= Issue

Section

- reference

59 -Shouid the proclarnatlon of an emergency be

7.8

_ extended to four weeks, with renewal peraods not_,,

 exceeding two weeks to a

'months?

Comment:

60 Should there be a fast-track mechanism for
notifying a disease associated with a public health
emergency? -

Comment:

61 Should the Secretary be given powers. in a public

health emergency to compel examination, testing,
vaccination, = treatment (including preve_nta_tlve_ 5

treatment), isolation and quarantine?
Comment:

62 Should the Secretary be gwen a ‘catch all’ :power in

a public health emergency such as ‘any other order

deemed necessary”?
Comment:

63  Should compliance with demands from the
Secretary during an emergency or outbreak of an
infectious disease be specnf‘cally exempted from

confi dentuahty? _ .
Comment: ; =
o4 Should the Secretary’s power to act when local

government is in default be limited in any way?

Comment:

65 Should the new Act mclude a prowsion for cost
recovery where a person:

» has been conwcted of an offence? 5
>  has contravened the Act, but there has been
no conviction?

7.8

Al

7.8

72



= S reference

> has caused a risk to public health?
Comment: B ses

66 Should the: new Act mciude a new offence of nsk to. 7.10
health? s o '

Comment:

_-67 If so, what should arnount to a rrsk to health? - . 7.10

68 If adopted ‘what should be fhel dé'i’enceé',.'i?'ar'ly;}iiito 7.10

Comment:

69  What should be the scope of the offence?  7.10
Comment:

70 Should the ‘risk to health’ bffence subsume the 7.10
offence for knowingly and recklessly :nfecting__.__.;;:
another person with an infectious dlsease? e

Comment:

71

mfectlng another person wnth an mfectaous dlsease
not be re-enacted due to the existence of the
knowing and reckless offences in the Crimes Act
1958 (that is, sections 22 and 23)?

Comment:

72 Should the new Act mtroduce PERIN for Suutabie 711
offences?

Comment:

73 Should public heaith offences attract swmtar ?,12

13



public health risk associated with prescribed
accommodation (for _____gx__ampie, ha_tels, motels,
hostels and holiday camps)? Jiots

Section
reference

e 7

733

7.15

g

=

Issue
environment protectimn Ieglslatton? _______

Comment:

7

Comment;

75 Should the new Act mclude a statutory defence of
due dlligence7

Coﬁmmen_t.

76 What method of review should apply to

__ admmistratlve deusmns made under the Act? :

Comment

77 Do the current provisions appropriately address the
public health risk associated with hasrdressmg,'
beauty therapy and skin penetratmn’

Comment:

78 Should the brothels prowsions be transferred to the
Prostitution  Control Regulations 1995, and
Department of Human Services off cers exercise
their inspectorial powers in relation to mfection
;control issues under the Prostitution Contro! Act:
19947

Comment:

79 Do the current provisions appropriately address the

84

14



80

81

Issue E : ‘Section

‘reference

;securltv threuqh adequate provision of food nremaratlon facmtles In '
-roomln houses and boarding housés.

Should an addltaonai guiding prlncrple for provisions 8.3

mfecttous dlseases be that, wherever pra-ctncable e
the least coercive power should be used first?

Comment:

.Should the new Act clearly set out the action that 8.3

may be taken when contact tracing 13 authonsed_...

- may be requured to provide personal mformatlong-'-r.

under these provaslons?‘

Comment:

82

Should the Secretary to the Department of Human 8
Services have the power to authorise an autopsy
where they believe there is a risk to public heaith
and the Coroner does nol: have ]UrISdICtIOH ver the
body? _

Comment:

83

Should the new Act continue to outline the 8.4 .
procedures for non-consensual testing orders where
consent for testing has been refused?

Comment:

84

Should the new Act introduce a system for the 8.4
authorisation of non-consensual testing where

consent cannot be given to testing?

Comment:

85

Should the provisions in the new Act be __e)'(tendéﬁd_;_ 8.4

to beyond the care giver or custodian situation and,
if so, to what situations?

Comment:



Issue Section
= - ‘reference
86  Should public health orders under the new Act 8.5
apply to any infectious disease or condition where
there is a serious risk to public health?
Cﬁdmment:' |

87 Should the new Act provide a power for involuntary 8.5
testing with reasonabie___use of force? If so, should it
be exercised by ‘an authorised officer’, a delegate
of the Secretary and/or the polace?,__ :

Comment:

88  Should the Act contain a list of the types of 8.5
restrictions that may be imposed by an order of the
Secretary?

C-o‘_l-_h ment:

89 Should the new Act introduce a power to order that 8.5
a person undergo treatment where treatment is
refused? If so, what Itmtts should be placed on the
~use of the power?

Comment:

S0 Should there be time limits imposed on orders and 8.5
if s0, what time |ImItS should apply? :

Comment:

91 Should any or all public health orders requ:re 8.5
court/trlbuna! conf‘rmatlon'? S :

Comment:

92 Should there be a power for the police to 8.5
apprehend a person who fails to comply with a
public health order, rather than merely the ability
to provide ‘assistance’ to the medical officer? If so,
should there be a requirement to obtain a warrant
to apprehend the person?

Comment:



Issue

93 Should the new Act continue to'pro'v:de that it is an
offence for a person to fail to comp!y with an order?

Comment:

o4 What appeal and external review processes shouid
-be made available under the new Act? ..

Comment:

95 Should the new Act prov'l'de' for introducing new

b _ ;notiﬂcatron requ:rements by an O'r‘d'er of ‘the

96  Should the new Act require that hospltals have

processes in place to ensure that notification

requirements under the Act are met?
Comment:

97 Should the term ‘notifiable dlsease be replaced =

with the term notlﬁable condttuon’? :

Comment:
Yes

98 Would alternative non-regulatory mechanisms (for
example, best practice guidelines) be effective in
ensuring pre-and post-test information ‘and
counselling for infectious diseases (other than HIV)
is provided by appropriately qualified health care
professionals? a

Comment:

99 ‘Should the new Act rely on the prwaCy framewcnrk
for all health records, rather than include specmc_:

_privacy provisions?

Comment:

100  Should the new Act retain the provision specifying

Section
reference

‘8.5

8.6

8.6

8.6

8.7

8.7

8.7

17
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Issue S - Section

- = reference
an obligation on school prlnc;pals to makeé SR
reasonable efforts to seek immunisation records in
respect of every chlld enrolled in the school'?

Comment

107  Should the new Act introduce an obligation on 8.8
tertiary students to = supply evidence of
immunisation on enrolment and an ebllgatlon on
tertlary facmt:es to rnake reasenable efforts to seek

enrolled in the facility? If so, for which dtseases' :
should :mmunusatlon records be required?

€om ment

108  Should the new Act prowde for different forms of 8.8 -
evidence of !mmumsatlon? If so, what should they_; Nl

RO e = e

Comment:

109 Should the new Act mtroduce a penalty for falltIre 8.8

Immunrsation records on seconclar'y' schoo[ entry?
Comment:

110 Shoulcl the new Act require the principal teacher or .
person in charge of the school to take reasonabl _
steps to ensure that immunisation records are
maintained, and to allow inter-school transfer of
ISCs?

Comment:

111

Comment:

112  Should school principals and persons in charge of 8.9
children’s services be required to seek advice from .
the Department of Human Services before
excluding children during an actual or suspected




Issue | L ~ Section
- T reference
outbreak of an infectious disease? o
Comment; i

113 Should there be'a power in t’ﬁé' new' Act fof 'thef: 8.9

individual cases?
-Comment

114  Should the requirement for a parent to inform the 8.9
principal or a person in charge of a school or
children’s services centre be limited to where their
child has a vaccine prevenl:able or exc:ludable
disease? L G sl

Comment:

115  Should the new Act facilitate consistency with the 8.9
NHMRC Guidelines on the Recommended Minimum
Periods of Exclusion from School, Preschool and
Child Care Centres of Infectious Disease Cases and
Contacts? ) '

Comment:

116 Should provisions dealing with offensive waterways 9 1
not be included in the new Act7 : - sl

air and land.

117 Should public health risks related to rats, mice, 9.1
vermin, pests or other animals suspected of having o
a dlsease capable of transmission to humans be

dealt thh by the issue of an umprovement notace? B

.-Corn ment;:

118 Should Parts 5A and 5B of the Building Act 1993 be
transferred to the new public health Act? f

Comment:

119 Are there other amen:dments;_;that_-should be ?Haéde



Is_s_.u_e' :

the legrs!atNe scheme?

Comment:

120

121

Should the new Act re-éna’t_':t provisions relating to
meat supervnsaon’?

Com ment:

Shbuld the offence under the Food Act 1984 in

relation to the sale of ! uns__a_fe___fp_qd be broadened to
include food that cannot be sold for human
consumption under section 34(1) of the Meat

Industry Act 19937

Comment:

=

Who shou!d be required to hold a I:cence to use
pesticides under the new Act?

Comment:

123

Does the new. Act need to deal with the use of
pesticu:ies not assocrated wnth a commerCIaI

should be reguiated and how shou!d these be
regulated? 7 _ : :

Comment:

124

" Are there any areas of overlap or duplication

between the regulation of the use of pesticides
under the Health Act and the Agricuftural and
Veterinary Chem;ca!s { Contro! af Use) Act 19922

Comment:

Section

reference

9.3

9.3

94

9.4



