Key agencies would supply an EAPS to the Ethnic Affairs Commission,
consisting of a forward plan and a retrospective report against it.

While a name change for the program was considered, the acronym was retained, and EAPS
would henceforth stand for Ethnic Affairs Priorities Statement Program.

In November 1996, the government enacted legislative reform to create mandatory legislative
obligations for reporting, assessment and the accountability framework of a new multicultural

governance.>?

The reform also:

J gave legislative recognition to the four principles of cultural diversity in the 1993
Charter

o created a new statutory requirement for all public authorities to observe these
principles

. inserted a new objective for the Ethnic Affairs Commission “to promote the social,

cultural, and economic benefits of a culturally diverse society”.

Under the amended Act, Ethnic Affairs Agreements were introduced between one or more
government agencies and the Commission to address issues amenable to joint activity and co-
operation. Selected agencies would be approached to enter into an Ethnic Affairs Agreement
with the Commission to address specific issues and report on them in their annual report.

In terms of public accountability, most significantly the amendment of the Annual Reports
(Departments) Regulation 1997 required each agency to publish in its annual report a report
on EAPS progress and future strategies.

301996 White Paper, note 85, p.vii

311996 White Paper, note 85, p.52

321996 White Paper, NSW Ethnic Affairs Action Plan 2000, p.52
3 Ethnic Affairs Commission Amendment Act 1996 (NSW)

w
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The Ethnic Affairs Commission would also be required to prepare, and submit to the Minister,
an annual Ethnic Affairs Report. The report would include an overview of progress made in
implementing the Action Plan 2000 and would report on achievements and outcomes made
through agencies’ EAPS and Ethnic Affairs Agreements. The Minister would be required to
table the report in Parliament.>*

In April 1999, Premier Carr announced that the title of the Ethnic Affairs portfolio would
change to the Citizenship portfolio.*® The government stated that the title of Minister for
Citizenship went beyond the legal definition of naturalisation, to underline the meaning of
citizenship as membership of a “harmonious” linguistically, ethnically, religiously and racially
diverse and inclusive society which “celebrates”™ cultural diversity while emphasising shared
civic values and adherence to the principles of democracy and the rule of law.*

At the same time, Premier Carr announced that the Ethnic Affairs Commission would be
restructured as a new Community Relations Commission.?” In June 1999, the government®
outlined this change and in September 1999 introduced into parliament, the Community
Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Bill 1999. Symbolism was extremely
important in the debate that followed. A General Purpose Standing Committee Report of the
New South Wales Parliament on the Bill, published in May 2000, noted that the name change
was the “most contentious issue arising from the Bill’*° and that “the great majority of the
evidence... supported a view that the name ‘Community Relations Commission’ would be
enhanced by a reference to multiculturalism”.*® The report recommended amending the Bill
to incorporate the terms “For a multicultural NSW” as the title of the Commission.*!

Premier Carr set out in a submission, the strengthening of EAPS that subsequently occurred
with the new legislation:
“Anumber of agencies are not clearly included in the scope of the existing EAPS Program,
such as local government, public institutions such as the New Children’s Hospital and
corporatised bodies. Many of these organisations, especially local councils, are publicly
funded and provide important human services that will not necessarily service all sectors
of the community.

The new Bill will extend the range of the EAPS Program by broadening the definition of public
authority. The existing definition is based on the liability of an organisation to be audited by the
Auditor General, rather than on the requirement to report under the Public Finance and Audit
Act as now applies under the Ethnic Affairs Commission Act 1979 (as amended).

3 Ethnic Affairs Commission Amendment Act 1996 (NSW)

3 General Purpose Standing Committee No 1 report, note 76, pxvii.a Community Relations Commission, June 1999, p.3

3 Ethnic Affairs Commission of NSW, The Way Forward: A Consultation Document leading to a Community Relations
Commission, June 1999, p.3

371999 Consultation Document, p.2

31999 Consultation Document, note 105

¥ General Purpose Standing Committee No 1 Report, p.31

4 General Purpose Standing Committee No 1 Report, note 76, p.31

4 General Purpose Standing Committee No 1 Report, note 76, p.56
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The Bill requires the Community Relations Commission to add a further dimension to assess
progress on the implementation of programs and services for our culturally diverse population by
NSW Government agencies. The Bill will lend legislative support for the self-assessments that
currently occur under the EAPS Standards Framework. While in practice, these self-assessments
are considered by the Ethnic Affairs Commission in light of community feedback, the new
Community Relations Commission will be specifically required to broaden and therefore enhance
the assessment process”.*?

Premier Carr’s submission is an important statement of both the importance of EAPS in multicultural
governance and a milestone in the establishment and consolidation of EAPS as an accountability and
reporting system. The ensuing Community Relations Commission and Multiculturalism Act 2000
restated and re-framed the four principles of cultural diversity, as principles of multiculturalism.*
Equally significantly, the foundational principles of citizenship were framed within the context of
multiculturalism and were to be construed in relation:

“to the rights and responsibilities of all people in a multicultural society where there is: (a) a

recognition of the importance of shared values within a democratic framework governed by the

rule of law; and (b) a unifying commitment to Australia, its interests and future”. *

Additionally under the Act, compliance by government departments and agencies with the
principles of multiculturalism in the exercise of their powers and duties is mandated and
obligatory.*® The new Act has three important aspects that marked the emergence of a new
multicultural governance:

1. The Act lists objectives and functions for the new Commission that differ in some
respects from the previous Act. A significant new objective is “the promotion of
the principles of multiculturalism and the advantages of a multicultural society”.*
The new Commission has the functions “to assist and assess the effectiveness of

747 and to “facilitate

public authorities in observing the principles of multiculturalism
cooperative arrangements involving governmental, business, educational and
community groups or bodies to promote its objectives”*®. The legislation represented
a considerable strengthening of the mandated multicultural governance requirements
of government agencies and departments, in comparison to requirements in the Ethnic

Affairs Commission Act 1979.

2. Similar to the previous requirement for the Ethnic Affairs Commission to prepare an
ethnic affairs report, the new Commission is required to report annually to the Minister
on “the state of community relations in NSW as affected by cultural diversity, including
an assessment of the effectiveness of public authorities in observing the principles of
multiculturalism”.* Parliamentary oversight of the policy implementation is maintained
by the requirement for the Minister to annually table the report in Parliament.

42 Submission No 42, the Hon Bob Carr MP, Premier and Minister for Citizenship, pp.8-9 to the Inquiry Into Multicultur-

alism — Interim Report, General Purpose Standing Committee No.1, 31 May 2000
# Section 3 Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act 2000 5.3 1(a)-(d)
“ Ibid s.3 1(2)
4 Ibid s.3 1(4)
% Ibid s.12 3 12(e)
47 Ibid s.13 3(g)
*# Ibid s.12 3 13(e)
4 Tbid s.14 3(1)
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3. The Act requires the Commission to establish advisory councils for regional areas of the state,
providing a stronger focus outside metropolitan areas.>

There was a significant shift from institutionalising community diversity to promoting
constitutional and social unity in the new Act. Recognition of diversity was narrowed to culture.
Multiculturalism is defined as encompassing a number of separate and quite distinct components
which could overlap:

a) programs and service delivery
b)  maintenance of community harmony

c) promotion of economic benefits of cultural diversity.

EAPS was maintained and developed specifically to address issues arising from religious, ethnic
and linguistic diversity in government and government funded programs.

In May 2002, the NSW Government released the Commission’s evaluation of the Action Plan
2000 with a Green Paper, Cultural Harmony: The Next Decade 2002-2012, which invited public
comment. In May 2006, the government published a White Paper with the same title, which
summarised the issues raised in the public consultations, referred to government initiatives, and
outlined the Community Relations Plan of Action 2012.'

The White Paper, Cultural Harmony: The Next Decade 2002-2012, (p.66) defined the policy
context of EAPS:
“EAPS is a measure of agency performance where the needs of culturally diverse clients are fully
integrated into core business, which in turn results in quality service delivery within the framework
of the principles of multiculturalism and social justice obligations”.

The EAPS accountability process that emerged from the White Paper, Cultural Harmony: The
Next Decade 2002-2012, has five crucial characteristics.

1. A practical measure of government performance: EAPS is principally focused on performance
and service delivery. It applies generic measurement and assessment criteria to the provision
of services to the New South Wales community.

2. An integration of multicultural policy and service delivery: EAPS principles are to be integrated
into agency governance. The function of EAPS is to ensure that multicultural policy is not
marginalised or becomes discretionary.

3. A quality service delivery and policy implementation: EAPS requires transparent, reported and
accountable governance standards.

4. Mandatory multicultural values and principles: The legislated principles of multiculturalism
ensure a stable and mandated policy context for EAPS.

5. Social justice: EAPS is an essential component of the implementation by government of policy
committed to a fair society, based on the equal worth of all of its members.

50 Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act 2000 s.10
St NSW Government, Cultural Harmony The Next Decade 2002-2012: Report on the responses to the Green Paper and
development of the Community Relations Plan of Action 2012, White Paper, May 2006, p.66
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While the policy context of EAPS had undergone significant conceptual change, it is
remarkable that in the White Paper, Cultural Harmony: The Next Decade 2002-2012, the
objective of EAPS to oversight the integration of multicultural policy into government
structures and processes was almost identical with the foundational EAPS memo issued by
Premier Wran in 1983. However, an additional four key objectives were set:

1. Leadership.

2 Community harmony.

3. Access and equity within a framework of social justice obligations.
4

Economic and cultural opportunities.

The White Paper, Cultural Harmony:The Next Decade 2002-2012, stated that these key
objectives flowed from the principles of multiculturalism and articulated the government’s
aims and commitment to the results expected from NSW Government agencies. The key
objectives and provisions of the Act were to be addressed by agencies through the development
of their corporate plan, which was to be linked with its EAPS and business plans.

This effectively meant the White Paper had brought into alignment the principles of
multiculturalism with the state’s new four key objectives, which became the overarching
objectives of EAPS.

The EAPS Program was to remain the cornerstone for service provision by public sector
agencies, and the main mechanism for the Commission to assess and report on the effectiveness
of public authorities in observing the principles of multiculturalism. The plan required a review
of the implementation of the principles of multiculturalism and the objectives in 2008.

In November 2006, the Review of the Community Relations Commission and Principles of
Multiculturalism Act 2000, under the requirements of Section 27 of the Act was completed.
Recommendation 12 related directly to EAPS and recommended amending Section 14(3) of
the Act to furnish the report to the Minister before the end of April on the year following the
year to which the report relates.’> The review commented that the EAPS enabling provisions
under Section 14 are “appropriate”, and:

“are perhaps stronger than the Victorian legislation with regard to the assessment

and monitoring of public authorities in their observance of the principles of

multiculturalism ”.%3

32 New South Wales Government, Review of the Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism
Act 2000, November 2006, p.70

3 New South Wales Government, Review of the Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism
Act 2000, November 2006, p.63
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Introduction of the Standards Framework 1998

The EAPS Standards Framework is one of the most significant developments to strengthen New
South Wales’ accountability and multicultural governance framework. It was developed and
introduced during 1998 as a management tool to assist mainly key agencies to develop an EAPS
and integrate it into their planning cycle. The framework changed EAPS into a comprehensive
and objective performance measurement. The framework is comprised of five criteria and five
performance level assessment standards (Appendix H).

The five-by-five matrix is used to assess agency performance. The assessment is conducted by
the agency with the Commission providing an independent assessment of the level attained.
The Standards Framework transformed EAPS from an agency self-reporting, self-performance
assessment model to a qualitatively different and more sophisticated reporting and objective
performance measurement audit model.

The Commission undertakes two critical roles in the assessment:

1. Moderating agency assessment to ensure accurate and consistent ratings across agencies.
2. Aggregating agency assessment in the form of the annual Community Relations Report to
Parliament.

A major benefit of the five-by-five matrix and the moderating and aggregation role of the
Commission was that performance improvements could be tracked over time. This is critical to
improving performance. There are approximately 200 NSW Government agencies obliged to
develop an EAPS and report on progress in their annual report. Up to 20 agencies are nominated
by the Minister as requiring special consultation with the Commission in the preparation of their
EAPS. These agencies, termed key agencies, use the Standards Framework. The applicability of
the Standards Framework across such a diversity of agency types is a challenge. By focusing on
key agencies, but ensuring that non-key agencies also address cultural and linguistic diversity
through EAPS, the Commission works to influence agencies and have a greater impact in focusing
on outcomes.

NSW Government context

Global budgeting

Multicultural governance exists within a broader framework of government public sector concerns.
EAPS is currently a performance accountability system derived from and adapted to multicultural
policy frameworks and goals. Performance based budgeting (PBB) emerged in the 1980s. While
no standard definition of PBB exists,** a review of the literature suggests that it is commonly
accepted to mean the allocation of funds to achieve programmatic goals and objectives, as well
as giving some indication or measurement of work, efficiency and/or effectiveness™.

% Joyce PG, 1999, “Performance Based Budgeting”, (ed) RT Meyers Handbook of Government Budgeting, San
Francisco, Jossey-Bass Publishers, p.598

Epstein PD, 1984, Using performance measurement in local government: A guide to improving decisions, perform-
ance and accountability, New York, Van Nostrand Reinhold Company Inc., pp.6 -7; Snell R and Hayes K, 1993,
Performance Budgeting and the States, Nebraska Legislative Appropriations Committee, Lincoln, Nebraska, p.1;
Garsombke HP and Shrad J, 1999, “Performance measurement systems: Results from a city to state survey”,
Government Finance Review, February, p.9
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The introduction of global budgeting in recent years gave administration the freedom to manage
costs within a total spending limit. However, it hampered the ability of agencies to attribute budget
spending to all EAPS activities and arguably contributed to a reduction of financial reporting in
EAPS.

Red Tape Review

In February 2006, the NSW Government announced a number of initiatives to reduce excessive
regulations that is considered redundant or overly bureaucratic and hinders or prevents action or
decision making within government. The Internal Government Red Tape Review examined red
tape that NSW Government agencies create which affect other agencies. The review reported
in two stages. In December 2006, the Budget Committee of Cabinet endorsed the Stage 1
recommendations of the Review, Stage 2 flowed from those recommendations and included an
assessment of the impact of EAPS reporting on other government agencies. Generally, the Review
was favorable to EAPS and assessed its value highly by finding that:

. on balance, the benefits of EAPS planning and reporting outweigh the costs

. no agency participating in the review questioned or challenged the fundamental policy and
principles of multiculturalism, showing the EAPS Program was widely accepted

. while EAPS alone cannot account for the increased support for cultural diversity, there is
evidence that EAPS planning and reporting by state agencies has given multiculturalism a
greater visibility and acceptance than it might otherwise have had.*

The Review reported to Cabinet on EAPS with supportive recommendations, specifically two
which are relevant to this review:
“Recommendation 13.1: That the Community Relations Commission undertake an education
campaign for agencies on the requirements and underlying purpose of the Ethnic Affairs Priorities
Statement (EAPS), providing examples of reports required. This could be done when advising
agencies of the outcome of the Strategic Framework review.
Recommendation 13.2: That agencies with fewer than 200 staff be exempt from annual EAPS
reporting requirements, and only be required to report every three years”.%’

The State Plan: A new direction for New South Wales

The State Plan was released in November 2006 and set priorities for government over the next
10 years. The plan includes 34 priorities and 60 associated targets to deliver better services and
improve accountability across the public sector. Accountability and performance reporting and
assessment are integral to the plan’s strategy and integrity:

% Review of Internal Government Red Tape, Ethnic Affairs Priorities Statement (EAPS), April 2008
57 Review of Internal Government Red Tape, Ethnic Affairs Priorities Statement (EAPS), April 2008
http://www.dpc.nsw.gov.au/publications/memos_and_circulars/circulars/2007/c2007-26
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“This State Plan is designed for delivery. The priorities have been defined in specific,
measurable terms so that they can drive action and so actions can be assessed to see if
they have produced the desired outcomes. In addition, this State Plan ushers in a wide
range of changes to the way government is conducted in NSW, to ensure an unwavering
focus on delivery. Transparent reporting of results will occur so that the community can

judge whether or not the government is delivering real results .

While there is no explicit reference to multicultural policy in the State Plan, Priority R4:
“Increased participation and integration in community languages”, captures the commitment
to improving outcomes for the people of New South Wales from different linguistic, cultural
and religious backgrounds. In defining the targets which must be addressed under this priority,
the State Plan acknowledges that the NSW Government is already committed to a number
of actions to support communities in building harmony and increasing participation. These
include ““.... implementing the White Paper, Cultural Harmony: The Next Decade 2002-2012,
and the Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act 2000
The Chief Executive Officers of NSW Government agencies are responsible for delivering
the priorities and targets of the State Plan and, as a further accountability measure, the NSW
Government publishes a State Plan Annual Report.

Conclusion: EAPS is an innovative and resilient accountability
governance system

EAPS was a landmark in early application of governance principles which seem commonplace
today. In 1983, it was a genuinely innovative and ground-breaking approach to the
requirement that government be accountable in applying important policy commitments
and services to society. Accountability is the core focus of governance and a driving force
of contemporary governance strategies. Performance accountability embraces an additional
element of assessment and measurement of the effectiveness and achievement of policy
goals and objectives. While a variety of strategies and tools have been used for performance
accountability in contemporary public administration, EAPS has been remarkably resilient
and enduring as a performance accountability governance system.

Multiculturalism has had the enduring characteristic of being a contested concept during its
long history as a social policy in New South Wales and Australia. Paradoxically, while the
concept of multiculturalism has been contested, the governance structure of those policies
has been remarkably enduring and consistent. The EAPS Program has stood the test of time
with bipartisan political support as an important performance accountability system for over
25 years of public administration. EAPS was and remains a critical oversight and guarantor
of government’s commitment to access, equity and participation with an increasing focus on
cultural and economic opportunities for a socially diverse and dynamic community.

58 NSW Government, 4 new direction for NSW: State Plan, November 2006, p.137
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SECTION 3: HOW DOES THE EAPS PROGRAM COMPARE?

Multicultural governance in Australia

While multicultural governance is an enveloping term which captures the institutionalisation
of multicultural policy in the legislation, structures and processes of the state, it is important
to note that the term has been used quite narrowly. In this section it essentially refers to
mechanisms employed in different jurisdictions to ensure that public agencies uphold and
implement the multicultural policies of the government. Therefore, this section is concerned
with formal structures to make public agencies accountable.

Australia is a diverse and dynamic society with a large variety of languages, cultures and
religions. In response to this diversity, in the late 1970s the NSW Government developed the
first policy of multiculturalism governing any state. In subsequent years, differing ways of
addressing multicultural governance evolved in Australia’s eight states and territories.

The purpose of this section is to map the institutionalisation of multicultural policy in New
South Wales, other Australian jurisdictions and other countries with comparable systems of
government and social composition.> There is vast literature relating to multiculturalism
and multicultural policy and it is not the purpose of this section to review that (Appendix
C). However, for the purposes of contextual relevance, multiculturalism is defined broadly
as a public policy which recognises racial and cultural differences in society and encourages
their legitimacy and expression as constituent elements of a national social order.®

Multicultural governance in Australia is founded on a number of international acts,
declarations and covenants that Australia has signed. They establish binding and contextual
legal obligations on the commonwealth and state governments. The principal instruments

are:

o the Universal Declaration of Human Rights

o the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights

o the International Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Racial
Discrimination

o the Declaration of the Elimination of all Forms of Racial Discrimination

o the Declaration on the Elimination of All Forms of Intolerance and of Discrimination

Against Women

o the International Convention on the Rights of the Child.

When these instruments underpin multicultural governance, they provide strong human
rights arguments in support of the principles of multiculturalism. Importantly, these
binding international instruments provide a global commonality that is useful in mapping
comparisons.

% All state and territory department and agency web sites were sighted, parliamentary reports read and all relevant
legislation sighted.
' Fleras A and Elliott JL, 1992, Multiculturalism in Canada: The Challenge of Diversity, Scarborough: Nelson Canada.
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It is relevant, however, to note that governance mechanisms need not be based in legislative
terms to be effective, and certain jurisdictions may have governance mechanisms directed at
the community or non-public sector by electing to invest more of their multicultural efforts into
resourcing the community directly, rather than through public sector service delivery, or by less
formal mechanisms than legislation.

For example, while legislative accountability measures are important, the strength of multicultural
governance in New South Wales is as much based on a coherent and consistent evolution of policy,

defined through a developing set of state-wide services and agency-specific programs.

It is important to note also that this report does not detail other forms of multicultural governance,
or their effectiveness or otherwise in other jurisdictions.

New South Wales

In NSW, the Community Relations Commission and Multiculturalism Act 2000 provides a legislative
definition of multiculturalism which is binding on the state under which all individuals:

. have the greatest possible opportunity to contribute to, and participate in, all levels of public
life
. respect and make provision for the culture, language and religion of others within an Australian

legal and institutional framework where English is the common language

. have the greatest possible opportunity to make use of and participate in activities and programs
provided by the state

. should recognise the social linguistic and cultural assets as a valuable resource and promote
this resource to maximise the development of the state.

In New South Wales, the government and its agencies are mandated to implement multicultural
policies and services, in accordance with a prescribed governance model which includes legislative
obligations and the development of a transparent reporting framework.

The Ethnic Affairs Priorities Statement (EAPS) Program and its Standards Framework is the
primary mechanism for multicultural governance in New South Wales. This report recognises
the EAPS Program as a rule-structured performance assessment system which is mandated by
statute. Rule-based governance structures rely for their formation and effectiveness on a political
culture that respects the values on which they are based.

The aim of the EAPS Program is to provide improved outcomes for culturally and linguistically
diverse clients of human services and government in NSW. It operates as a comprehensive standard
performance measurement tool, streamed into five activity areas:

. planning and evaluation

. program and service delivery
. staffing

. communication

. funded services.
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Each agency’s Chief Executive Officer is responsible for ensuring that policies and services
address each of the five activity areas relating to cultural diversity and the principles of
multiculturalism.

Identified key agencies are also required to self-assess their activities in each of the five areas
and assign a level of competency on a scale of 1 to 5. The EAPS Program is a development of
previous measurement systems that were principally a simple assessment and self reporting
requirement for government agencies providing services to a culturally and linguistically diverse
community.

Section 14 of the Community Relations Commission and Multiculturalism Act 2000 provides
that the Commission must prepare a report every calendar year on “the state of community
relations in NSW as affected by cultural diversity”. This report is to include an “assessment of
the effectiveness of public authorities in observing the principles of multiculturalism™ (s.14 (1)),
which is primarily informed by agency response to the EAPS Program. The report, which may
include recommendations of the Commission on any relevant matters, is to be furnished to the
Minister before the end of March in the year following the year to which the report relates. The
Minister is to provide a copy of the report before each House of Parliament within 14 sitting days
of the House after receiving the report (s.14 (2)-(4)).

The Act does not establish a binding obligation on state agencies, nor does it require them to
report in a prescriptive form. However, the particularity of multicultural governance in New
South Wales is found in the statutory obligation under annual reporting legislation to provide
non-discretionary assessment and accountability documentation and data in the form of an Ethnic
Affairs Priorities Statement (EAPS).

The statutory basis of EAPS is provided by the Annual Reports (Departments) Act 1985 and
Annual Reports (Statutory Bodies) Act 1984 which require all public agencies to prepare a
“report on operations” every year, with some exemptions. Schedule 1 of the Regulations for
each of those Acts lists operations for which a report must be made. Those currently include
the agency’s charter, its aims and objectives, management and structure, financial dealings and
implementation of other state policy commitments such as the Disability Action Plan and Equal
Employment Opportunity statements.

Schedule 1 also lists the making of an Ethnic Affairs Priorities Statement which is:
“A statement setting out the progress in implementing the [ Department’s/Statutory Body’s] ethnic
affairs priorities statement, the key ethnic affairs strategies proposed by the [Department/ Statutory
Body] for the following year and information as to the ethnic affairs priorities statements of any
bodies reporting to the [Department/ Statutory Body].”

In this way, there is a loosely prescriptive manner and form to the reporting requirements of
government agencies.
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Sections 6 and 5A of the respective Acts provide that when an agency is required under any
other act or regulation to report on any operational matter annually, it shall be sufficient if that
is incorporated into the agency’s annual report. To the extent of any inconsistency with other
legislation or regulation, the Annual Reports Acts shall prevail. Thus, the requirement to prepare
an EAPS report cannot be derogated.

This legislative framework establishes a mandatory accountability and performance assessment
system. The elements of mandatory reporting obligations on all government departments are in a
specified manner and form, coordinated by a dedicated agency reporting to parliament. This creates
a transparent and strong accountability and performance assessment process. This governance
system with EAPS at its core is the most comprehensive reporting system of the jurisdictions
surveyed in mapping multicultural governance.

Victoria

The Victorian Multicultural Commission is an independent statutory authority that was established
in 1983 under the name of the Victorian Ethnic Affairs Commission. The Commission now
operates under the Multicultural Victoria Act 2004.

The Multicultural Victoria Act 2004 enshrines the following multicultural principles:
. an entitlement to mutual respect and understanding regardless of background

. a duty on all Victorians to promote and preserve diversity within the context of shared laws,
values, aspirations and responsibilities

. a demonstrated ability of all Victorians to work together to build a positive and progressive
future

. a responsibility for all Victorians to abide by the state’s laws and respect democratic
processes.

The purpose of the Multicultural Victoria Act 2004 is to establish these Victorian principles of
multiculturalism, and associated reporting requirements for government departments. Section 19
of the Act provides that, as soon as practicable after the end of each financial year, each department
head must prepare and submit to the Minister a report on:

(a)  the use of language services by the department
(b)  communications in languages other than English made by the department

(c) any major improvements made, or initiatives developed, by the department that promote
multiculturalism in Victoria and meet the identified needs of Victoria’s culturally and
linguistically diverse communities

(d)  the extent to which people from different cultural and linguistic backgrounds are represented
on boards and committees established by the department or for which the department is
administratively responsible.
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Under section 20 the Minister may direct a department head:
(a) toinclude in a report under section 19 of the Multicultural Victoria Act 2004, or

(b) alternatively provide the Minister with any additional information that the Minister considers
appropriate and is relevant to his or her reporting requirements under section 21 of the
Multicultural Victoria Act 2004.

Section 21 sets out the reporting requirements of the Minister:

(1)  The Minister must prepare in respect of each financial year a report consolidating information
submitted to him or her by department heads in respect of that year under section 19

(2) The Minister must cause the report prepared under subsection (1) in respect of a financial year to
be laid before each House of Parliament before the end of the next following financial year.

There have been, to date, no Regulations gazetted by the Victorian Parliament that establish
the content of the reporting requirements. While there is a mandatory reporting requirement to
the Victorian Parliament, its manner and form is highly discretionary, in contrast to New South
Wales where reporting is highly prescriptive. The wide discretion in the assessment requirements
mitigates against the collection and utilisation of comparative data and assessment. It is unclear
if there is a generic assessment system used in the reporting requirements.

The Charter of Human Rights and Responsibilities Act 2006 enshrines civil and political rights,
and some cultural rights into Victorian law, further strengthening the aforementioned multicultural
principles. In addition, the Racial and Religious Tolerance Act, and the Equal Opportunity and
Tolerance Legislation (Amendment) Bill 2006 seek to protect Victorians from extreme and serious
cases of vilification.

In comparing NSW and Victoria with other states and territories, it should also be noted that they
have significantly higher immigrant populations in terms of numbers and the range of communities
represented, than any other state or territory. According to the 2001 Census, 63 per cent of all
overseas born resided in NSW or Victoria with 80 per cent of those preferring to live in major
urban areas in relatively close proximity to family and/or community members.®'

Queensland

Since 1998, multicultural governance in Queensland has been based on the Multicultural
Queensland Policy (now called Multicultural Queensland - making a world of difference).®

The policy requires the incorporation of multicultural performance indicators into the performance
agreements of Chief Executive Officers of Queensland government agencies. Agencies must
also develop annual multicultural action plans and report on their implementation in their annual
report.

1 Australian Bureau of Statistics, 4102.0 Australian Social Trends 2004, Where do the overseas born population live?
http://www.abs.gov.au 2004
2 http://www.multicultural.qld.gov.au/about-mag/multicultural-action-plans/
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Multicultural Affairs Queensland is responsible for coordinating a whole-of-government approach
to implementing Multicultural Queensland — making a world of difference, and a report to
government on implementation of the policy. The Interdepartmental Committee on Multicultural
Affairs provides a mechanism for agencies to collaborate on the implementation of the Cultural
Diversity Support Strategy and the Government Service Delivery Strategy. These strategies are
drawn from the four principles of the commonwealth Charter for Public Service in a Culturally
Diverse Society, and contain requirements for data collection, consultation, interpreter services,
skills development and specific areas of need.

Multicultural governance in Queensland has no legislative structure in force, and is a highly
discretionary monitoring and reporting system with weak accountability and performance
assessment systems.

South Australia

The principal multicultural governance structure is Multicultural South Australia, which is located
within the Attorney General’s justice portfolio and incorporates the South Australia Multicultural
and Ethnic Affairs Commission.

Multicultural South Australia declares a vision to achieve an open, inclusive, cohesive and
equitable multicultural society, where cultural, linguistic, religious and productive diversity is
understood, valued and supported.®® Key objectives of Multicultural South Australia are to increase
awareness, understanding and appreciation of cultural and linguistic diversity in the community
and advise government on all matters pertaining to multicultural and ethnic affairs. In South
Australia, multicultural governance is confined to policy statements and is highly declaratory
with governance structures largely advisory, with no powers or structure to monitor or assess
performance.

Tasmania

The principal governance structure is Multicultural Tasmania which is located within the
Department of Premier and Cabinet. Its functions are to coordinate the whole-of-government
policy development and planning under the Multicultural Policy, conduct consultations with
organisations and stakeholders in the community and across government on multicultural affairs, as
well as developing cooperative relationships with other spheres of government to more effectively
manage diversity issues.*

Multicultural governance in Tasmania is principally grounded in the coordination and facilitation
model of multicultural policy planning and implementation. There are no specific diversity
governance performance assessment structures or processes in the governance system.

8 http://www.multicultural.sa.gov.au/AboutUs.htm
6 http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/divisions/cdd/multitas/our_role and_services
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Western Australia

The Office of Multicultural Interests coordinates the development of state government policies
and programs to promote multiculturalism and improve services to Western Australians from
diverse cultural, linguistic and religious backgrounds.

A Western Australia Charter of Multiculturalism was launched in 2004 to explicitly recognise
linguistic, religious, racial and ethnic diversity and to promote equal rights, participation and
responsibilities of all Western Australians within an inclusive society. It has four principles: civic
values, fairness, equality and participation.

The Charter has six objectives to:

. facilitate the inclusion and empowerment of members of all communities as full and equal
members of the Australian community, enjoying the rights and duties of a shared citizenship

. encourage a sense of Australian identity and belonging as citizens, within a multicultural
society
. ensure that all individuals and minority groups, recognising the unique status of Aboriginal

people, receive equal and appropriate treatment and protection under the law

. enable the recognition and appreciation of the diverse cultures and backgrounds from which
members of the Western Australian community are drawn

. remove all barriers to equal participation in, and enjoyment of, all aspects of society — social,
political, cultural and economic

. foster the recognition of the achievements of, and contributions to, the Western Australian
community of all individuals regardless of their origins, perceived ‘race’, culture, religion and
nationality.

Western Australian multicultural governance is unique in its explicit reference to indigenous
peoples within the context of multicultural policy. Governance of the Charter is confined, however,
to largely declaratory standards and policy without any systemic accountability and performance
assessment structures or processes.

Australian Capital Territory

The principal multicultural governance structure is the Office of Multicultural and Community
Affairs, based in the Chief Minister’s Department. It provides advice to the Minister on issues
affecting people from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds. The aim is to ensure
the implementation of multicultural principles and policy. Multicultural governance in the ACT
is principally declaratory and advisory without specific performance assessment structures and
process. All ACT Government agencies are to report on their performance against the ACT
Multicultural Strategy 2006-2009 in their annual reports.*

% http://www.omi.wa.gov.au/omi_charter.asp
% http://www.dhcs.act.gov.au/_data/assets/pdf file/0014/5027/multicultural_strategy.pdf
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Further, through the Human Rights Act 2004, everyone in the Australian Capital Territory is entitled
to live in a community that builds a culture of respect for civil and political rights. Section 27 of
the Act states that “anyone who belongs to an ethnic, religious or linguistic minority must not be
denied the right, with other members of the minority, to enjoy his or her culture, to declare and
practice his or her religion, or to use his or her language”.

Northern Territory

The Office of Multicultural Affairs is a part of the Community Engagement Division in the
Northern Territory Department of the Chief Minister.

The objective of the Office is to “maximise migrant and ethnic people’s participation in the
social, cultural and economic development of the Northern Territory”. Building on the Territory s
Diversity® is the first multicultural policy for the Territory. The policy establishes four principles
which guide the development of policies and programs of the government:

. valuing diversity

. fair access

. encouraging participation
. mutual respect.

Government agencies report on progress against the principles annually, with a report to be tabled
by the Minister for Multicultural Affairs for public release. The report includes agency updates
and an overview of key achievements, outcomes and emerging issues that affect migrant and
ethnic Territorians.

The Office also provides a range of services, including interpreters and translators, overseas
qualifications and ethnic affairs sponsorship. Multicultural governance in the Northern Territory
is principally organised as a service delivery model without specific performance assessment
governance systems.

The commonwealth and multicultural governance

In Australia, the Commonwealth Government is responsible for immigration and entry to Australia.
The history of the development of multiculturalism on a national level is critical to understanding
the current commonwealth multicultural governance mechanisms.

Until the mid 1960s, the Commonwealth Government employed discriminatory practices to
shape migration (commonly known as the White Australia Policy) and a policy of assimilation
which required migrants to become culturally indistinguishable from the broader population. In
the mid 1960s there was a minor shift to the policy of integration which did not demand cultural
abandonment, but equally did not encourage promotion of cultural diversity.

7 http://www.dcm.nt.gov.au/_data/assets/pdf file/0004/43753/Multicultural Policy.pdf
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In 1973, the then Labor Immigration Minister Al Grassby, introduced the term multiculturalism into
the government lexicon and by 1975 the Racial Discrimination Act outlawed discrimination on the
basis of race, colour, national or ethnic origin in a number of areas. By 1978, the Commonwealth
Government under Malcolm Fraser adopted a policy of multiculturalism, influenced by the
Galbally report on migrant services which emphasised the changing nature of Australian society
and the benefits of cultural diversity.*® This period also marked the introduction of an Ethnic Affairs
Branch in the Department of Immigration, Ethnic Affairs Councils, migrant resource centres, the
Special Broadcasting Service (SBS) and the Australian Institute of Multicultural Affairs.

In 1985 the Hawke government introduced the Access and Equity Plans Strategy which compelled
Ministers whose portfolios significantly impacted on immigrants to submit statements on measures
by agencies under their portfolio to ensure access and equity to services. In 1987 the Office of
Multicultural Affairs in the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet was established to advise
the Prime Minister on multicultural issues and build bridges between community and government.
The primary focus was research and policy advice.

The first real political opposition to multiculturalism began in 1988 following the Fitzgerald
report on immigration. The Howard Coalition Opposition began to promote the concept of
loyalty to Australia over cultural ties. This theme survived throughout Howard’s service as Prime
Minister.

In 1989 the Commonwealth Government responded with the National Agenda for Multicultural
Australia® which reaffirmed the commitment to multiculturalism, including indigenous
Australians, with the qualifier that a unifying commitment to Australia and respect for the
country’s basic structures, laws and principles of society were integral to multiculturalism. Thus,
multiculturalism began to be viewed as a system of rights and responsibilities which would be
echoed in the 1993 NSW Charter of Principles for a Culturally Diverse Society and Community
Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act 2000. While the national agenda
anticipated a Multicultural Act, it was never passed because the issue had become politically
controversial by 1990.7° The 1989 agenda was reviewed and updated in 19997! and 20037 as the
New Agenda.

When the Howard Coalition Government was elected in 1996, it implemented a change of
terminology from ethnic to multicultural affairs, and transferred responsibility to the Immigration
Department.

% 2007 Roth, L, Multiculturalism, Briefing Paper N0.9/07, NSW Parliamentary Library Research Service, June, p. 20

% National Agenda for a Multicultural Australia, Commonwealth of Australia, National Agenda for a Multicultural

Australia, Australian Government Publishing Service, Canberra, 1989, vi

Jupp, J From White Australia to Woomera: The Story of Australian Immigration, Cambridge University Press (2007)

New Agenda for Multicultural Australia, Commonwealth of Australia, New Agenda for Multicultural Australia,

Australian Government Publishing Service, Canberra, 1999, p.6

2" The 2003 update to the New Agenda, Commonwealth of Australia, ‘Multicultural Australia: United in Diversity’,
Australian Government Publishing Service, Canberra, 2003, p.6
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In 1998, the government launched the Charter of Public Service in a Culturally Diverse Society.
The Charter was endorsed by Australian, State and Territory governments and by the Australian
Local Government Association, but did not have legislative status. It required Australian
government agencies to build cultural diversity considerations into strategic planning, policy
development, budgeting and reporting processes on government service delivery. Australian
government agencies were required to report annually to the Department of Immigration and
Citizenship on progress in implementing the Charter’s principles. The term multiculturalism was
qualified as Australian multiculturalism in an attempt to highlight shared Australian values and
introduce four principles of multiculturalism:

. civic duty

. cultural respect

. social equity

. productive diversity.

By 2006 the Howard Coalition Government announced that multiculturalism was no longer the
best reflection of the government’s intentions, and the preferred term and political emphasis would
be on citizenship. The then Department of Immigration, Multicultural and Indigenous Affairs
was renamed to the Department of Immigration and Citizenship and plans were implemented to
introduce a citizenship test for all prospective immigrants to demonstrate their knowledge of the
English language and Australia, and the associated responsibilities and privileges of living here,
along with a commitment to Australia’s values.”

In 2007, the Rudd Labor Government came to power and made many significant changes to the
operation of Australian immigration services. A new portfolio area of social inclusion was created,
with the Deputy Prime Minister designated as Minister for Social Inclusion. The Department
of Immigration and Citizenship was retained to focus on immigration matters, while the Social
Inclusion Unit in the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet and the Australian Social Inclusion
Board were responsible for social issues arising from the migration experience.

Social inclusion assumes a profoundly different philosophical approach to multiculturalism. Its
foundation lies in the impact or outcomes of social policy and the social experience on individuals,
and how those individuals can be incorporated into a broader social context. Multiculturalism
focuses on the collective experiences of different communities as they interact with one another,
addressing any challenges or opportunities. Thus, under social inclusion there is an emphasis

on:
. reducing disadvantage

. increasing social, civil and economic participation

. a greater voice, combined with greater responsibility.

3 Australian Government, ‘Questions and Answers on Citizenship Test’, accessed on the citizenship website:
http://www.citizenship.gov.au/news/citizenship-test/Q_A.html
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The model operates without any presumptions about which groups will be most in need of
assistance. Persons of diverse cultural, linguistic and religious backgrounds may require assistance
on the basis of their individual circumstances, but will not as a group be a specific priority for
the government. It should be noted that the Rudd ministry has retained portfolios for some other
priority or target groups, namely women and indigenous people, but not for others, such as
multicultural and disability groups.

A comparative table of multicultural governance in Australian jurisdictions is at Appendix D.

CANADIAN MULTICULTURALISM

Canada was the first country in the world to pass national legislation governing multiculturalism, in
1969. Subsequently, ethnic and community diversity policies are now a foundation of the Canadian
state. As Canada is also a federal system, provincial multicultural policies were also reviewed.”

Canadian federal multiculturalism?

In 1969, the federal Canadian Government passed the Official Languages Act, which was
significant not only because it attributed equality to English and French as official languages,
but required that speakers of both languages have equal cultural status, especially in relation to
pay equity and education. In 1971, the federal Canadian Government proclaimed the first official
policy of multiculturalism, recognising that all Canadians should have equality of rights regardless
of racial or ethnic origin, language or religious affiliation. This policy also guaranteed the right
to maintain cultural identity.”® In 1972, implementation of the policy was made a ministerial
responsibility and in 1973 a Canadian Consultative Council of Multiculturalism was formed, as
well as a Multiculturalism Directorate in the Department of the Secretary of State.

During the 1980s, race relations presented the federal Canadian Government with some difficulties,
resulting in a growing institutionalisation of multicultural policy. In 1982, multiculturalism
was referred to in section 27 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, which provided
that:
“This Charter shall be interpreted in a manner consistent with the preservation and enhancement
of the multicultural heritage of Canadians”.

This clause empowered the courts to consider Canada’s multicultural reality at the highest
levels of decision-making and, according to a former Human Rights Commissioner, provided a
useful “interpretative prism” to assist the courts in balancing individual and multicultural (often
collective) rights.

74 Annual Report on the Operation of The Canadian Multiculturalism Act 2006-2007
http://www.cic.gc.ca/multi/rpt/index-eng.asp
Relevant provincial multicultural agency web sites were sighted and all relevant legislation was reviewed. All provincial
and Federal parliamentary reports concerning multicultural policy implementation were sighted.

7> Parliamentary Information and Research Service, Canadian Multiculturalism March 2006
http://www.parl.gc.ca/information/library/PRBpubs/936-¢.htm

6 Citizenship and Immigration Canada, http://www cic.gc.ca Canadian Government e laws
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/statutes/english/elaws_statutes 90m18_e.htm

25 years of EAPS: Review of EAPS operation in NSW



A stronger multicultural governance framework was introduced in July 1988 with the introduction
of the Act for the Preservation and Enhancement of Multiculturalism in Canada. The legislation
mandated that the government of Canada promote multiculturalism, defined as the protection and
retention of cultures and their languages and ensuring equality of opportunity for all to participate
in all aspects of Canadian society.

The multiculturalism legislation was consolidated and strengthened in 1991 by the Department of
Multiculturalism and Citizenship Act. This Act acknowledges multiculturalism as a fundamental
characteristic of Canadian society with an integral role in the decision-making process of the
federal government. The legislation sought to assist in preserving culture and language, reducing
discrimination, enhancing cultural awareness and understanding, and promoting culturally
sensitive institutional change at the federal level.

Under sections 3 and 5 of the Act, all government agencies, departments and Crown corporations
(not just the Minister of Citizenship and Immigration) are expected to provide leadership in
advancing Canada’s multicultural mix, and to take part in the design and implementation of plans,
programs, procedures and decision-making strategies that enhance the full and equal participation
of minorities within institutional structures.

Under a prescribed template and guidelines, each agency is requested to prepare a Submission
on the Operation of the Canadian Multicultural Act through the Multiculturalism Program
administered by the Department of Immigration and Citizenship. The Minister is legislatively
required (section 8) to prepare and table a report in Parliament on operation of the Act, including
activities and initiatives undertaken by all agencies under the Multiculturalism Program, informed
by those submissions.

The Multiculturalism Program also provides funding assistance, such as grants, to community

projects that encourage participation in society and raise issues affecting ethno-cultural and racial
communities.

Provincial multicultural governance
Most provincial Canadian governments have adopted some form of multiculturalism policy.

At present, six of the 10 provinces: Alberta, British Columbia, Manitoba, Nova Scotia, Quebec
and Saskatchewan, have enacted multiculturalism legislation.

Further, in eight provinces: Alberta, British Columbia, Manitoba, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia,
Prince Edward Island, Quebec and Saskatchewan, a multiculturalism advisory council or structure
reports to the minister responsible for multiculturalism.

An analysis of multicultural policy in each of the provinces follows.

A comparative table of all Canadian jurisdictions is at Appendix E.
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Alberta

In 1984, Alberta first legislated multicultural law with the Alberta Cultural Heritage Act which defined
multiculturalism as a fundamental characteristic of society. In 1990, the Alberta Multiculturalism Act
was passed and established an advisory Multiculturalism Commission and a Multiculturalism Advisory
Council to provide policy advice to the Multiculturalism Commission.

In 1996, the human rights and multiculturalism programs were merged through the Human
Rights, Citizenship and Multiculturalism Act.”’” The principal objectives of multiculturalism were
retained with the newly formed Alberta Human Rights and Citizenship Commission subsuming
the functions of the former Multiculturalism Commission. A major function of the Commission
is to advise the responsible Minister.”®

After the end of each year, the Commission is required to prepare and submit to the Minister, a
report on its activities, including “a summary of the disposition of complaints under this Act, and
any other information that the Minister may require”. ”°

The reporting requirements of the Commission are mandatory. However, the content and form
of the reporting and assessment, apart from assessment of complaints to the Commission, are
discretionary.

British Columbia

In 1993 British Columbia adopted the Multiculturalism Act®® which requires the government to
“generally, carry on government services and programs in a manner that is sensitive and responsive
to the multicultural reality of British Columbia”.

On or before May 31 of each year, every ministry and government corporation within the
meaning of the Financial Administration Act®*' must submit an annual report to the responsible
Minister setting out the initiatives undertaken in the reporting period to promote the policies of
multiculturalism.®? The Minister is required to prepare an annual report for the fiscal year for which
the report is prepared, on the administration and implementation of the Act, and the activities of
the Council. The Minister is further required to table the report before the Legislative Assembly
during the session following the end of the year for which the report is made.®

While no regulations have been enacted in relation to the Act, some 40 regulations have been
enacted in relation to the Financial Administration Act. However, the Legislative Assembly of
British Columbia has not incorporated into its auditing requirements, obligations for multicultural
policy assessment and reporting.

77 Ministry of Citizenship and Culture Act R.S.0. 1990, Chapter M.18
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/statutes/english/elaws_statutes 90m18 e.htm

" Ibid ss.16(1)(h)

" Ibid s.19

8 Multiculturalism Act [RSBC 1996] Chapter 321. http://www.canlii.org/en/bc/laws/stat/rsbe-1996-c-321/1atest

81 Financial Institutions Act, R.S.B.C. 1996

8 Multiculturalism Act [RSBC 1996] Chapter 321 ss. 7(1)

8 Tbid 5.7

25 years of EAPS: Review of EAPS operation in NSW



In British Columbia multicultural governance is constituted by strong mandatory policy assessment
and reporting requirements. The assessment and reporting obligations are extensive and reach
all government departments and agencies. However, the content and form of the assessment and
reporting process is discretionary with the Minister and government departments and agencies.

Manitoba

In 1984, Manitoba adopted multicultural legislation in the form of the Manitoba Intercultural
Council Act, and later in 1992 the Manitoba Multiculturalism Act.?*

The Act provides the responsible Minister with the power and authority to “act as an advocate”
within government to ensure that policies and programs throughout the government “reflect the
multiculturalism policy”® established in the Act. * The Minister is able to “coordinate the efforts”
of departments and agencies of the government “to contribute to the achievement of a successful
multicultural society in Manitoba”. '

The Act established a governance structure in the form of the Multiculturalism Secretariat, which,
under ministerial control, is required to work with agencies of the government “to identify,
prioritise and implement actions” to contribute to the achievement of a successful multicultural
society in Manitoba®® and “to encourage sensitivity and responsiveness to the needs” of cultural
communities®.

Importantly, Manitoba has a mandatory annual reporting provision which requires the Minister
to prepare an annual report on the administration of this Act and the activities of the Secretariat.
The Minister must table a copy of the annual report before the Legislative Assembly of Manitoba
within 15 days of receiving it.” However, the Act does not mandate the manner and form of
the assessment process, data collected or the nature of the report which appears to be highly
discretionary in regard to process, content and form. No enabling regulations have been passed
in relation to the Act.

Prince Edward Island
In 1988, Prince Edward Island introduced a Provincial Multiculturalism Policy.! This policy is
built on the four principles: equality, appreciation, preservation and participation. A Ministerial

Advisory Committee advises the Minister Responsible for Multiculturalism.

Multiculturalism is advisory with no mandatory or specific assessment requirements.

8 The Manitoba Multiculturalism Act C.C.S.M ¢. M223.
http://web2.gov.mb.ca/laws/statutes/ccsm/m223e.php

8 TIbid ss. 3(a)

8 TIbids. 2

87 Tbid ss. 3(c)

8 TIbid ss. 5(a)

8 Tbid ss. 5(f)

% Tbids. 7

°! Prince Edward Island Provincial Multicultural Policy.
http://www.gov.pe.ca/photos/original/cca_multi_engli.pdf
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Newfoundland and Labrador

Newfoundland and Labrador have not adopted a multiculturalism policy. In June 2005, an issues
paper An Immigration Strategy for Newfoundland and Labrador: Opportunity for Growth®
recommended development of a multicultural policy and the integration of diversity and
inclusiveness principles in the development of government policy and programs.

Nova Scotia

In 1989, Nova Scotia introduced multiculturalism legislation with the Multiculturalism Act. *3
Two key governance structures were established with a Cabinet Committee on Multiculturalism
over sighting implementation of a multicultural policy through government departments and
agencies® and a Multicultural Advisory Committee advising a Cabinet committee and reviewing
programs. The advisory committee is required to make an annual report to the Cabinet Committee
on its activities each year.”

Nova Scotia has established strong multicultural governance structures, however, the assessment
and reporting process is highly discretionary.

Ontario

As early as 1977, Ontario implemented a government multicultural policy. Legislation referring
to cultural expression and preservation was enacted in 1982 which established the Ministry of
Citizenship and Culture under the Ministry of Citizenship and Culture Act 1990,°° with the Ministry
responsible for multicultural policy. The Act requires the Ministry of Citizenship and Culture
to recognize the pluralistic nature of Ontario society emphasising equal social participation and
the “ sharing of cultural heritage” [ss. 4(b)]. In addition, the creative and participatory cultural
life is to be facilitated by the “stimulation™ of cultural expression to strengthen the richness of
community diversity [ss. 4(d)].

The Minister is required under the Act at the end of each year to submit to the Lieutenant Governor
in Council, an annual report on the affairs of the Ministry. The report must be tabled before the
Assembly of Ontario if it is in session or, if not, at the next session.””

While the Act creates an obligatory reporting requirement by the responsible Minister to the
Ontario Assembly, the Minister has discretion for the form and content of the reporting and
assessment.

2 An Immigration Strategy for Newfoundland and Labrador: Opportunity for Growth “Government of Newfoundland

and Labrador, Human Resources, Labour and Employment
http://www.gov.nl.ca/hrle/immigration/english/new.htm

% Multiculturalism Act. R.S.,c. 293 Canadian Legal Information Institute (CanLII)
http://www.canlii.org/en/ns/laws/stat/rsns-1989-c-294/latest/rsns-1989-c-294 . html

% Ibid s.5

% Ibid s.7

% Ministry of Citizenship and Culture Act R.S.0. 1990, Chapter M.18. Canadian Government e laws.
http://www.e-laws.gov.on.ca/html/statutes/english/elaws_statutes 90m18 e.htm

7 Tbid s5.5(2)
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New Brunswick

In 1986, the New Brunswick Policy on Multiculturalism was adopted which “strives for a unity
which does not deny or eradicate diversity but which recognises and transcends it. At the same
time, it seeks to ensure that in acknowledging and appreciating cultural diversity, these differences,
so accentuated, do not become a cause of discriminatory treatment to impede individuals in their

desire to become an integral part of the larger community”.*

The Ministerial Advisory Committee reviews policies, programs and activities relating to
multicultural policy, makes recommendations and provides information and advice to the
responsible Minister, as well as making recommendations on multicultural policy. The
advisory committee submits an annual report to Cabinet through the Minister responsible for
multiculturalism.”

Multicultural governance is advisory and reporting and assessment processes are discretionary.

Quebec

Quebec does not have a multicultural policy but describes its policy as inter-culturalism. This
is interpreted as a policy of cultural diversity and recognition without requiring equity between
cultural groups. Diversity is tolerated and encouraged within a framework of French linguistic
and cultural hegemony.

In 1981, the Ministry of Cultural Communities and Integration set out its intercultural objectives
by publishing a plan of action, Autant de fagons d’étre Québécois (Québécois — Each and Every
One). The plan recognised the uniqueness of cultural diversity and the need to develop strategies
of inclusion for marginalised communities.

In 2005, the National Assembly passed an Act respecting the Ministére de I’Immigration et
des Communautés Culturelles'®™ which established the Ministry of Immigration and Cultural
Communities. The primary objectives of the Ministry are to support cultural communities and
assist with full participation in Quebec society and foster openness to pluralism and closer
intercultural relations in society.'”! In addition, the Minister is to advise the government and
government departments and bodies on any matter under the Minister’s authority and may, if
necessary, make recommendations. The Minister has considerable power, in relation to other
government departments, in the implementation and reporting to the Assembly on policy.

% New Brunswick‘s Policy on Multiculturalism
http://www.gnb.ca/3100/policy2007-¢.asp

% Tbid

100 fct respecting the Ministere de 'Immigration et des Communautés Culturelles, R.S.Q. ¢. M- 16.1 Canadian Legal
Information Institute (CanLII)
http://www.canlii.org/en/qc/laws/stat/rsq-c-m-16.1/latest/rsq-c-m-16.1/latest/rsq-c-m-16.1.html
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The Minister is empowered to enter into agreements with a government, other than the
Gouvernement du Québec, a department or body of that government, or an international
organisation or one of its agencies, to conduct or commission research, inventories, studies and
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analyses and publish them,'*> and obtain from departments and public bodies, the information

necessary to establish and implement the intercultural policies and guidelines.!®

Intercultural governance in Quebec is characterised by extensive ministerial discretion in regard
to policy implementation requirements in government departments.

Saskatchewan

Saskatchewan was the first province to adopt legislation on multiculturalism. The Saskatchewan
Multiculturalism Act was first passed in 1974. In 1997, a new Multiculturalism Act was enacted,
which reaches beyond the traditional definition to reflect the contemporary policy imperatives
of multiculturalism and social harmony. To date no regulations have been created in relation to
the Act.

The objects of the Act establish the scope of multicultural policy in the recognition of diversity
(encompassed by race, cultural heritage, religion, ethnicity, ancestry and place of origin) as a
fundamental societal characteristic. The Act requires the fostering of a social environment that promotes
harmonious relations among diverse social groupings without sacrificing their distinctive cultural and

ethnic identities, along with encouraging respect for the multicultural heritage of Saskatchewan.'™

The Act requires that Saskatchewan government agencies must administer services and
programs in a manner that is “sensitive and responsive” to a multicultural society.'® The
governance provisions provide discretionary powers to the responsible Minister to review
provincial legislation, policies and programs to determine if they “reflect multiculturalism
policy”,'% monitor policy implementation by departments, agencies and Crown corporations of
the Government of Saskatchewan, collect data, conduct research, and “request or prepare and
publish reports” concerning multiculturalism. The responsible Minister has advisory powers in

regard to multiculturalism.'®’

Multicultural governance in Saskatchewan is characterised by ministerial discretionary processes,
advisory powers and ad hoc reporting structures.

The United Kingdom

During the period of this review, the United Kingdom underwent significant legislative and
operational reform in regard to multiculturalism. This transition presented some challenges for
comparison, as many of the novel mechanisms had not bedded down during the review period.

12 Tbid 5.6

19 Tbid s5.6(5)'* Ibid SS 3

104 Multiculturalism Act 1997, ¢.M-23.01
http://www.iijcan.org/en/sk/laws/stat/ss-1997-c-m-23.01/latest/ss-1997-c-m-23.01.html

195 Tbid ss.4 (j)

106 Tbid ss.5 (a)

17 Tbid 5.5
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The Equality and Human Rights Commission became operational in October 2007. It combines
the responsibilities and powers of the three previous Equality Commissions — the Commission
for Racial Equality, the Disability Rights Commission, and the Equal Opportunities Commission
which was responsible for promoting racial, disability and sex equality in Britain. In many ways,
this development echoes the shift to social inclusion occurring in the Commonwealth of Australia
at the same time.

The changes were operational and did not impact upon the legislative foundations which
underpinned the former discrete Commissions. Therefore, the Equality and Human Rights
Commission must uphold and promote the race relations provisions of the former Commission
for Racial Equality.

Since 1976, the Race Relations Act made discrimination on the basis of race unlawful. However,
the Act was amended in 2001 to place a specific statutory duty upon public authorities to actively
promote race equality. The objective of the legislation is to compel public agencies to:

. eliminate unlawful racial discrimination
. promote equality of opportunity
. promote good relations between persons of different racial groups.

Under the amendments, a number of public authorities are subject to the specific duty of preparing
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a Race Equality Scheme'® at least every three years, as well as reporting on progress annually.

The Race Equality Scheme should include statements on how the agency:

. monitors its staff data and employment practices (with respect to race)
. monitors and assesses the impact of race equality/harmony initiatives
. consults on race issues.

The Race Equality Scheme should also demonstrate how the agency’s monitoring and evaluation
influences future planning, and how the agency seeks to improve performance.

The amendments operate as an accountability mechanism for public sector agencies in much the
same way as does the EAPS Program in NSW. Agencies can access a password protected online
guide for developing plans and monitoring performance.

New Zealand

New Zealand does not have an official multicultural policy or structure and policy comparators
like New South Wales. In response to a developing movement for Maori self-determination in the
1970s, and as the Maori began to promote their own traditions and values, the term biculturalism
emerged and has been established as the dominant policy approach to ethnic, linguistic and
cultural diversity in New Zealand.

108 Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000.
http://www.justice.gov.uk/publications/docs/race-equality-scheme.pdf
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In 2002, the Office of Ethnic Affairs (established in 1999) developed Ethnic Perspectives in
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Policy,'” a framework providing a comprehensive guide for government departments when
considering policy developments that impact on the needs of New Zealand’s growing and diverse

ethnic communities.

While the framework does not have legislative status or any mandatory reporting requirements, it
establishes the need to include ethnic perspectives in policy advice, and establishes key outcomes
relating to the broader goals and values of the government and public sector with respect to ethnic
communities.

Conclusion

The New South Wales EAPS Program is based on a mandatory and comprehensive policy
performance assessment process and system. In comparison with Australian state and territory
jurisdictions, New South Wales has developed a sophisticated reporting and assessment
regime.

Only Victoria comes close to implementing such a strong governance system.

In comparing Canadian provincial jurisdictions, while British Columbia and Manitoba have
developed a strong governance of multicultural policy, performance assessment lacks the
coherence and structure within the New South Wales EAPS system.

Comparison with the United Kingdom, which has introduced strong accountability measures within
a framework of race and equality impact assessments, are premature as reporting mechanisms
for the new legislative changes are still being implemented.

New Zealand does not have a comparable system as it operates under a bicultural framework
without legislative status for ethnic diversity.

This comparison to other jurisdictions makes it apparent that EAPS in NSW is a world class
system of multicultural accountability and governance.

19 http://www.ethnicaffairs.govt.nz/oecawebsite.nsf/wpg_url/Resources-Ethnic-Affairs-Publications-Ethnic-Perspectives-
In-Policy

25 years of EAPS: Review of EAPS operation in NSW



SECTION 4: ETHNIC AFFAIRS PRIORITIES STATEMENT (EAPS)
PROGRAM IN ACTION

Recent reviews and EAPS

The preliminary stage of this review found that international and intra-national comparisons
clearly show EAPS is an innovative and strong governance model for multiculturalism. However,
feedback from agencies suggests that EAPS could benefit from some modifications and changes.
Suggestions for changes to the EAPS process that were made in the White Paper, Cultural
Harmony: The Next Decade 2002-2012, are presented in Table 1.

This section provides additional analysis of perceptions and views of EAPS and the Standards
Framework, expressed during interviews and the consultation process described in Section 1. The
analysis includes views from the four original agencies interviewed, eight presentations and a further
four written submissions, plus comments and issues raised at the June and July 2008 forums by other
key and non-key agencies. Some views are contradictory, however, all views are included.

While widening consultation did not provide any major additional themes, it confirmed the
original themes derived from in-depth interviews. Some new views related to suggestions for
changes to the EAPS Standards Framework. At first analysis, it was found that agencies ranged
in their knowledge and understanding of EAPS and the Standards Framework, and there was
a continuum of strategies according to the skills and experience of staff. This human resource
aspect in the success of EAPS is a crucial consideration.

An additional theme was the issue of stressors relating to public sector reform, with perceptions
of frequent restructuring, lack of strategic planning, and diminishing resources and morale, while
accountability is increasing.

Findings from key agency perspectives: positive features of EAPS

Nearly all individuals and agencies identified positive features, including improvements to service
delivery, such as data collection and language services:

. “I think EAPS has made a huge difference to service delivery within the NSW Government...
although we had a setback in the last few years with the Commonwealth Government. It was
touch and go politically for multiculturalism not to be seen as a priority. I think there has been
a step backwards...”

. “... improvement in language services, even data collection for example. I think most services
would not be collecting data on cultural diversity, or language, or birthplace if they didn’t have
to report on it...”

. “... there is fabulous stuff on the Commission website that is very useful for preparing
EAPS”.

In addition, EAPS reporting was perceived as providing a lever for action within agencies. The
action was seen as having a spreading effect, which made a difference:

. “There is a slight benefit because it can be used as a big stick of mandatory reporting. It allows
us to get information from people whom we would not be able to get it from...”
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. “We have found it useful. I am not sure whether it is EAPS or the way we have applied it, so
that any particular tool we have used will have the same effect”.

. “If you use this as a tool and you start off with only 50 EAPS plans and 50 reports, and then
three years later, you have 450 plans that you vetted, and you have systematically gone through
the organisation. And you have reports to show that you have implemented them. Then [ would
say that you have the capacity to make a difference”.

Findings from key agency perspectives: problematic features of EAPS

Perceptions of problematic features of EAPS by individuals and agencies were also noted. At all stages
of the review that entailed interviews, presentations, forum and submissions, agencies were asked to
identify problematic features of EAPS. Numerous issues were raised; some were misinterpretations
about EAPS while others were not appropriate to the legislative content of NSW.

Several issues raised as problematic reflect long-identified issues which the Commission is
addressing, in part through this review, or the planned re-drafting of the Standards Framework.

They include:

. agency perception of EAPS solely as a reporting requirement

. the need for EAPS to be more outcome based, rather than process oriented

. the tendency for the EAPS Standards Framework to be seen as a league table of performance,

rather than a planning and evaluation tool

. lack of parity among the various criteria of the EAPS Standards Framework, coupled with the
erroneous perception that key agencies, irrespective of the nature of their business, are required
to fulfil every criteria at every level of the Framework, leading to complaints of “trying to fit
square pegs into round holes”

. the need to incorporate more contemporary multicultural directions and policies into the
Standards Framework, such as supporting community harmony and realising the economic and
cultural benefits of a culturally and linguistically diverse population.

Problematic issues identified by some of the responding agencies seemed to reflect the internal
procedures established within the agency itself, leading to a perception of EAPS as merely an
onerous and time-consuming audit.

Another perception in the responses was that EAPS is a drain on limited resources. This is of concern
because it suggests that some agencies may still regard multicultural services as an optional and
expensive add-on, whereas the thrust of the EAPS Program has increasingly emphasised the need for
multicultural services to be integral to mainstream programs and service delivery.

While some agencies regarded EAPS as a burden-imposed big stick, others said the program
lacked teeth, other respondents expressed appreciation of the so-called big stick because of the
internal leverage it can provide.

All the responses are recorded and tabulated at Appendix F under six major headings relating to
perceptions about:
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1. Effectiveness of EAPS in terms of strategy and planning, creativity and innovation, addressing
complexity, focusing on compliance not change, ineffective policing, promotion of organisational
change.

2. Standards Framework in terms of a method of self assessment, linking to multicultural policies
of agencies, activity areas, indicators, levels and scoring.

3. Agency planning in terms of information, support and tailoring EAPS.

4. Agency reporting and assessment in terms of ‘poor fit” for some agencies, a burden and not
addressing community needs.

5. Unfairness in terms of inappropriate measures and accountabilities, resource limitations,
weighting of scores, inability to comply.

6. Support from the Commission, in particular limited resources to engage with key agencies and
provide a forum or network.

Agency suggestions for changes to EAPS

An analysis of agency suggestions for changes to EAPS is presented at Appendix G. At all stages of
the review that included interviews, presentations, forums and submissions, agencies were asked: “Do
you think EAPS needs to change, and if so why? What suggestions do you have about changes?”

This resulted in numerous suggestions and these are reported here and at Appendix G, classified
under six major headings relating to:

. modifying the existing framework and reporting systems by introducing agency specific
agreements, sector or cluster-based approaches, scoring and ranking

. reducing the perceived burden of reporting by simplifying reports, auditing agencies less
frequently, and conducting joint Commission-agency reporting processes

. supporting innovation through seed funding and best practice by encouraging agencies and staff
with rewards and recognition

. increasing Commission support for agencies by improving clarity of communication, creating
a space for Commission-agency dialogue, enhancing advice and information services, creating
forums for interagency discussion and support, resourcing agencies adequately

. adopting forward planning and outcome approaches to planning by stipulating priority
action areas for EAPS, better integrating EAPS reporting into mainstream planning and
reporting systems

. collaborating on action for multicultural issues, including strategies to proactively address
priority multicultural issues, such as newly emerging African communities.

Conclusion

The review found many positives associated with EAPS and its achievements in service delivery
and strategy. While the review elicited numerous problematic features of EAPS and suggestions
for change, this also indicates a commitment to improving EAPS. All suggestions are presented
in this section and at Appendix G, although some are not feasible. The rationale for changes and
recommendations are discussed in Section 5.
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SECTION 5: DISCUSSION AND OPTIONS FOR THE EAPS PROGRAM

Should EAPS be changed?

As stated previously, the first stage of the review consisted of in-depth interviews with selected
key agencies. Agency suggestions for change to EAPS are outlined in Appendix G. In the second
stage, the review team considered issues raised in forums and submissions, as well as discussions
at meetings on the Standards Framework. The main areas that emerged from these consultations,
and are considered by the review to require further action, are presented in this section.

This review agrees with previous reviews that EAPS has a legislative framework, which is
mandated by regulation and does not need to be changed because it is operating effectively.
However, in line with recommendations from the White Paper, Cultural Harmony: The Next
Decade 2002-2012, and the Red Tape Review, it is agreed that there are misinterpretations about
the EAPS Program that could be clarified through an agency education campaign.

Agencies, in particular non-key agencies, need to understand that they are ultimately responsible
for their own EAPS process and reporting. Agencies are in the best position to define their own
context and indicators for EAPS as they are familiar with the services they can offer, their client
groups and their needs, as well as limitations on the agency.

The study agrees with the views of experienced agency managers that EAPS can and should be
used as leverage for change as it provides a framework to improve action on access, equity and
participation. The review also agrees that, in line with current trends in management, the EAPS
process should be more of a partnership between the Commission and government agencies.

Revitalisation of EAPS — name and celebration

After 25 years, EAPS would benefit from a revival or revitalisation. For example, there is still
confusion among non-key agencies that the 1993 Charter of Principles for a Culturally Diverse
Society is still operational. It is timely to delineate EAPS clearly and celebrate what EAPS has
achieved.

The issue of a name change to EAPS was considered by the review and, given its complex
history, requires stakeholder consultation. Some suggestions were for a name change to more
accurately reflect and align with the concept of multiculturalism, and other relevant concepts in the
Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act 2000, such as delivery
of government services and CEO obligations to implement the principles of multiculturalism.

Recommendation 1 — Consider a name change to EAPS to assist in revitalisation of the
program.
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Forward planning for organisational change

The EAPS Program has, to date, provided a sustainable platform for continuing improvements in
the public sector. However, arguments are that EAPS administration needs to be modernised to
reflect other changes and challenges in contemporary public sector organisations. Organisational
development research shows that introducing change is challenging, even more so to achieve
sustainable implementation.

In the context of agency restructures and increasing responsibilities with decreasing staff, EAPS
can be perceived as an added burden. Even some agency staff who are committed to principles
of multiculturalism have expressed views that the EAPS Program is not providing a strategic
framework on which to build change within their organisations.

In the context of the Commission, the number of staff working with government agencies on EAPS
has steadily diminished over the past decade. Consequently, the assistance and support function of the
Commission has lessened as there are fewer staff to work closely with all agencies on their EAPS.

A decrease in staff and an increased emphasis on accountability have diminished the focus on
forward planning and working collaboratively with agencies to become more of a review. In this
respect, the emphasis on retrospectively accounting for one’s actions in a fairly mechanical way
does not encourage agencies to actively consider how they can facilitate greater access or equity
in their service delivery in the same way that a planning or strategic exercise might.

At the same time, the review identified an opportunity to revistalise EAPS by placing greater
emphasis on the Standards Framework as a planning tool. In future, the Commission should
commit more staff resources to assisting agencies in improving forward planning by development
of agency-specific performance indicators for EAPS.

These agency performance indicators that link to Standards Framework criteria would steer an
agency’s EAPS self assessment and could be negotiated with the Commission. This process would
enable the Commission to gain a fuller understanding of what the agency is seeking to achieve
and how it proposes to measure progress.

Recommendation 2 — Trial new processes for the Commission to work collaboratively with
EAPS key agencies on forward planning.

The role of CEOs and senior management as change agents

Change requires commitment from CEOs and senior managers, a strong communication strategy,
supportive structures, clear roles and responsibilities, and a workforce that understands the
processes.

While the direction of the EAPS Program over the years has been to define the role of CEOs and
senior management in meeting the New South Wales Government’s multicultural objectives,
the review identified the need for the Commission to find new ways to provide CEOs and
senior management with up-to-date information on EAPS developments and examples of senior
management leadership in EAPS.
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Recommendation 3 — Develop strategies to assist CEOs in meeting their mandatory
obligations to implement the principles of multiculturalism through EAPS.

Recognition of excellence in EAPS planning and implementation

Providing an opportunity for agencies to showcase their successes and lessons learned may be
a positive initiative for agencies. Revitalisation and recommitment should, in the first instance,
come from CEOs and Ministers. An annual event which incorporates rewards and recognition
for agencies and is attended by CEOs would be a positive step. Along with this recognition,
information on EAPS should be provided to CEOs and senior managers.

Several agencies at the July 2008 forum and subsequent meetings referred to the Standards
Framework levels, suggesting that the emphasis on achieving a higher rank, often driven by
senior management, came at the expense of a more thorough evaluation process. However, the
Standards Framework levels are not made public and therefore cannot provide public recognition
for excellence.

Consequently, the review identified a need to recognise CEOs and senior managers through an
award or certificate of recognition. The review suggested that this award presentation might
coincide with the annual release of the Community Relations Report which highlights best practice
and achievements in EAPS.

Recommendation 4 — Introduce an award to recognise excellence in agency EAPS
performance.

Human resources are crucial as change agents

Essentially, the EAPS Program demands agencies to consistently reflect on how they operate and
deliver services to an ever changing culturally diverse community, and increasingly respond to
the community’s needs. Not only are communities constantly evolving, but so is the landscape
of the public sector.

Overall, while there is a continuum of understanding in government agencies about the EAPS
Program, there has been a turnover in staff and managers responsible for collating data and
information on EAPS.

In some agencies the person responsible for collating the EAPS reports has little experience in
the area and does not always feel professionally equipped to be a change agent which requires
high level negotiation and communication skills. While there are some highly experienced staff
who have developed techniques for gaining agency co-operation, there are others who are newer
and perceive they lack the authority to gain information from all sections in their agencies. Those
agencies with a continuity of staff responsible for EAPS have made significant progress, as they
have become more strategic over time. An additional concern is that a number of senior change
agents with cultural diversity work experience in agencies are approaching retirement, making
necessary succession planning to transfer skills, knowledge and contacts.
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As part of the review, agencies suggested the need for a network which would provide opportunities
to learn from others, share problems and explore successes. Networks could focus on existing
clusters, such as education, legal and justice, health and welfare, utilities and business, and arts,
sports and recreation. The network could also expose non-key agencies to the latest developments
in initiating programs and using the Standards Framework. Agencies in the cluster could meet
annually or twice a year.

Other suggestions included interdepartmental EAPS activities that focus on a major emerging
topic or issue, such as services for newly emerging African communities.

Recommendation S — Provide agency networks with support for EAPS information sharing
and skills building.

Cultural diversity training for agencies

The White Paper, Cultural Harmony: The Next Decade 2002-2012, recommended that agencies
increase cultural diversity staff training at all levels, in particular new staff at induction. This
review concurs and suggests further that agencies consider options for sharing training resources
and/or trainers, or scheduling joint cultural diversity training events, eg. in regional areas.

Recommendation 6 — Provide regular information and training on the revised EAPS Program
to New South Wales agency staff.

Options for the Standards Framework

At the end of the first phase of the review, New South Wales agencies were asked, prior to their
presentations at the July 2008 forum, to consider four options for EAPS and the Standards
Framework. These options were considered at the same forum by key and non-key agencies:

1. Do nothing — the EAPS Program and Standards Framework is fine for our agency.

2. Minor changes to structure and wording of the Standards Framework — our agency has trouble
with some of the wording and organisation of the Standards Framework.

3. Modify the Standards Framework structure and wording and allow our agency to report on
additional indicators we have developed.

4. Do away with EAPS and the Standards Framework — EAPS reporting does not apply to or work
for our agency

Option 3 was preferred. No agency at the forum, in interviews or submissions wanted to do
away with EAPS. All agencies making presentations at the forum and in submissions indicated
they wanted a revised Standards Framework. It was agreed that the revised Standards Framework
needed to redefine core EAPS headings and provide new structure, wording and descriptors.

Given the need to place greater emphasis on EAPS forward planning, the review considers that
a new draft Standards Framework should be tested in agency forward planning situations.
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Recommendation 7 — Review and trial the new format and wording for the Standards
Framework with pilot agencies during planning to ensure clarity and currency.

At the July 2008 forum, key agencies were invited to trial a re-structured Standards Framework
over the next planning period.

Consequently, the Commission in consultation with the review team, drafted for the trial, a new
Standards Framework with three heading levels instead of the previous five. The proposed headings
are planning and evaluation, capacity building and resourcing, and programs and services.

The trial will provide opportunities for pilot agencies to comment further on the usefulness of
the new headings.

Progression levels

Under the existing Standards Framework, achieving a level depended upon satisfying every
criteria to the required standard. If an agency fell short in just one or two areas, it was awarded
the lower level, regardless of progress.

Although agency ratings or grades are never made public, but are internal to the agency and the
Commission, several agencies expressed concern. A review of literature on similar models of
performance assessment indicates that providing a range or continuum, rather than an absolute pass
or fail, is generally a positive process which rewards continuing improvement and achievement
of incremental results.

Furthermore, agencies said that the previous five Standards Framework levels required modification
and a clear, logical sequence that would be more relevant. Through consultation with agencies,
the five levels were streamlined into three levels.

Overall, agencies pointed out that the previous Standards Framework criteria were overly process
oriented and that there was a lack of explanation about the outcomes that these criteria intend.
The review worked with the Commission to develop a series of outcomes linked to criteria, which
are being trialled in 2009.

Incorporating results based accountability

An original aim of this review was to consider how a results based accountability (RBA) or
managing for results model could apply to the EAPS Program. While managing for results is a
recent global trend, there are many different ways this can be done in the public sector. The main
characteristic of RBA is that it starts with the ends desired and works back, in steps, to the means
by which an agency sees will take it there. Outcomes are defined first and activities follow. All
methods, however, require extensive agency input to determine specific indicators to monitor for
effectiveness or success. Development of indicators is a complex and time-consuming process,
involving many staff. An essential element is seeking input from clients and/or consumers.
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The review found a continuum of understanding among government agencies about RBA or
managing for results and concluded that, in terms of EAPS, this was best addressed through the
levels of the Standards Framework. Agencies which are more advanced in managing for results
could identify the indicators appropriate for their agency to monitor, in consultation with the
Commission. Level 3 (the highest) could incorporate the RBA concepts of benchmarking and
using data and evidence to inform agency EAPS plans, strategies and services.

Results based accountability in EAPS would attempt to define and measure the effects and
achievement of multicultural policy and programs for communities, groups and individuals.

Recommendation 8 — Revise the Standards Framework to reflect the need for agencies to
adopt an outcomes based approach and develop effective performance measures.

Data collection issues

Performance accountability is that part of results accountability concerned with how well agencies
and programs perform against what they are seeking to achieve. One issue that confronts when
applying RBA to EAPS is that the model requires goals that link to specifically allocated resources.
This is no longer possible with global budgeting introduced in NSW some years ago, because
this tracking of expenditure cannot always be achieved.

The proposed direction of the EAPS Program does entail greater sophistication in the development
of performance indicators and benchmarks. This, in turn, has put the spotlight on ethnicity data
collection practices in New South Wales Government agencies. During the review, a number of
agencies pointed out inconsistencies in ethnicity data collection in their agency. Others pointed to
the lack of a standard approach to ethnicity data collection across New South Wales Government
agencies overall. Some agencies participating in the review wished to see the Commission take
the lead in directing agencies to standardise the collection of ethnicity data.

In addition, officers in the agencies trialling the new draft EAPS Standards Framework stated
they would need assistance in developing multicultural performance indicators and related data
collection.

Recommendation 9 — Prepare a discussion paper on data collection to assist consistent use
of data across agencies.

EAPS management and technology

Positive comments were received about the Commission’s website and the usefulness of its
material. However, this material has not to date included regularly updated notices or instructions.
As suggested in the White Paper, Cultural Harmony: The Next Decade 2002-2012, and in this
review, electronic lodgement of EAPS was strongly supported by agencies and should be acted
on by the Commission. For example, the use of drop-down menus in criteria for progression
could assist agencies to streamline their reporting. An online facility would enable agencies also
to confirm their EAPS reporting timelines and requirements.
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Recommendation 10 — Establish an EAPS online system for electronic lodgement of EAPS,
and communication between the Commission and NSW agencies.

Resource handbook

Currently, a resource handbook for CEOs and senior managers is available on the Commission
website. However, it will require revision with the recommended changes to the Standards
Framework and the intended shift from retrospective reporting to forward planning.

The review considered it essential that a new resource handbook provide more detailed guidance
on inter-agency undertakings and areas of innovation, such as program evaluation, cultural
diversity training, consumer feedback, and the use of technology in multilingual information
dissemination. Consideration should be given also to launching the revised handbook with the
new wave EAPS.

The review concurs with the White Paper, Cultural Harmony. The Next Decade 2002-2012, on
the need for a practitioners resource handbook, or at least a practitioners section in the resource
handbook. During the review, agencies expressed the need for a resource that would define
clearly what was sought under each of the Standards Framework criteria, how to go about
developing EAPS activities, current strategies adopted by agencies in EAPS areas, and best
practice models.

During the review, a number of changes in agency practice and emerging issues were raised which
participants felt needed to be addressed in the Standards Framework and the practitioners resource.

EAPS implementation structures

The review thought the resource handbook should address structures appropriate to carrying
forward EAPS implementation. For example, to avoid isolation and the perception of burden, it
is thought that agencies, when possible, should form a team rather than making one individual
responsible for implementing and monitoring EAPS. A team approach, supported by senior
managers, tends to be more effective. This need not be a dedicated team, but rather a team that
includes EAPS in its other roles, and preferably from different sections of the agency. The team
could have scheduled meetings, terms of reference, a clear annual work plan, and be chaired by
a senior manager with CEO support.

It was thought that the level of staff involved in EAPS needs to be strategically considered by each agency
and the handbook should include a discussion on the advantages of a team approach to EAPS.

Community consultation and consumer feedback

A key aspect of making planning more responsive to cultural diversity is having a comprehensive
understanding of the nature of that diversity. Before any agency can adequately plan policies and
services to meet the needs of the community, information must be gathered on who the community
is and its needs. In terms of developing concrete strategies for the future, EAPS needs to make a
clear difference between community consultation and gaining consumer or customer feedback.

25 years of EAPS: Review of EAPS operation in NSW



It is important that agencies consider best practice methods to reach culturally and linguistically
diverse groups when consulting and seeking consumer feedback. As a great deal of expertise
exists already in some agencies and the Commission on how best to reach diverse communities,
an interagency forum is suggested to further explore and record different strategies and best
practice in these areas.

The revised Standards Framework and new resource handbook should address emerging issues
raised by agencies, such as new technologies of automated telephone answering services which
are causing problems for clients with limited English. Other technologies such as multilingual
software systems are useful for clients with limited English, providing they have access to a
computer and the internet.

Agencies will need to develop specific strategies to deal with these emerging issues which should
reflect as actions in the revised Standard Framework and practitioners resource.

It was suggested that when there is overlap with EAPS and Equal Employment Opportunity
(EEO) reporting, such as the Community Language Allowance Scheme or designated positions,
agencies can avoid duplication by reporting them through the EEO process in the annual report
to Parliament, with a cross reference in the agency’s EAPS report.

Development of a new resource handbook is an opportunity to provide guidelines to all New
South Wales Government agencies on how to most effectively report on their EAPS activities in
their annual report to Parliament.

Recommendation 11 — Publish for CEOs, senior managers and EAPS practitioners a new
resource handbook which includes changes to EAPS, the revised Standards Framework
and suggested EAPS strategies.

Key terminology

As discussed, agencies need to collect consistent information for disaggregation of data to allow
analysis and action on issues relating to language, culture and religion. In the consultative meetings,
participants raised concerns about inconsistencies in the use of language in EAPS documents and
the absence of definitions or sufficient explanation of terms in the EAPS Standards Framework.
Development of a new resource handbook is a good opportunity to review the use of language in
EAPS and outline multicultural terminology preferred by the New South Wales Government.

Recommendation 12 — Provide definitions of key terminology related to EAPS in the new
EAPS resource handbook and other information.

Inter-departmental EAPS development and implementation

A number of discussions in EAPS review meetings included how departments and authorities
could work together on complex multicultural issues which would involve co-operation between
several agencies and joint planning and implementation over one or several years.
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An emphasis on EAPS forward planning would enable a shift from quick, or ad hoc, interagency
responses to crisis situations and to a more strategic approach.

A number of agencies made a plea for a whole-of-government EAPS planning approach to major
issues, eg. Pacific youth (involving education, employment, legal and incarceration issues, leisure,
family, etc).

It was suggested to establish an innovation fund for whole-of-government action on key themes
that are the core business of agencies. It was argued also that small seeding grants to agencies
could provide impetus for joint action that would make a difference.

The review considered that the agreement provision in the Community Relations Commission
and Principles of Multiculturalism Act 2000 could be an effective way to formalise interagency
EAPS undertakings.

The review also considered the complaints area that is pertinent to agencies, such as the NSW
Ombudsman and the Health Care Complaints Commission that deal largely with complaints about
other agencies and, in the past, have found it harder to fit with the EAPS reporting framework.
These agencies collate important information that may help other agencies better address
complaints or concerns. For example, a health consumer may complain about inappropriate or
incorrect treatment relating to language and communication, but unless language and other data
are recorded, systematic identification of problems and solutions is not possible.

The review suggests that in such cases, an agreement may be useful to determine the most useful
form of complaints reporting, enabling the use of data on diversity indicators by other agencies.

Recommendation 13 — Initiate inter-agency EAPS planning to address issues requiring joint
planning.

State-wide EAPS indicators

One suggestion was that the NSW Government consider introducing a Bill of Rights, similar to
Victoria, to enhance state-wide commitment to multiculturalism and diversity. It was felt that this
broad commitment was not reflected in the NSW State Plan. The review observed that extensive
consultation would be required to establish the desirability or effectiveness of this measure.

Suggestions were made also about the desirability of defining a set of state-wide outcomes, or
indicators, for EAPS as these did not feature in the NSW State Plan. It was argued that these state-
wide indicators could give CEOs and senior management a clearer picture of the government’s
goals and targets for New South Wales and would support inter-departmental EAPS planning.

These suggestions that aim to give EAPS goals a higher profile merit further consideration.
However, taking into account the diversity of New South Wales agency business, the review
considered the possibility and benefits of developing state-wide EAPS indicators would require
further research.
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Recommendation 14 — Undertake a study to explore the feasibility of defining state-wide
EAPS outcomes/benchmarks, including those for regional areas.

Conclusion

The EAPS program was conceived as a mechanism to change the attitude of bureaucracy towards
the provision of services to better meet the needs of a diverse population. It was the first example
of such a strong governance model for multiculturalism in Australia and globally, and has had
bipartisan support from successive governments.

This review concludes that EAPS is still a strong governance model for multiculturalism, access,
equity and participation strategies across the NSW public sector. The EAPS Program and its
Standards Framework have provided more stringent accountability measures for public agencies
to review progress and report to Parliament through the Commission, as the lead agency.

Achievements include a wide range of modified mainstream and multicultural programs and
services within state government agencies, widespread use of language services, multilingual
information material, and identified positions for culturally and linguistically diverse staff to meet
the needs of community groups. Without the introduction of a formal and legislative reporting
base, it is the review’s view that such progress would not have been made.

Although the introduction of the Standards Framework in 1998 has encouraged consistent
reporting and benchmarking across its five core activity areas, it is evident that EAPS operation
needs considerable renewal. In particular, greater emphasis should be placed in the program on
forward planning and the Standards Framework needs review and re-structuring to ensure better
sequencing of its criteria.

While this review is not an outcome evaluation of the EAPS Program or the Standards Framework,
it is concluded that EAPS is the most effective example of multicultural governance that was
reviewed internationally and within Australia.
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Appendices

APPENDIX A: EAPS KEY AGENCIES 2008

In December 2008, there were 18 EAPS key agencies in New South Wales

Attorney-General’s Department

Department of Ageing, Disability and Home Care
Department of the Arts, Sport and Recreation
Department of Commerce

Department of Community Services

Department of Corrective Services

Department of Education and Training

Housing New South Wales

Department of Juvenile Justice

Department of Local Government

Department of State and Regional Development
Health Care Complaints Commission

Legal Aid Commission of NSW

New South Wales Police Force

NSW Department of Health and Area Health Services
NSW Ombudsman

Roads and Traffic Authority of NSW

WorkCover Authority
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Appendix B: EAPS milestones

1977 - NSW Ethnic Affairs Commission formed to review and write a report on access issues
pertaining to people from non-English speaking backgrounds.

1978 - Participation Report released, following the NSW government’s review into the needs
of people from non-English speaking backgrounds in New South Wales.

1979 - The Ethnic Affairs Commission of NSW formally established under the Ethnic Affairs
Commission Act 1979.

1983 - The Premier established the Ethnic Affairs Policy Statement (EAPS) Program. All NSW
public sector agencies are required to develop an EAPS, comprising a retrospective and
a forward component, and submit it to the then Ethnic Affairs Commission.

1986 - Local Government Ethnic Affairs Policies Statements developed and piloted in five local
government areas.

1990 - The Ethnic Affairs Commission produced the Ethnic Affairs Policy Statement (EAPS)
Program Strategic Plan which contains a set of EAPS goals and performance measures
for the whole NSW government sector.

1993 - Under the Charter of Principles for a Culturally Diverse Society, all NSW
public sector agencies were required to prepare Statements of Intent, and the four
Principles of Cultural Diversity became State policy.

1996 - Following the NSW Government’s review of ethnic affairs, the Ethnic Affairs Action
Plan 2000, was released. The plan defines the government’s three key result areas as:
social justice, community harmony, and economic and cultural opportunities.

1997 - As part of the 1996 review of ethnic affairs, the Ethnic Affairs Commission Amendment
Act was proclaimed in 1997. The amendments enshrined the four principles of cultural
diversity in state law, strengthened EAPS obligations on NSW public sector agencies,
and enhanced the powers and responsibilities of the then Ethnic Affairs Commission.
The NSW Government re-introduced the Ethnic Affairs Priorities Statement (EAPS)
Program.

The Premier released Memorandum No 97-7, which stated that all NSW agencies were
required to prepare an EAPS. They were also required to include a statement on their
EAPS progress in their annual report, by authority of the (1997) Regulations under the
Annual Reports Acts.
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The first Ethnic Affairs Report 1997 on the status of ethnic affairs and EAPS outcomes
in New South Wales was prepared by the Ethnic Affairs Commission for tabling in
Parliament as required under section 17, of the Ethnic Affairs Commission Amendment
Act 1996.

1998 - The EAPS Standards Framework was implemented. For the first time, the NSW

2001

2002

2004

2008

Government could benchmark EAPS progress across the public sector in five core
activity areas: planning and evaluation, program and service delivery, staffing,
communication, and funded services. This framework also provided the government
with an objective measurement of agency EAPS performance over time.

From 1998, key agencies were required to submit annual EAPS retrospective reports to
the Commission against the Standards Framework criteria.

- The Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act 2000
was enacted. The Community Relations Commission For a multicultural New South Wales
was created, with greater responsibility for the EAPS Program. The Act requires the
Commission “...to assist, and assess the effectiveness of, public authorities in observing
the principles of multiculturalism in the conduct of their affairs, particularly in connection
with the delivery of government services”.

- The Premier released the Green Paper, Cultural Harmony: The Next Decade 2002 —
2012, which evaluated the Ethnic Affairs Action Plan 2000. Based on this evaluation, 46
recommendations were proposed, some of which relate to the future direction of the
EAPS Program.

- The Premier released the White Paper, Cultural Harmony: The Next Decade 2002-
2012, which defines EAPS and aligns the principles of multiculturalism with New South
Wales key objectives of: leadership, community harmony, access and equity, and
economic and cultural opportunities.

- To assist local councils to implement the principles of multiculturalism, required by the
Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act 2000, a kit
and planning framework was released for use by local councils.
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APPENDIX H - THE EAPS STANDARDS FRAMEWORK

‘Juswellied
0} Sdv3 uo
Jodaua 0}
suonebijqo sy
sjoaw Aouaby

‘seale weuboid
awos ul A1aAlep
92IAISS Ul
sjuawanoaduwii
MoOYs ued
Kouaby

'S90IAISS
pajoeIIu0d IO papuny o}
uol}eIUBWINOOP By} Ul
suoljeIapIsu0d AjsIaAp
|ednyno sepnpou| ||

:Kouaby

'S9OIAIBS PapUNy WO)
aouejsisse Jejnofued
paau oym spunoiboeq
Bupjeads ysibu3-uou
woyy ajdoad jo sdnoib
ooads saynusp| L'z

‘Buisiuanpe abenbue|
ysi16uz ybnouyy
saljunyoddo Japusy
pue sadIAI8s papuny
JNOQEe SaIUNWWOD
Oluyjd sasInpy L'¢

:pue [9A3] snoinaid ay)

paAaiyoe sey Aouaby

SBOIAISS PAJOBIIUOD «

S8IJIUNWWOD 0} SjuelS) »

S991AI19G papuny

‘uoponpoud
lenBuijijnw Jnoyim ejonb
IsieApe ysijbug-uou

%SG, S) S8\ €7}

“UoNEOIUNWILWOD
Jusl[o o} Jeys [enbuiliq
sesn Ajlewloul pue
AjjeuoisesoQ 'L

‘Aluo
ysi|bu3 ul sjuswinoop
|ewJoy ||e saanpoid ||

:Aouaby

Juawaoeld oy Joud
Aouaysisuod pue Aoeinooe
10} SJUSWISSIBAPE
saje[suel] g

‘siajaldiaiul
a)is-uo |euoissajold
sasn A|jeuoisessQ £z

sjuaidioal SyI0 JO
1SI| B S8}B|NDUID pUB Yejs o}
d|gejieAe SO S9XeN Z'¢

‘elep Sgv MSN

uo paseq sabenbue| ul
SjUSWINJOP UOHEWIOUI JO
uolje|suel) sayepapun 'z

:pue |aAd] snolaaid ayy
paAaiyoe sey Aouaby

uolnedIuNWWoD Jusl|) «
Aponand -

uopesuNWWo)

‘siseq [ew.ojul
ue uo yess Jo s||ds
[enBuljig ay) sasn €°1

*(30B)U0D JUBID

1o} Ajurew) swesboud
Bulules) swos ul sanss|
|e4N}N2-SS0IO UO
Juswbss e sepnpou| Z'|

‘SjusWSSILaApE
juswiinIoal Uj suonisod
BSOS 0} sjuswalinbal
Sdv3 JueAs|al 0}
2oUBl9)al B Sapnjou| ||

:Aouaby

‘} oy Aidde Aauy 41 yeys
awos 0} SY10 shed €2

‘seale Bujuiely Jueasjal
jsow ul sjusuodwod
Buiuiel) [ein}no-ssoio
pspnjoul seH 22

‘suonyisod jueasjal ||e
10} sjuswalinbal S4vy3 0}
9oualayal e sapnjou| |°'Z

:pue |9A9] snoiaaid ay)
panalyoe sey Aouaby

SV10 -
Buiuiel] «
JUBW)INIODY »

Buiyers

SVIYV ALIAILDV

*S9IUNWIWOD
aluy3e jo bunebuey sayuny
S yIMm “Ayunwiwod
weaJjsulew ay} Jo spasu
oY} SSalppe SaoIAIes

pue sweiboid Z'|

*S9IUNWIWOD
2lUY}® JO slaquiawl

ale Oym S93})IWLWod

pue spieoq Aouabe uo
S|ENPIAIPUl BWOS SBH |°|

:Kouaby

*SBIUNWIWOD dluye Jabie|
0} 9|qISS220E WY} ayew
0} sa9oIAles pue swelboid

QWOS SaIPON €2

'S99IIWIWOD
pue spieoq Aouabe uo
uonejuasaidal AHuNwwod
2lUY}® dWOS SeH Z'Z

‘sdnoub Ajunwwoo
QIUY}® Y}IM SUONE}NSUOD
00y pe sayeuspun L'z

:pue |9A3] snoiaaud ayy
paaaiyoe sey Aouaby

sweiboid pue saoINIBS «
uonedied «
uoljeyNsuoy «

Kianiop
aoIAl9s @ weiboud

‘yess oy ueid
pue podal 8y} yjoq Jnoge
uoljew.ojul SayendIID €1

‘Jodal
lenuue ul }I uo spodal pue
‘ueld gdy3 ue seH Z'|

‘JUSWIUOIIAUSD
99IAI8S B} JO ainjesy) e
se A)IsIaAIp [Bdn}nd jJo
uonuaW sayew yaiym
ue|d @jes0diod e seH ||

:Aouaby

‘Buluueld sdv3
wiJojul O} Suol}e}NSuUo0d

yels sexepspun ¥’z

‘SaANenIUl slieye
oluyye Bunuawsa|dwi
Jo} Ajljiqisuodsal
aye) 0} siebeuew
awos salinbay €2

*SjuLI|o Uo ejep Ajoluyie
QWOS S}09|10D Z2'2

‘SeAljenIUl
Sdv3 104 spuny Buneooje
sjun [euonesiueblio
aWos SeH |'Z

pue |9A3] snolaaid ay)
paaaiyoe sey Aouaby

$90IN0SAY «
yoJeasal pue ejeq «
Buiuueld «

uonenjeas g Bujuued

1qisuodsau
o|seq s} jJo
ssaualeme
ajelsysuowap
ued pue

ueld sdv3 ue
sey Aouaby

‘paubisse aie
Isuodsau
|eliabeuepy
*ssaooud ay}
0} pajiwwiod
ale s921n0sal
awos

NOILdIROS3A T13ATT
Pl ENE D)

76

25 years of EAPS: Review of EAPS operation in NSW



*saliuNwwod
21Uy} 10}
Sawoo3no
Buinoidui

ul ssaiboud
1Jewa)sAs
ajeysuowsp
ued Aouaby

AININSSISSVY
JN0OD1LNO

‘suoisoap Buipuny
wJojui 0} eyep Ayoiuyie
JUBAB|aI S}09||0D) '€

*SJOBJJUOD Ul ANISISAIP
|eanyno o} Bupe|al
sJojeolpul @ouewlopad
Jo uoneoyoads

a8y} salinbay g'¢

‘syuswaalbe Buipuny
Ojul }Ing 89 0} SADIAIBS
abenbue) jo uoisinoid
a8y} salinbay z'¢

‘Buniojuow pue
juswissasse ‘uonowoid
ajeudosdde ‘ebenbue|
‘uonoalas Buipnjoul
sassao0.d Bulpuny |je ul
SUOIJeIaPISUOD Slieye
oluyje sajesodioou] |'g

:pue [9A8] snoinaid ay)

paaaiyoe sey Aouaby

S8DIAIOS PSBJOBIIUOD «
S81}IUNWWOD 0} SjuBIS) «

S92IAIDG papuny

*yoJB8sal JUsI|d Uo
paseq elpaw UoEWIoUl
j0 obuel e sesn G'¢

‘ssauajelidosdde |einyno
1oy s|euajew Ayolgnd
S)S9) pue Su9alIds ¢

‘asn
Jsy1di1ayul Uo saulepINb
saje|noaJd pue jebpng
Buneidisiu ue seH ¢'¢

‘AeinBal pamalnal
pue pajuswajdwi Ajjny
sl weiboid QY10 Z°€

"EJEp JUBI[O PaJIs||0d
uo paseq ‘sjusWNIop
uoljewloul Jo uone|sues}
sexepspun L'e

:pue |aAd] snojaaid ayy
paAasiyoe sey Aouaby

uonEIUNWWOD JUdID «
Ayonand «

uonesUNWWo)

‘sjual|o Buryeads
ysiibuz-uou ypm
Buesiunwwod Jo sueaw
e se Aouabe ayj uiym
SV10 sdjowold €°¢

‘Buluresy yons ui
ajediolied 0} pasinbai ase
suopisod Juswabeuew
pue Aojjod ‘Joejuod

oljgnd ui yejs ‘swesboud
Bujuiesy Jueasjal e

ul sanss| [enynd

-SS0J0 S89pN|oU| '€

‘saullepinb

UO[}08[8S PUE JUBW}INIOBI
pue Bujulesy uopos|es
Jeys ‘suonduosap
uonisod jueasjal ||e ul
sjuswalinbai sieye
dluyys sepnju| L°¢

:pue |aA3] snolAaid ayy
paAaaiyoe sey Aouaby

SV10 -

Buures] .
JUSWYINIODY «

Buyerg

SVIYV ALIAILDVY

‘90UBAS|DI
weiboid pue abesn aoiAI8S
10} ss9201d UO1}08)|00

Bjep e sejniisu| ¢'¢

*SalIUNWIWOD
9sJaAIp Ajjelnyno pue
Alleansinbul) jo spaau ay)
10} SBIIAISS JO UOLeN|EAS
pue ubisap ay} Ul yoseasal
pue sisAjeue ejep jo
SBWO9}N0 By} SaSM €'

*SalIUNWIWOD
2lUy}d Wouj uoleyussaldal
3o9s 0} salbajens
Buisiuaape sey pue
diysltequiaw Joy saulapinb
padojanap sey Aouabe ay )
'S99JILUWIOD pUe SPJeOq UO
uopejuasaldal Ajunwwod
o1UYld SY88S AIPAIDY Z2'¢

'SJUBI[O pUEe SBUNWWOD
21UY}d Y}IM SUOI}E}NSUOD
pauue|d sasiuebiQ |'g

pue |aA3] snolaald
ay} panaiyoe sey Aouaby

sweiboid pue saoINIBS «
uonedonied «
uole}NSuU0) »

JNEYNIET )
ao1A18s @ weubouid

‘sjuswaalbe

S3S opul pajesbajul
sapjiqisuodsal siieye
oluy}e seH ‘suejdyiom
J1ayy ojul pajelodiooul
ale Yolym siieye oluyje
10} Sal}l|Igeunoooe
Jea|d aney (uonen|ens
‘yoseasal ‘Buiuiey)
siabeuew Aay

jey} saunsug g'g

‘sanoud [euoibal

pue uonedo|e 99IN0sal
saouanyul i ey} pue
‘pa}0a)|00 S| B}ep JUdl0
pue olydeibowap

jey} sainsua

Buluueld sdv3 z'¢

‘ueld eje10diod
Jlesan0 8y} woly Apoalip
smoyj Buluueld sdv3 L'

:pue |[aA3] snoiAaud ay}
paaaiyoe sey Aouaby

S$82IN0S8Y »

yoJeasal pue eje(
Bujuueld «

uonenjeaa @ Buiuue|d

‘wayj

0} papiwwiod
$924n0Ssal

ayj} pue seale
A)A3oe aja19sip
Ayyuapi 0}
Kouabe ay}
a|geud swajsAs
Buijuoday

NOILdI}OS3A T13ATT
JOIRIINTO

77

25 years of EAPS: Review of EAPS operation in NSW




"Bl
souew.opad paaibe o}
ouaIBal UM siapiroid
990IAI9S JO SouewIopad
By} siojuow AjRANOY '

*S9IIUNWIWOD
oluyya oyioads ypm
ylom 0y adoad
Aojdwa 0} siapirosd
99IAI8S salinbay €'

*jje)s pue sjualjo
0} sjiodaa pue
sajowoud )1
UoIym sainseawl
uoljenjeAa pue
s)yJewyouaq
awoojno
padojanap

sey Aouaby

*SJOWNSU0D
90IAI8S UO ejep Ajoluyie
109|100 0} siapiroid
90IAI8S salinbay Z'f

‘spunoibyoeq onsinbul|
pUEB |BIN}IND 9SIDAIP WO
ajdoad ypm Bujiom

ul @ouaadxe pue
abpa|mouy| pajesisuowap
aAey 0} paau siapinoid
99IAI8sS ey} Ajoads yoiym
sassao0ud Japus) seH |t

:pue |9A3] snoiAaid ayy
paAaaiyoe sey Aouaby

S9OIAISS PBJOBIIUOD «
S81)IUNWWOD 0} SjUBIS) »

S991AI19G papung

AININSSISSV
3JN021LNO

uo Paje|NaJI0 Ble Yolym
sauljapIinb Jespo seH Z'

UO[}EOIUNWILOD JUBID »

‘s[puueyd
uoljeoIuNWWOod
ajeudosdde jsow
ay} u| sjuawaoe|d
pue juswdojanap
‘yoJeasal aA|oAUl
pue suol}EdIUNWWOD
weaJsulew Jo

ued aie saibajess
SuoI}EIUNWIWOD
ysiibuz-uoN €'

"SI pue sisyaidisiul ESUEN)

ayis-Uo ‘SyT0 Bulpnjoul  Bupjeads ysiiug-uou jo

sa|bajels abenbue|
uayods jo abuel |Inj e

SPaau suoledIUNWWOD
ay) Bunneaw u ABajess
aAloe ue se welboud
SvI10 8y sesn gy

‘@0ueA’s|al anssi ‘pasinal

pue sisAjeue dnosb jusio  pue pajenjeas Auegnbai

uo paseq sebenbue| s| pue Bujuies; jeuonouny
sjabie) pue suoISIoep  Jayjo uIylM pajelodiooul
SUOIEOIUNWIWOD S| SBNSSI [BIN}NI-SSOID Ul
SaB L'y Buluiesy jeyy sainsug |y

:pue |9A8] snolnaad 8y} :pue |9Ad] snoinaid ay)

paaaiyoe sey Aouaby paAsiyoe sey Aouaby

SV10 -
Buiuies] «

Ayongnd « JuBWINIODY

uopesuNWWoy Buyyels

SVIAUV ALIAILLDV

‘uoien|ens
pue Aianijep ‘ubisep
welboud ui (saunwwos
paje|os! ‘ewnels) pue
9IN}O} JO SIOAIAINS
‘soabnyal 63) sdnoib
spaau |e1oads Jo spasu
AU} JO JUNOOJE Sd¥e] €'}

‘K1anijep

aoI1A8s pue welboid

10 uonejuswa|dwi pue
ubisap ay} 0} 8)NqLIU0d
yolym swinioy uonedionied
aoeld urnd seH 'y

'S|oAd| |[e e uopejuasaidal
pue uonedioied pawiojul
ybnouy} sessaooud
uonenjeAs pue Bujuueld

0} 8)NQLIU0D ||IM
S9IUNWILLOD J1UY}d Jey}
uofjejoadxa ay} Jos|jal
yaiym syuswnoop bujuued
pue Aoijod seH |'{

:pue |9A3] snoiaaid
a3y} panaiyoe sey Aouaby

swesboid pue saoInIeS «
uopedioed »
uole}NsSuoY «

Kianop
991A19s g weaboid

‘sasse001d uolen|ens
pue Buuojuow jo
alnjes) Aoy e ale

senss| sieye oluyig ¢

‘SeAneniul

sJieye oluyje jo Buipuny
pue ubisap aouanjul
Aoauip uoneynsuod pue
yoJeasal ‘eyep jual|d Z'y

‘Buiuueld siieye oluye
apnjoul sue(d [BUOISIAIP
|lenpiaipu| “ssao0ud
Buiuueld ayei0diod ay)
ynm Buruuerd sdv3

syl paubije seH |y

:pue |9A3] snolaaud ayy
paasiyoe sey Aouaby

S90IN0SAY «
yoJeasal pue eye( »
Bujuueld «

uonen|eAs g Bujuue|d

*saAo9lqo
Sdv3 yum
aouepioode

ul sweaboud
ajenidosdde
sajenjeAa pue
sI19Al9p Aduaby

NOILdI}OS3A T13ATT
plt-ENED)

78

25 years of EAPS: Review of EAPS operation in NSW



‘seale weuboid
IIe 03} uonejal
ul saliuNWWwod
o1uyj8 ul
uonoejsijes

2 jo

s|aA9] ybiy
Apuaysisuos
ajesjsuowap

ued Aouaby

'SI9pus)
pue sjuelb Joj sassaooid
uojjen|eAa pue uonoa|es
J0 yed juepodwi ue
wJoj 9S8y "SaWoo)no
slleye oluy}d JaAllep

0} palinbai aie jeyy
S9OIAI9S papuny SeH |°G

pue [3A3] shoiaaid ay}
panalyoe sey Aouaby

S8DIAISS PJOBIUOD «
S9I}IUNWWOD 0} SjuelS) «

S92IAI9G papuny

"ysiibug
uey} Jayjo sabenbue|
ul spaau dnoub jualjo

}99W 0} S99IN0S3I
abenbue| ajeldosdde
Ynm yess Aq peoinies G'G

‘wnipaw a)endoidde
jsow pue juaidioal
‘abessaw ay} buyoyew
‘AenBas pajen|ens
pue ‘Ajjeoibajesys
padojanap t°'G

‘@oueAs|al anssi

10 BAI1109|}8] s8dIn0osal
10 |9A9] B yum welboid
SUOIIEdIUNWIWOD [|BJaA0
8y} ojul pajesbeiul £°G

‘90UBAS[D] aNSS|
pue Bunebie) abenbue)
Aq pawuojul z°g

- Sl yoym

ABajess uonesunwwod
|eanynoinw padojaAsp
Ainye seH |'g

:pue |aA3] snoinaid ayy
paAaiyoe sey Aouaby

uonedIuUNWWOoD Judl|D «
Ayonand -

uopesIUNWWOo)

‘ABajel)s suonesIuNWWoD
pajesBbayul syl Ul

90IN0Sal [eol}0E) B

se s||js abenbue|

Jels suonisod €'

'S90INIBS
jualo pue juswdolanap
Aoljod ‘uswabeuew se
yons ‘eale |euojpouny
ajeldoidde ay

UIY}IM Spaau juai|o
paynuap! sejelbajul
Ajny yeyy weiboud
Buluien e seH z'g

‘saoljoeld

UOI}08[8S pUE JudW}INIOA
punos Ag pauoddns si
pue spasu paynusp!

uo paseq s| jey) ajyoid
Buiyels e saraIydy |G

:pue |9A3] snoiaald ayy
panaiyoe sey Aouaby

SV10 -
Bujuies] «
JUBWINIODY «

Buiyyers

SVIYV ALIAILDV

‘uonoalIp
||eJ9A0 pUE S82IN0S3l
Buirosdde sespiwwos pue
spJeoq ayj ul uonedioied
[9A®] yb1y pue
UOI}e}NSUOD AHUNWIWOD
J08.Ip ‘uolien|eAs pue
yoiseasal ‘sishjeue ejep
ajeldosdde uo paseq

9l pue ‘saUNWWOod
asJanlp Ajjeansinbul)

pue Ajjesn}no jo spasu

9} }98W S9DIAISS pue
swesboud s Aousby |G

:pue |9A3] snojaaid ay)
paaaiyoe sey Aouaby

swelboid pue sa2IAIBg «
uonedioied «
uoleyNsuoy «

Kianiep
@91A13s @ weiboud

'S9WO09)N0
SdVv3 8y3 1eAlep 0}
suoneoo|e 1@6pnq pue
suoisioap welboid Jes|)
‘sassa004d uoneneas
pue Buiuueld ajesodiod
8y} ojul pajelbaul

Aliny Sdv3 seH LG

:pue |9A3] snoiaaud ay)
paAaaiyoe sey Aouaby

S90IN0SaY
yoJeasal pue ejeq
Bujuueld «

uonenjeas g Buluueld

}s9q jo |apow
e se Uuads Si
aouewopad

Kouaby

NOILdIIOS3A T13ATT
JIR¥ANIO

79

25 years of EAPS: Review of EAPS operation in NSW




BIBLIOGRAPHY

Chan, Janet BL, 1997, Chapter 7: Ethnic Affairs Policies Statement, the paper chase in
Changing Police Culture: Policing in a multicultural society. Cambridge University Press

Edgington D, Hanna B, Hutton T, Thompson S, 2001, Urban governance, multicultural-
ism and citizenship in Sydney and Vancouver, Research on Immigration and Integration
in the Metropolis Working Paper series, available at http://riim.metropolis.net/Virtual %20
Library/2001/wp0105.pdf

Epstein PD, 1984, Using performance measurement in local government: A guide to im-
proving decisions, performance and accountability, New York, Van Nostrand Reinhold
Company Inc

Fleras A and Elliott JL, 1992, Multiculturalism in Canada: The Challenge of Diversity,
Scarborough : Nelson Canada

Garsombke HP and Shrad J, 1999, “Performance measurement systems: Results from a
city to state survey”, Government Finance Review, February

Joyce PG, 1999, “Performance Based Budgeting”, (ed) RT Meyers Handbook of Govern-
ment Budgeting, San Francisco, Jossey-Bass Publishers

Jupp J, 2007, From White Australia to Woomera: The Story of Australian Immigration,
Cambridge University Press

Nethercote JR, 2003, Australian Public Administration in Perspective in The Australian ex-
perience of Public sector reform, Australian Public Service Commission, Commonwealth
of Australia

Roth L, 2007, Multiculturalism, Briefing Paper N0.9/07, NSW Parliamentary Library Re-
search Service, June

Snell R and Hayes K, 1993, Performance Budgeting and the States, Nebraska Legislative
Appropriations Committee, Lincoln, Nebraska

Thompson S, Dunn K, Burnley I, Murphy P, Hanna B, 1998, Multiculturalism & Local
Governance: A national perspective. NSW Dept of Local Government, EAC, UNSW,
available at http://www.dlg.nsw.gov.au/dlg/dlghome/documents/information/multi.pdf

Government reports and legislation

The Ethnic Affairs Commission of New South Wales, Participation: Report to the Premier,
June 1978

Statements of Intent 1994, Charter of Principles for a Culturally Diverse Society, Ethnic
Affairs Commission NSW

1996 White Paper, NSW Ethnic Affairs Action Plan 2000
Ethnic Affairs Commission Amendment Act 1996 (NSW)

Ethnic Affairs Commission of NSW, The Way Forward: A Consultation Document leading
to a Community Relations Commission, June 1999

25 years of EAPS: Review of EAPS operation in NSW



NSW Government, The 1988 Ethnic Affairs Policy, 1988.

NSW Government, New South Wales Government Achievements & Strategies in Ethnic Af-
fairs: Volume 1, Achievements 1988-1994, January 1995

NSW Government and Ethnic Affairs Commission, Charter of Principles For a Culturally
Diverse Society: Handbook for Chief Executives & Senior Managers, 1995

NSW Government, New South Wales Government Achievements & Strategies in Ethnic Af-
fairs: Volume 1, Achievements 1988-1994, January 1995

NSW Government White Paper, Cultural Harmony: The Next Decade 2002-2012 and
Community Relations Plan of Action 2012, 2006

NSW Government, Cultural Harmony: The Next Decade: 2002-2012: Report on the re-
sponses to the Green Paper and development of the Community Relations Plan of Action
2012, White Paper, May 2006

New South Wales Government, Review of the Community Relations Commission and Prin-
ciples of Multiculturalism Act 2000, November 2006

General Purpose Standing Committee No 1 report

Submission No 42, the Hon Bob Carr MP, Premier and Minister for Citizenship, pp8-9 to

the Inquiry Into Multiculturalism — Interim Report, General Purpose Standing Committee
No.1, 31 May 2000

Premier’s Address at the office of the Ethnic Affairs Commission of NSW, Sept 5 1983
Mainstreaming Ethnic Affairs

Premier of NSW Memo Ethnic Affairs Policies, December 23 1983
Premier of NSW Memo Ethnic Affairs Policies Statements, Guidelines, December 23 1983

Premier of NSW Memo Annual Reports on Ethnic Affairs Policy Statements, December 5
1986

Premier of NSW Memo Ethnic Affairs Policy Statements, Management Performance Re-
view and EAPS September 14 1987

Premier of NSW Memo Ethnic Affairs Policy Statements, Interim Ministerial Review July
1988 May 12 1988

Section 3(2) Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act
2000

Section 3(4) Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act
2000

Section 12(e)Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act
2000

Section 13(e)Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act
2000

Section 16(f) Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act
2000

Section 14 Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act 2000.

25 years of EAPS: Review of EAPS operation in NSW



Section 10 Community Relations Commission and Principles of Multiculturalism Act 2000

National Agenda for a Multicultural Australia, Commonwealth of Australia, National
Agenda for a Multicultural Australia, Australian Government Publishing Service, Can-
berra, 1989

New Agenda for Multicultural Australia, Commonwealth of Australia, New Agenda for
Multicultural Australia, Australian Government Publishing Service, Canberra, 1999

2003 update to the New Agenda, Commonwealth of Australia, ‘Multicultural Australia:
United in Diversity’, Australian Government Publishing Service, Canberra, 2003

Government website references

Australian Bureau of Statistics, 4102.0 Australian Social Trends 2004, Where do the
overseas-born population live? http://www.abs.gov.au 2004

DIAC (2008) Population flows: immigration aspects, 2006-7; available at:

Australian Government, http://www.immi.gov.au/media/fact-sheets/20planning.htm, May
2009

http://www.immi.gov.au/about/speeches-pres/ pdf/2008-07-30-govt-policy-evolution-sec.
pdf

Department of Premier and Cabinet, Internal Government Red Tape Review, available at:
http://www.dpc.nsw.gov.au/publications/memos_and_circulars/circulars/2007/c2007-26
http://www.immi.gov.au/media/publications/statistics/popflows2006-7/index.htm

http://www.multicultural.qld.gov.au/about-mag/multicultural-action-plans/
http://www.omi.wa.gov.au/omi_charter.asp
http://www.multicultural.sa.gov.au/AboutUs.htm
http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/divisions/cdd/multitas/our role and services
http://www.dem.nt.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf file/0004/43753/Multicultural Policy.pdf
http://www.dhcs.act.gov.au/ _data/assets/pdf file/0014/5027/multicultural_strategy.pdf

Annual Report on the Operation of The Canadian Multiculturalism Act 2006-2007
http://www.cic.gc.ca/multi/rpt/index-eng.asp.

Citizenship and Immigration Canada, http://www cic.gc.ca
http://www.justice.gov.uk/publications/docs/race-equality-scheme.pdf

http://www.ethnicaffairs.govt.nz/oeawebsite.nsf/wpg_url/Resources-Ethnic-A ffairs-Publi-
cations-Ethnic-Perspectives-In-Policy

25 years of EAPS: Review of EAPS operation in NSW



