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CHAIR (Senator Humphries)—Good morning. | am happy to declare open this hearing
of the Senate Standing Committee on Community Affairs considering the additional estimates
for the portfolio of Families, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs. Welcome, Minister
Scullion, Dr Harmer and officers from the department, and senators at the table. The Senate
has referred to this committee the particulars of proposed additional expenditure for 2006-07
for the portfolios of Families, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs and Health and
Ageing. The committee is due to report to the Senate on 21 March 2007. Friday, 30 March
2007, has been set as the date for the return of answers to questions taken on notice.

Under standing order 26, the committee must take all evidence in public session. This
includes answers to questions on notice. | remind all witnesses that in giving evidence to the
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committee they are protected by parliamentary privilege. It is unlawful for anyone to threaten
or disadvantage a witness on account of evidence given to a committee. Such action may be
treated by the Senate as a contempt. It is also a contempt to give false or misleading evidence
to a committee.

The Senate by resolution in 1999 endorsed the following test of relevance of questions at
estimates hearings. any questions going to the operations or financial positions of the
departments and agencies which are seeking funds in the estimates are relevant questions for
the purpose of estimates hearings. | remind officers that the Senate has resolved that there are
no areas in connection with the expenditure of public funds where any person has the
discretion to withhold details or explanations from the parliament or its committees unless the
parliament has expressly provided otherwise.

The Senate has resolved also that an officer of a department of the Commonwealth or of a
state shall not be asked to give opinions on matters of policy and should be given reasonable
opportunity to refer questions asked of the officer to superior officers or to a minister. This
resolution prohibits only questions asking for opinions on matters of policy and does not
preclude questions asking for explanations of policies or factual questions about when and
how policies were adopted.

If a witness objects to answering a question, the witness should state the ground upon
which the objection is taken, and the committee will determine whether it will insist on an
answer, having regard to the ground which is claimed. Any claim that it would be contrary to
the public interest to answer a question must be made by the minister and should be
accompani ed by a statement setting out the basis for the claim.

[9.10 am]
Department of Families, Community Servicesand | ndigenous Affairs

CHAIR—Before we get into proceedings properly, | want to go through the draft program.
I will, though, formally welcome Senator Nigel Scullion, the Minister for Community
Services and the Minister representing the Minister for Families, Community Services and
Indigenous Affairs; his departmental secretary, Dr Jeff Harmer; and officers of the Department
of Families, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs. Welcome to you all. We have a
program in front of us for the output groups for the department. Times have been allocated to
each of those output groups. We will entertain some flexibility about that, but it would be a
good idea if we were able to ensure that approximately those times were adhered to in terms
of asking of questions. Unless senators wish to rearrange that timetable, | suggest that we
assume that the times allocated will be adhered to, with a certain amount of latitude but not
with too much. We have alocated 12.30 to 1.30 for lunch and six till seven for dinner. As
there are no suggestions to vary those arrangements, we will take that as read. We can assume
on the basis of that timetable that those involved in output groups 1.1 onwards will not be
required any earlier than seven o’ clock tonight, after dinner. If that changes, we will make that
decision early in the day. So those people could go back to their desks elsewhere.

Senator MOORE—We will try very hard not to do that, so officers can have some
certainty about the day.
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CHAIR—So we will naot call you on, unless we give you plenty of notice, before seven
o'clock for those in the output groups after 7 pm. | notice that in fact we have not had any
indication of any senators wishing to ask questions on the last three output groups. 3.2, 4.2
and 4.3.

Senator McLUCAS—That is so, with the exception of 4.3, Community recovery.
However, output 1 will take most of the evening. | think that we could probably indicate
toward the end of the evening whether we will get to Community recovery. Dr Harmer, we
probably indicated to you that we were not going to require that output, but since the
additional estimates have come down we would like to. | am aware of the constraints on time.

CHAIR—Can | take it that there are not any questions, first of all, in output groups 3.2 or
4.2?

Senator McLUCAS—Yes.

CHAIR—I understand there are some who may be coming later in the day. We will check
with those senators who are likely to appear as to whether they require those output groups. If
they do not, | will indicate mid-morning that officers are not required and they can go off. We
will do output 4.3, Community recovery, immediately after dinner and then proceed with the
rest of output group 1.1 onwards. Minister, do you wish to make an opening statement at this
point?

Senator Scullion—No, | have no opening statement.

CHAIR—We would normally start with questions relating to the portfolio overview on
pages 3 to 27 of the PAES, which | think most of us have got. Are there any questions on the
portfolio overview?

Senator STEPHENS—Good morning, gentlemen. As someone reasonably new to this
portfolio, it has been taking me a little bit of time to work my way through the budget
statement and the additional portfolio statements. | wonder if you can help me with the budget
outcomes—the estimates versus actual, | suppose. From the portfolio budget statement, you
forecasted an estimated deficit in 2005-06 of $43 million, and the additional estimates show
an actual deficit of $15.8 million. Can you talk us through what the budget deficit actually is
and the differences?

Dr Har mer—We have a detailed explanation of those. | will ask my chief finance officer
to give you the answer. Are you tal king about the outcome for 2005-067?

Senator STEPHENS—Yes. My question is: what was the actual budget deficit in 2005-
06—and then we will go to 2006-07.

Dr Harmer—It will take us alittle while. We have very big foldersin this portfolio; itisa
very big portfolio.

Senator STEPHENS—I can seel!

Dr Harmer—In most cases we will have the information, but it will take a little time to
find.

Senator STEPHENS—That isall right.
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Mr Hunter—Last year, in 2005-06, we budgeted for a deficit of $43.1 million; we ended
up with a deficit of $15.9 million.

Senator STEPHENS—ANd the difference—how did that come about?

Mr Hunter—At the start of the year there were quite a few components relating to
previous years, with the Centrelink prepayment as well. It turned out that, with the way that is
calculated over past years, it has continued to roll on. Really, there were some cost
underestimations or costs that we expected at that point in the year that did not occur to the
same magnitude and flow through, the biggest being the Centrelink prepayment.

Dr Harmer—There are about three components that explain the difference between the
budgeted $43 million or $44 million and the actual $15.9 million or whatever. | will get a
clear explanation of the three components and provide them to you during the morning. | will
just interrupt and give them to you.

Senator STEPHENS—Terrific. Thank you. Can you tell me for how many years the
department has been operating in deficit?

Mr Pahlow—I am not 100 per cent sure. | would need to check the facts. But | think that
last year, the 2005-06 year, and the 2004-05 year were the only ones recently. | think 2004-05
was a couple of million dallars, but | would need to check that.

Senator STEPHENS—If you could, that would be great. Thank you. Coming to this year,
what is the budget deficit for 2006-077?

Mr Hunter—This year we have an approved | oss of $4.7 million.

Senator STEPHENS—Are you expecting any variation, given that you had such a
significant variation last year?

Mr Hunter—No, at this point we have done budget reviews and we expect that to be the
position.

Senator STEPHENS—Page 48 shows a decrease of the net asset position, largely because
of a reduction in receivables of $42.4 million. Can you explain why the departmental
receivables have been reduced by that much and what impact that has had on the department’s
net asset position?

Mr Hunter—Can we take that on notice and come back to you today?

Senator STEPHENS—Yes, certainly.

Dr Har mer—We will try to provide that to you during the day. It is just a matter of finding
it.

Senator STEPHENS—Following on from that, there is also, on page 48 in the

explanation, a decrease of $658.1 million of administered assets. Perhaps you could explain
that for me aswell.

Mr Hunter—Sure.
Senator STEPHENS—Thank you.

Senator MOORE—Can | just clarify that. In terms of getting information on that, it is
clearly spelt out and | know that you do haveit. When would we be able to get that?
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Dr Har mer—I expect to be able to give it to you this morning.

Senator MOORE—It is just that we may well then have some supplementary questions
about it. We did read the little yellow book.

Dr Har mer—Yes, indeed. The numbers in the yellow book we will have here, and we will
be able to provide them.

Senator STEPHENS—Dr Harmer, just going to page 24 in the summary of agency
savings, can you explain the reasons for the savings that you have listed here?

Mr Jennaway—Can you repeat the question, please?

Senator STEPHENS—I am referring to page 24—the summary of agency savings. | am
just asking if you can explain the reasons for the savings and then where the savings are going
to come from—what outcomes and programs are going to be affected by this.

Mr Jennaway—In broad order, that is really a reduction in estimates associated with
Cyclone Larry.

Senator STEPHENS—That isall?

Mr Jennaway—We had a significant amount early on and we have not ended up needing
that much money, so it is shown here as a saving. It is expenditure we do not need to make.
When we did the estimates originally for Cyclone Larry, we did an estimate of how much we
would need to spend for each of the measures associated with Cyclone Larry. Asit has turned
out, some of those were higher estimates than have actually been required. So thisis a sort of
a notional saving against funding that we do not need according to the original estimate, when
we did the costings for Cyclone Larry.

Senator McLUCAS—Mr Jennaway, am | right in my recollection that the allocation for
Cyclone Larry was $44 million originally?

Mr Jennaway—Off the top of my head, | believe it was more than that in total. | would
have to check on that.

Senator McLUCAS—This is the issue | want to talk about straight after dinner this
evening. So that we can talk about it then, can | put on notice a list of all of the original
estimates that the department made, in the different programs—a number of different
programs were promulgated—the actual expenditure against each of those programs and
therefore what has not been expended. That istheissue | want to go to.

Mr Jennaway—We ought to be able to provide that after dinner.
Senator McLUCAS—Thank you.

Senator MOORE—Chair, | am not sure whether the questioning will be followed up on
the budget or this afternoon when we look at disaster management, where the Larry
contributions were. One of the things we talked about—I think the last one—was the idea that
the estimates had gone forward with proposals for Larry and were waiting to see what
happened. We are interested to see, with some of the program expenditure that was not needed
in this financial year that was turned into savings on the budget sheet, whether there is any
understanding or discussion about whether they are programs that might well need to be taken
up later. My understanding for some of the programs, not all, is that the rate of implementing
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the work in North Queensland has been slower than thought and perhaps from the community
perspective some of the expenditure put on notice for this year may be needed further down
the track, soitisapoalicy process. Isit better to talk about that now or this afternoon?

Dr Har mer—Either way, Senator. To make it clear—and Mr Jennaway can correct meif |
have this wrong—I am quite confident that, if we revisit the estimate, it would have been on
the basis of our original estimate plus our estimate of what we will need, taking those things
into account. We got quite good information about the timing. We understand there are lags
and we would have built that into our estimating.

Mr Jennaway—There is an element of part of the costing there where we had one related
to fuel for generators and, at the point in time that we had to make the estimate of what that
would cost, there was really no reliable information about how many generators were on
properties in the location. Some of it will be a straight adjustment based on the fact that the
demand, asit has turned out, has been not anywhere near as great as we might have expected.

Senator MOORE—OKkKay.
Senator McLUCAS—Thank you.

Senator STEPHENS—Looking at the table on page 23 about staffing changes, Dr
Harmer, can you talk us through the reasons for the increases in staff in outcomes 1 and 3 and
the decreases in staff in outcomes 2 and 4?

Mr Jennaway—Our estimate of staffing is an ASL figure—an average staffing level. We
have just recently completed a consultancy looking at our output attribution model, where we
are now using a different modd to produce the average staffing levd figures. In a sense, the
additional estimates are showing an increase of 159. The redlity is that it is showing a more
robust figure for the revised estimate of the 2,495. Some of that is growth due to new
measures in the additional estimates context and some of that is effectively a revision based
on the model that was producing the ASL figure, bringing it up to what we think is a tighter
and closer figure for average ASL for the year.

Dr Harmer—It is quite a big department. We are across some 40 locations. It is very easy
to identify those staff working on, say, child care, because it is a branch, but of course in the
states there are some people who work on child care part-time and some who are working in
the corporate areas that support the child care. The methodol ogy for allocating staff across all
of those elements to child care has changed, with the consultant recommending more robust
forms. So that is part of the explanation—plus the new policy that we were given in the
budget. They are the two primary reasons for the explanation.

Senator STEPHENS—Is it possible for the committee to get a copy of the new staffing
model ?

Dr Harmer—We can probably give you the broad rationale that we have used, and the
differences.

Senator STEPHENS—That would be very helpful.

Dr Harmer—All the differences we are taking into account in the new model, yes. | am
not sure you would find it helpful and | am not sure we would want to give you all of the little

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS



CA 10 Senate Monday, 12 February 2007

bits and pieces of the detailed model, but we can give you an explanation of what was the
case before and what is the case now in terms of how we attribute staff to programs.

Senator WEBBER—Can you explain why you needed to change the model? Does that
mean that the previous model got it horribly wrong in the allocation of staff?

Mr Jennaway—I wouldn’t say we got it horribly wrong—

Senator WEBBER—But you have come up with a different result, so obviously the other
model did not work the way this model does.

Mr Jennaway—The model that we use is adjusted over time for various changes that
occur. Some of those changes have been changes in the outcome structure. Some of those
changes have been AAO changes, where the department has changed in size. One of the
difficulties that most agencies have is in attributing costs for those areas which are not clearly
associated with different programs—attributing the costs of, say, the corporate areas and
corporate resources across the department effectively. Over time we noticed some aberrations
appearing in what we were using as the previous model, which made us take on board the
consultancy to bring our model up to date and to produce one that we think is giving figures
that are closer to what we need to present in these books than what we had previously. So
there is no suggestion that it was horribly wrong. This isimprovement.

Senator WEBBER—It isjust a very different result.

Dr Harmer—This department has been through probably more significant structural
change than most. After 2001 there were significant programs moved to DEWR. At the
beginning of 2005, we had the Office of Indigenous Policy Coordination and their structures.
We have had significant new policy. We have had a lot of change. When you have that sort of
change, it is wise to look at the way you attribute the staffing etcetera because it is a very
different department, with a different focus and a different structure now to 2001. So we have
updated our attribution model.

Senator WEBBER—I understand that, and | am sorry to labour this point. Thisis a two-
part question. | presume that is the only reason for the need to change the model. The second
part would be from my following of the estimates. Apart from child care, FaCSIA now is a
policy driven department rather than a service delivery department, yet you seem to need
more people.

Dr Harmer—We run 90 programs and spend one-quarter of the budget, or have policy
responsibility for one-quarter of the budget. We are located in 40—

Senator WEBBER—That is what | mean, Dr Harmer—policy responsibility. Every time |
come in here and ask about service delivery, | get sent to another committee.

Dr Harmer—It depends whether you are asking about service delivery in the income
support side or service delivery in the other two elements of our business, which are
Commonweal th-state agreements and direct payments to community organisations. Thereisa
lot of work for FaCSIA staff in those two areas. While they are small parts of our total
spending, there is significant involvement of FaCSIA staff in those areas as well as in child
care.
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Senator WEBBER—MTr Jennaway, | go back to your previous answer. These are the sole
reasons for changing the model, are they?

Mr Jennaway—That is correct.
Senator MOORE—Thisisthe first year of the new model?

Mr Jennaway—It is half of the first year, in a sense. Whilst we have used the new model
for the ASL figures, we—

Senator M OORE—TFor 2006-077?

Mr Jennaway—Correct. We have not used the new model in the PAES document for the
attribution of departmental resources because we have had to keep it aligned with the
attribution that we already had in this year’s PBS. In the PBS that will come out on about 10
May this year the full model will be reflected.

Senator MOORE—Until the figures on 10 May, you are still going with complementary
models?

Mr Jennaway—Correct.

Senator MOORE—So we will be able to see with areview in May exactly how they work
together. We had very preliminary discussion about this last time because it was so new. The
staffing model was FaCSIA specific.

Mr Jennaway—Yes.

Senator MOORE—Are there any links with other agencies—is there any kind of common
ground with that?—or is the staffing model now totally FaCSIA specific?

Mr Jennaway—What we are talking about here is FaCSIA specific because it is about
breaking up our departmental costs across all our various areas of business. It is specific to the
department.

Senator STEPHENS—I presume this modd is going to generate a staffing profile that you
would be able to provide to the committee about levels of staffing, positions and
remuneration?

Mr Jennaway—The model we are talking about will not go to that level of detail. It is
broadly based on allocating the extent to which we have resources on al our various
programs and, as | said, identifying specifically where we know that, but making some
calculations about where we do not know because they are in the more general areas of the
department. But it will not go down to the level of doing staffing programs and levels et
cetera for staffing because it is only a small element of the model to produce the numbers that
show the ASL for the entire department.

Senator MOORE—Can you give us a for instance of the more general areas, allowing that
you have all these programs—

Mr Jennaway—For instance, my branch is the budget devel opment branch and, in a sense,
we might be talking 35 ASL. The issue in presenting any one of these booklets becomes how
many of those 35 ASL are working on output group 1.1, 1.2, 1.3 et cetera. We need to put in
as much science as we can and some of that is about making pro rata attributions about the
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areas that are not specifically designated to be doing specific business. If they are doing it
across the department then we do some attribution.

Senator MOORE—So it was sufficient to just say, ‘whole of government’. Branches like
yours, which service the whole department and HR things—

Dr Harmer—No. We are required to attribute those staff by output. As Mr Jennaway has
said, you can imagine that he will have section heads—people who are relativel y senior—who
work part-time or do bits. We could not tell you how many people in Mr Jennaway's branch
work on outcome 1. It will be done partly by one person, partly be another et cetera. We do
not have that detail; we do it by averages to get these macro figures. What the annual report
provides you with, though—and you may be interested in this—at page 330 is a breakdown of
our staffing.

Mr Leeper—At page 330, the annual report provides a listing of the classification and the
state of location of FaCSIA staff, which totals 2,540. It provides it through APS levels, legals
and public affairs, culminating in the Senior Executive Service bands 1, 2 and 3. It is the
information that | think you are looking for.

Senator MOORE—That is a standard document; you have always got that.
Mr Leeper—Yes.

Senator MOORE—What we are trying to work out is—

Senator STEPHENS—Does the new model change this?

Senator MOORE—Yes.

Mr Jennaway—As | said, the new model would not go into any detail.

Dr Har mer—It would not change.

Mr Jennaway—This breakdown would be far more detailed than the model | am talking
about.

Senator STEPHENS—I turn to the Audit Office report on the financial statements of
Australian government entities tabled in parliament at the end of last year. In relation to the
FaCSIA portfolio | understand there were eight moderate control weaknesses identified in the
interim phase of the audit. Can you explain to us the nature of those eight control
weaknesses?

Dr Har mer—I am confident that we can.

Mr Hunter—At the end of that closing report we ended up with seven classification B
findings. Would you like a breakdown of what those were?

Senator STEPHENS—Yes, please.

Mr Hunter—Broadly, they were covering accounts payable processes, classifications of
departmental and administered expenses, prior employment service, the reporting of
commitments, grants administration processes, corporate credit card purchases and IT
aspects—business continuity and disaster recovery, both I T and overall.

Senator STEPHENS—Can you advise the committee about what has been done to
address these issues?
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Mr Hunter—There has been significant work done by the department to progress these
findings. There was a senior level task group created after this report was tabled, which is
chaired by the deputy secretary of corporate but also has all group managers concerned in the
findings. It is not just the Bs that we are looking at. We are also looking at the Cs, to clean up
the complete situation. As at the end of December, the department felt that the bulk of those B
findings were resolved. It wrote to the ANAO—the Audit Office—at the end of November
basically stating our position. The ANAO at that point in time were unable to give us their
opinion until they did theinterim financial statement audit, which they are currently doing.

Dr Harmer—We are pretty confident that we have done enough work to convince the
ANAO that most of those are now dealt with. We are just waiting for them to agree formally.
There may still be some. If | can summarise, there are a number there that we have been
concerned about. It has high-level departmental attention. Most of them go to the interaction
between our IT system and our financial management system. It is not, we believe, that
ANAO believe there is something wrong with the figures; they just need to have the system
so that we can verify it. That is the issue. It is the interaction between our I T system and our
financial management system. We have been working very hard on it and we are confident
now that we have most of those dealt with. It isa priority for the department and for me.

Senator STEPHENS—One of the specific issues raised by the Audit Office was the
unauthorised use of corporate credit card transactions by the Office of Indigenous Policy
Coordination. Can you tell us first of al how many corporate credit cards are used by the
OIPC and what are they typically used for?

Ms Bruce—We do not actually have the number of cards by OIPC. We have it for the
whole department. Did you want those?

Senator MOORE—That iswhat | thought you would have.
M s Br uce—For the whol e department?

Senator STEPHENS—We can get to the whole department, but perhaps you could take on
notice that question about the OIPC and provide that to the committee.

Dr Harmer—Yes, we can take that on notice.

Senator STEPHENS—Thank you. But, for the whole department, away you go.

M s Bruce—For the year to date, we have 820 credit cards.

Senator STEPHENS—What istheir general use?

MsBruce—They are really for minor administrative purchases.

Senator STEPHENS—Isthere alimit?

Dr Harmer—We have guidelines for the use of the card. They are for, obviously, official
purchases. As you can imagine with an organisation as dispersed as we are, with people
having to operate in quite remote locations, it would be very inefficient if they had to go
through a whole process of getting back to Canberra before they could purchase things. So for
purchasing, for the running of the business, many of those people in those locations have

credit cards for efficiency. They operate under strict guidelines about acquittal, what they can
purchase et cetera. There are processes of acquitting that expenditure and going through a
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formal central process at the end of the month. That is why we do it. Because we are so
dispersed and because we operate from many locations, we have probably got quite a number
of credit cards in the hands of people outside Canberra. | suspect that is why there is the big
number.

Senator STEPHENS—In relation to the Audit Office’'s concern about the OIPC, can you
tell the committee how many unauthorised transactions on the department’s credit cards the
Audit Office identified?

Ms Bruce—Not specifically, but we have a process with our credit card provider that if
there are any disputed transactions they are thoroughly investigated. The department has very
few transactions where there are any issues identified. My understanding is that the Audit
Office was concerned about whether receipts were able to be obtained and sighted. We have
tightened up the processes around that in the last six months or so.

Dr Harmer—A little bit like the B and C findings, the Audit Office were not saying
necessarily there was anything wrong with the use. It was just perhaps not sufficient tightness
around the paperwork in the end play for acquittals.

MsBruce—That isright.

Senator STEPHENS—Do your guidelines allow for cash advances?
M s Bruce—No.

Senator STEPHENS—Not at all, in any circumstance?
MsBruce—Not at all.

Senator MOORE—Dr Harmer, in terms of your guidelines for FaCSIA, are they
significantly different, if at all, to the general guidelines for APS use of credit cards? My
understanding is every department that has credit cards has guidelines. DOFA or someone
doestraining in terms of how that operates. Are FaCSIA different in any way?

Ms Bruce—No. In fact, only in the last couple of weeks we have reviewed other agencies
rules and chief executive instructions around credit card use. We have found that FaCSIA is
probably tighter than many of the other agencies. We are quite strict in comparison to some
other agencies.

Senator MOORE—AnNd to alarge extent these are standard operating practices?
M s Bruce—Very much so.

Senator M OORE—One of the difficulties we had with the audit report was that it was a
statement of stuff that is not new and it was actually reiterating basic operating practice for
public sector which has been around for years eternal. The point is well taken that it was
looking at documentation, but | am concerned from the department’s point of view that there
was nothing new. If you are purchasing something as a public servant, you are expected to
keep the documentation. That is not a 2006 law. That goes back.

Dr Har mer—Indeed.
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Senator MOORE—That was the worry with the audit report, and | am sure it was one
shared by the department when it got there. So in terms of where we go next, is it
reaffirmation of the guidelines?

Dr Harmer—Yes, indeed. | can assure you it has our attention. | made a comment earlier
about the significant change to FaCSIA—as you know, we have absorbed additional
functions. We have been through quite a process of making sure that there is one departmental
position across the whole organisation—we call it ‘one FaCSIA'. When we have brought
other elements of the department from other departments we have had to reinforce the
standard operating procedures.

Senator MOORE—What is the basic level of use of a credit card?

M s Bruce—What do you mean by ‘basic level of use’ ?

Senator MOORE—What isthe lowest level of officer that is able to use a credit card?

Ms Bruce—I think in the states the level would be fairly junior because it is convenient.
We do not actually have a rule that says you have to be a certain level before you can get a
credit card.

Senator MOORE—You do not have a delegation in terms of —

MsBruce—Yes, it is linked to the delegation structure.

Senator MOORE—Can we get a copy of the guidelines?

M s Bruce—Sure.

Senator MOORE—That will be easier al round, then if we have supplementary
questions—

Dr Harmer—That would be our chief executive instructions relating to credit card usage.
That certainly exists right now, so we can get a copy during the course of the day, if you wish.

Senator HOGG—On the credit card useg, is there an internal audit done of the use? If so,
how often and by whom?

Ms Bruce—It is done by internal audit and it is done on a rolling cycle. There was one
done about 18 months ago, but we can probably confirm exactly when that was last done.

Senator HOGG—Did they pick up any of the deficiencies that the ANAO picked up? And
if not, why not?

M s Bruce—I will have to check.

Dr Har mer—We would have to take that on natice but | would be pretty confident. Our
internal auditors are pretty good. They go through an efficient targeting of risk—and credit
cards are obviously an area they check. It is about departmental organisational reputation; we
are very attuned to making sure that we manage those credit card usages efficiently. So the
audit does focus on that.

Mr Leeper—We will check the timing but when the internal audits were taking place 18
month ago, OIPC was not part of the portfolio. So the matters that the ANAO expressed
concerns about from a procedural point of view would not have been capable of being
detected by an internal audit. | am the chair of the audit committee and from time to time

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS



CA 16 Senate Monday, 12 February 2007

things like credit card usage, Cabcharge, travel alowance and travel arrangements are
audited. That is the same as in any department: from time to time you have a look at these
things because they are quite sensitive, and you need to provide assurance that proper
processes are being followed.

Senator MOORE—Is there any training? | apologise, Mr Gibbons, because we keep
mentioning OIPC, and you are sitting there and we are not engaging with you. The audit
picked up some issues and you have identified that they are mainly documentation, awareness
and that kind of thing. We have the guidelines. Has there been any training? There used to be
short training sessions. ‘ You now have a credit card; this is what you can and can't do.” A
number of people were brought together so that it was not looked at in this way: ‘Claire
Moore, you' ve got some doubts about how you can useit.” A bunch of people who were going
to have that delegation were brought together. Has there been some specific training put in
place as a result of the audit, to ensure that people are really confident with what they can and
cannot do, without fegling as if they are being policed?

Ms Bruce—Yes, our card holders are required to sign for their credit card when they first
receive it. And they are given a copy of the policy and the guidelines. My staff run a training
session as part of the induction program—

Senator MOORE—Good.
M s Bruce—and that is about every four to six weeks, depending on demand.

Senator MOORE—Has anything particular been done in OIPC since these issues have
been raised just to reinforce the issues with that group of staff?

Ms Bruce—The main thing with the introduction of OIPC has been a dightly different
system that they have had to get used to in terms of acquittal.

Senator M OORE—So there has been no training?
Dr Har mer—They go through the training with everyone.

Ms Bruce—It is the same training but the issues that have been a little different for OIPC
staff have been around a different acquittal system that they have had to get used to.

Senator STEPHENS—There is just one more issue about the Audit Office report, and that
relates to the fact that the Audit Office revealed a breach of the Financial Management and
Accountability Act. That wasin relation to FaCSIA bank accounts being in overdraft. Do you
now have an arrangement in place to deal with overdrafts?

Mr Hunter—To my knowledge, the bank account has been overdrawn twice. Errors did
occur in both situations, and the error was rectified the following day.

Senator STEPHENS—Do you now have an agreement in place to operate an overdraft?
That was one of theissues identified by the Audit Office report.

Mr Hunter—No, we do not, Senator.

Senator STEPHENS—Do you operate in overdraft now?

Mr Hunter—No.

Senator STEPHENS—You said you identified two events. Which accounts were they in?
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Mr Pahlow—The first one was the departmental payments and receipts account. It was
overdrawn, unfortunately, on 30 June 2006.

Senator STEPHENS—For aday?

Mr Pahlow—For a day. And, previous to that, on 7 November, the same account was
overdrawn for aday. Prior to that | think it goes back to 2004 or early 2005. On both of those
occasions it was just human error. We tightened up the processes and procedures around that
after the earlier 2004 overdraft to ensure that if something does happen it is picked up. And
our procedures worked in this instance. It was detected immediately when it happened but,
unfortunately, due to the processing time at the Reserve Bank, not in time to fix it. So it was
fixed the next business day in both instances.

Senator STEPHENS—I refer to page 13, ‘ Other variations', table 1.3—can you explain
what changes in price and wage indices or outcomes 1, 2 and 3, mean?

Mr Jennaway—Effectively, when we do these updates we take into account the latest
parameters released from Treasury for both CPl and male total average weekly earnings. So
those are factored into each of these, and that is what these adjustments are.

Senator STEPHENS—I appreciate that. | just wanted to be sure. On this issue | have a
couple of quick questions. one about pages 32 and 33 and ‘Administrative versus
departmental costs . That does seem to be quite alarge figure. A quarter of your budget would
be departmental expenses. The department is going to administer $43 million in Indigenous
programs in 2006-07, and that includes $292 million in community housing and
infrastructure, which is about a quarter of the administered funds. So if you take out the
community housing and the infrastructure projects, the amount of departmental expenses, it is
almost equivalent to the amount of administered funds.

Mr Leeper—The administered appropriations are appropriations that the department
delivers on behalf of government. The costs of delivering those appropriations are
departmental expenses, which is on the other page. So the left-hand side is what goes out, and
the right-hand side, broadly, is what it costs us to put that money out there.

Senator STEPHENS—AIso, on page 25 can you explain the difference in the budget
estimates for the Indigenous Land Fund and the revised estimates?

Mr Jennaway—I don't have that figure, but my understanding is that that has to do with
therate of return from the fund. | would need to clarify that with my colleague.

Mr Pahlow—I would need to check that, but | think what Mr Jennaway said is correct.
The estimate has been revised as a result of changes in estimated returns for the Indigenous
Land Fund. We will take that on notice and get back to you.

Senator STEPHENS—We can pursue that again this evening. | have one more question,
and that is to do with the issue of water. It was interesting to hear that Commonwealth
departments do not actually undertake water audits. Is that correct? Do you undertake any
kind of water use audits for your office, or energy audits, or water efficiencies or water
savings?

Dr Harmer—The Department of Family and Community Services and Indigenous Affairs
is one of a number of departments that has a triple bottom line report. There is significant
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effort within the department on energy saving and information to staff, messaging and signing
around different buildings about the use of water. So it is a very energy-efficient, water-
conscious department. Our triple bottom line report, which is available to the public and
senators, et cetera, goes into some of the activity that we undertake in that regard. But | will
let Mr Wood answer the question.

Mr Wood—The current report for the department is finalising its audit and has not yet
been published. It is a more difficult report to publish, given the changes in the portfolio and
the accommodation for the department following the MOG change, but it will be published
soon. That will provide information on things like electricity and water use, et cetera, and the
trends for the department, albeit post MOG changes, over the last couple of years. As the
secretary said, we have been publishing an annual triple bottom line report now for a few
years. But yes, the most current figures are going to be published soon.

Senator STEPHENS—So if you are acquiring new premises, are these all parameters that
you consider?

Mr Wood—Yes. For example, in April we are due to move into a new building in the
Woden area and we have a Commonwealth obligation to aim for a 4% star environmental
rating. We are actually contracting for a five star environmental rating, so we do take it
serioudly.

Senator M OORE—Who does the evaluation for the rating?

Mr Wood—Of the building?

Senator MOORE—Yes.

Mr Wood—I may be corrected by my property and security branch head in a moment: it
has to be achieved through a joint effort by the building owner and the tenants. We will be the
significant tenant in that building. There will be some retail use in the building as well at
ground level but we will have the vast majority of that building. It will be a joint effort

between us, the building owners and managers to achieve that rating. We do have an
environmental team within the department with expertise in this area, among other—

Senator MOORE—AnNd you have had one of those for along time.
Mr Wood—Correct.

Senator MOORE—It is one of the leading departments.

Mr Wood—VYes.

Senator M OORE—One of the things we have talked about, and Senator Stephens has
particular interest in the area of this saving because she has worked on it for along time—

Senator STEPHENS—ANd | come from Goulburn!

Senator MOORE—That says it al. The difficulty with the Public Service as a tenant is
that you very rarely have full tenancy of a building.

Mr Wood—That isright.

Senator MOORE—I do not know the current situation with FaCSIA but the process
seems to be that you cannot own it because you are sharing so much.
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Mr Wood—That is correct but we do have significant influence. For example,
Tuggeranong Office Park is a building that was designed with a number of internal and
external fountains. They have all been disabled and in some cases replaced with garden areas
rather than continuing to use the fountains.

Senator STEPHENS—Does your planning go even to the extent of water-efficient
dishwashers and things like that?

Mr Wood—Coming back to some of your earlier procurement questions, they are part of
the procurement guidelines, both at a government level as well as a departmental level, yes.

Senator MOORE—That will al be in the triple bottom line report that are about to
publish? Will it be down to that degree of detail, what you are doing with procurement?

Mr Wood—Certainly our policies will be referred to within that report. Whether it goes
downtoindividual transactions, | very much doubt it.

Senator STEPHENS—When should we expect to see this report?
Dr Harmer—It is produced annually.

Senator MOORE—Do you have any kind of award in your department for best practicein
this area? Because you have facilities across the country, is there any kind of encouragement
award to see whether, for example, the Goulburn office—I do not know whether you have an
office in Goulburn—is the most efficient office in this area?

Dr Har mer—I need to rely on my colleagues, Senator. | am not sure.

Mr Wood—It is likely to be another couple of months before we table the triple bottom
line report because the number of properties we are now covering is quite significant
compared to the previous financial year. Your question, which | half heard, was about
Goulburn?

Senator MOORE—NGo, it was about encouragement. In various departments there are
staff suggestion and staff reward processes. | am wondering whether your department has
anything along those lines, particularly on energy efficiency and best practice in that way.

Mr Wood—Certainly the fact that we measure and report means it gains attention—that is
certainly a first step. The other thing is engaging staff in the design of new buildings, in
particular their fit-out, and engaging staff in the refurbishment of areas. For example, in
Juliana House, a fairly old building in the Woden area of which we occupy 100 per cent, we
have replaced quite a few of the lights with a system of lights that uses |ess power. We have
engaged staff in that to ensure that they are still comfortable with the level of ambient light in
the work areas. So there is a constant level of engagement but it tends to be around individual
work sites, as well as a broader campaign through staff newsletters that are issued every week,
et cetera,

Senator STEPHENS—Those are all the questions | have on corporate things, Chair.

Senator MOORE—I have a further question—I apologise: | should have asked it earlier
when we were talking about staffing but | got distracted—and it is to do with average staffing
levels. We had a discussion about the model. In the additional estimates there was a revised
estimate for staffing against outcome. The budget for outcome 1, including services for
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Indigenous Australians, was for 737 for 2006-07 and the revised estimate was for 895. Can
you explain that? Was it not counted in the previous model ? Are they new staff? | know that
we are still working our way through the transition of bringing everybody on board, but |
want to be clear about where that revision came from.

Mr Jennaway—The ASL, as we talked about before, has come out of the new model and
it did involve breaking it down by each outcome. That has produced a significantly different
breakdown from what we had in the PBS. In that column for each outcome the variation is
significant by outcome, whereas overall it is not. As | said before, this one is a more accurate
figure.

Senator MOORE—It is such a big difference. In terms of figures we have had previously
about staff who work in the Indigenous area in particular and the allocation of resources from
other areas of the department to that area, which we talked about earlier, | would like to know
whether that counts for most of it or whether it is new programs.

Mr Jennaway—I cannot tell you whether it is most; all | know isthat it is a combination
of both in this case because of Indigenous specific measures, as well as the attribution of—

Senator MOORE—Can we have a closer look at that and see whether we can get more
information on it? It could well be with OIPC and that process. As you know from previous
estimates questions on notice, we have been following through on staffing—all areas but
particularly this one. | just want to clarify that large difference.

Mr Jennaway—Yes.

Dr Harmer—As Mr Jennaway has said, much of it is about the attribution model and its
application. Because of the minister’'s energy and effort around Indigenous reform, there are
additional resourcesin that part of the portfolio.

Senator M OORE—Can we refine that so we know, as closely as possible, what is what?
Dr Har mer—We can probably give you a breakdown between the two bits.
Senator MOORE—That would be good.

Mr Leeper—Chair, there was a question about whether our internal audit branch does
reviews of credit cards. | am advised that an internal audit of credit card usage was
commenced in May last year and will be presented to the audit committee early next month.

Senator MOORE—If it started in May last year it will pick up the new structure?
Dr Harmer—Yes.

Mr Leeper—Absolutely. It is not completed. Therefore, the question of whether or not it
was known about when the audit work itself was done does not really cometo light.

[10.03 am]
CHAIR—We will now moveto outgroup 2.1, Support for the aged.

Senator STEPHENS—I go straightaway to question 197 by Senator Evans that was taken
on notice. It wasin relation to the current assets test and pensioners having 12 monthsto build
or purchase a new home before the proceeds of the sale of the original home are assessed as
assets. The response to that question was, | have to say, a bit dismissive: ‘ See the minister’s
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press release of 2 January 2007, attached.’ It did not really answer the question at all. It did
not actually go to that issue. So, first of all, can anyone enlighten me a bit more about the
specifics of the question that Senator Evans asked, which was really about how many
pensioners had reached that 12 months, how many of them lived in Western Australia and
whether or not the department is aware of any complaints from pensioners affected by this
rule? Areyou able to help alittle more specifically rather than just the media release?

Mr Hartland—One of the difficulties we had in constructing an answer to that question
was that we do not as a matter of routine interrogate and publish information by financial year
about pensioners in those circumstances, so it was hard. We did not have some figures to
hand. Since that question was asked, the minister had made a release that outlined the
government’s policy position onit.

Senator STEPHENS—Are you referring to Minister Cobb’s release on 2 January?
Mr Hartland—Yes.

Senator STEPHENS—He does make the statement—I| presume it was drafted by
someone perhaps even at the table—that there may be some people in the Cyclone Larry area
who would need assistance after the expiration of the 12-month exemption period. So you
were able to actually identify those people, and it is a few. It was a genuine issue raised by
Senator Evans about the housing boom in Western Australia and how pensioners were
inadvertently caught up in that issue. | wonder if, since you have provided that response, you
have any other information.

Mr Hartland—I can give you some information that is not exactly in the form asked for
but which may be helpful.

Senator STEPHENS—Great.

Mr Hartland—In assisting the ministers to consider this policy issue we did look at what
we could get off the Centrelink mainframe in the 12 months from 1 October 2005. In that
period there were 79 age pensioners who had reached the end of the 12-month period without
completing a new home and had the sale proceeds assessed as an asset for the purpose of the
asset test.

Senator STEPHENS—That was nationally?
Mr Hartland—Yes. Twenty-nine of those age pensioners were living in Western Australia.
Senator STEPHENS—Thank you. That is very helpful.

Senator MOORE—Mr Hartland, | missed the beginning of your answer because we do
not have any better acoustics in this room than we seem to have in the other one, so | do
apologise. Did you say that there was a difficulty in accessing figures for pensioners in a
financial year?

Mr Hartland—Yes. That particular issue of how many pensioners sell a home and have
the proceeds then assessed as an asset 12 months later when they reach the end of the current
legislative window in which we disregard the assets is not routingly collected by Centrelink,
S0 it requires some one-off computer runs to go through the screens and customer records to
get the information. So it was hard to answer in exactly the form asked.
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Senator M OORE—We have had this discussion through so many areas in terms of data
collection and the fact that the questions we ask do not fit, and it happens. Centrelink’s current
processes do not routingly collect the number of people who click over the 12 months and
therefore fall into this batch, so we will ask Centrelink about that.

Mr Hartland—That is not to say they do not know the customers. It isjust that they do not
collect it on an aggregate basis.

Senator MOORE—We will have a chat to them. This time we have got them on a
different day, soit is useful.

Mr Hartland—We are aware of that.

Senator M OORE—We will ask them about the data collection. One of the issues we had
when we were looking at the answer was that that was not the answer we got. Sometimes we
discuss the quality of the answers and the timeliness, but normally when we get an answer
back from FaCSIA there is a degree of information sharing there. On this particular one, if we
had had your answer about the databases, which we are used to getting, perhaps we would
have been able to come at it that way. The answer we got on this one, which was quite
specialised, about Western Australia, and of great interest to some of the senators there
because they had been raised by constituents, was ‘ See the attached press release’. Whilst we
actually enjoy getting press releases, Senator Scullion, that one didn’t come near the question.
Wasit just a poor day?

Dr Harmer—We get alot of questions on notice.
Senator MOORE—A ot from us.

Dr Harmer—It generates a lot of work in the organisation, which is pretty busy. The new
minister, Minister Brough, has been reviewing the amount of staff and energy diverted to
these as opposed to pursuing his pretty active agenda, has made it very clear to me and to the
senior officers that where we can point to information that might be available already
published, like a press release, we do it. We do our best to answer the question, but we divert
only the resources needed to answer it to it. So we have been inclined to refer more and more
to published material, published information. That is probably the change you have noticed.

Senator MOORE—We are cool with that, if the attachment that we get actually comes
close to answering the question. Inthis caseit didn’t come close. That is something we are not
used to in FaCSIA. Is there an acceptance from the departmental officers that perhaps that
particular question may have been answered differently?

Dr Harmer—I think Mr Hartland has just provided some additional information to you
which has probably cometo light since we provided the answer.

Senator STEPHENS—In relation to that information you said 79 nationally and 29 in
Western Australia. Do you have a breakdown for the other states and territories, or any other
states and territories?

Mr Hartland—No, | do not have it in front of me. It depends how precise you want to be.
From memory, when | discussed these figures with my branch, it would not be a surprise to
learn that a lot of them are in New South Wales by dint of the population of New South
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Wales, but | do not have a precise breakdown. There did not ook to be anything particularly
interesting, if you like, about the states’ breakdown.

Senator STEPHENS—New South Wales does have its own housing challenges, that's for
sure. So if you do have any other preliminary information about the other states and territories
it would be hel pful if you could take that on notice.

Mr Hartland—We will take that on notice.

Senator STEPHENS—I am quite interested in what was contained in this media release
because the minister announced an exemption period of up to 24 months for pensioners
affected by shortages. Will that require | egislative amendment?

Mr Hartland—Yes.

Senator STEPHENS—Will this benefit al pensioners or just those in particular
circumstances? Have you identified groups of pensioners?

Mr Hartland—The minister’s announcement had three components. They were all around
the situation of pensioners who for one reason or another either cannot live in a house that has
been affected by a disaster or have sold a house and have not yet moved into another
permanent residence and are having difficulty. There are two specific ways the act has set
limits on how we can look away from assets for people in those circumstances. The first isthe
issue that has been current in Western Australia and that Senator Evans raised, | believe also
in a debate on one of the bills around curtilage. That is when someone sells their house and
wants to devote the proceeds of the sale of that house to the purchase of another one. In those
circumstances, currently we can only disregard those proceeds as an asset for 12 months.
Legidative amendment is required to lengthen that time. There is a second circumstance that
is perhaps close to the situation for people affected by Cyclone Larry. If your house is
uninhabitable and you have to live temporarily elsewhere, we can regard that as your
principal residence and disregard that property from the assets test for a period of 12 months
currently. That also needed legidative amendment to allow more flexibility.

The third issue covered in the minister’s press release related to a commitment that we
would consider ex gratia payments for people in the area affected by Cyclone Larry. If they
are unable to move back into their house soon—the anniversary of Cyclone Larry must be in
March—the legidative amendment will not have been enacted by that time and we will have
to address the circumstances of those people by way of ex gratia payments.

Senator STEPHENS—Are you aware already of applications for ex gratia payments
under the Cyclone Larry arrangements?

Mr Hartland—No. We have made an estimate of how much we think it might cost us,
which appears in the portfolio additional estimates statements, and it has to be said that a
small amount is our best guess at this stage. On page 12 there is an amount of $44,000 set
aside for ex gratia payments. Our best estimate is that it will not be large. Obviously, for the
people affected it will be a large issue and the government has sought to make some provision
to ensurethat, if it does get claims, it can deal with them.

Senator STEPHENS—I know Senator McLucas wants to come back to the disaster
recovery funds this evening. Can you explain to the committee the structure of ex gratia
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payments in these circumstances? How will they be determined? Is it a rental subsidy? Can
you explain that?

Mr Hartland—Ex gratia payments in general are payments that the government would
make when the legislation produces an anomalous or unjust outcome. In these cases the
legislation would operate so that the pension payments of these people would be reduced by
dint of their assets becoming assessable. So in these circumstances the payment, in effect,
would be to increase their payment back-up to what it would be if the asset had been
disregarded.

Senator WEBBER—Before we move on, | go back to the age pension issue with the
changein home. | am sorry | was not present for the earlier discussion. | think you alluded to
the fact that there needed to be legidlative change. Do we have atime line for that?

Mr Hartland—The current plan is to introduce the bill in the autumn sittings and to pass
it, presumably, quite quickly.

Senator WEBBER—In the autumn session this year?

Mr Hartland—Yes. We would be hoping to have these provisions operating this year.

Senator WEBBER—A whole bunch of age pensioners lost their pension for Christmas.
They signed a contract, the pad has gone down for their new home, but the skill shortage in

Perth means they are probably not going to get their new home for the next 18 months. They
are without income and cannot rent anywhere.

Mr Hartland—We are aiming to start this provision on 1 July this year.

Senator WEBBER—Will there be the provision for back-pay?

Mr Hartland—Thereis not currently a provision for back-pay, no.

Senator WEBBER—S0 you kicked someone off the pension at Christmas and they will

get back on it in July. They are going to have six months with no income support from the
government because they cannot build their house.

Mr Hartland—That is July this year—1 July 2007.

Senator WEBBER—I am dealing with constituents. This has been an ongoing issue.
Senator Evans, when he had the portfolio, raised it repeatedly last year. It is not a crisis that
suddenly happened. Whenever | raise it with Centrelink they tell meit is a policy problem for
FaCSIA and they are doing what they can.

Ms McKay—We are introducing this legislation to deal with a problem in the current
sitting. We expect it to be passed in the budget sittings so that it will have effect from 1 July
this year. We have made provision for ex gratia payments in respect of a particular group of
customers. If there are other groups of customers we would need to look at that.

Senator WEBBER—When was FaCSIA first aware that this was a problem?

Mr Hartland—There is always provision to consider ex gratia payments. | guess it is
unusual to set them aside, because you do not usually know about unusual and unpredicted
circumstances, but in the case of Cyclone Larry | think we can predict it.

Senator WEBBER—I am talking about age pensions.
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Mr Hartland—Yes, | was going to get to that.

Senator WEBBER—I will leave Cyclone Larry to my Queensland colleagues. | am sure
we will have our own cyclone soon enough to cause trouble with you in the west.

Mr Hartland—In the debate on curtilage we made a commitment to Senator Evans to
consider this issue. There had been public statements about this being in the government’s
mind at that point. We had been briefing ministers before that—I do not have that precise
information in front of me—so it istrue to say that this problem has been worked on for some
time.

Senator WEBBER—From my memory that would be at least 12 months, yet we are not
looking at having a start-up date for the change of arrangements until 1 July this year. It isa
long time to leave people wanting ex gratia payments through no fault of their own or leaving
them without income.

Senator MOORE—Miinister, do we have a draft bill for this legidation? | am sorry to
show my ignorance, but | do not know.

Senator Scullion—I am advised that we do not have that legislation at this stage.

Senator MOORE—It is just that we are raising this particular issue in terms of back
payment. There are two issues. There is back payment—the legislative change—which we
can take up in processes around the legislation. The other issue is the forwarding of cases for
ex gratia payments for people who are caught up in this process who are not victims of
Cyclone Larry. So thereis a double process. Can you refresh my memory as to how you make
recommendations for ex gratia payments? Does it need |egid ative change to have an ex gratia
payment?

Mr Hartland—The ex gratia payment is a power that is available to the Commonwealth
generally.

Senator MOORE—Yes, it is a delegated power.
Mr Hartland—It actually requires the agreement of the minister for finance.
Senator MOORE—So it is a finance delegation?

Mr Hartland—Yes. We would produce a brief for our minister who would write to the
minister for finance outlining the case for or against the request for an ex gratia payment and
the decision would be made on that basis.

Senator MOORE—So the process for proceeding down this track would be, first,
agitation to the minister for families, seeing that it is families legisation—and that has been
identified—and then internal processes, through families to Treasury, to get the payment. Is
that right?

Dr Harmer—We would not necessarily use the word ‘agitation’ but we would provide
information to the minister. The minister has shown himself to be responsive to these sorts of
issues and there is a mechanism through the payment—

Senator MOORE—It isafinancething, isn't it?
Dr Harmer—Yes.
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Senator M OORE—So that would be based on policy information from your department
looking at the whole process. Also emergency need would be the stimulus, would it not?

Dr Harmer—Yes.

Senator MOORE—That is something we will have to take up. The legidation at this stage
is for the autumn sitting but we have not got it yet. Thereisa processin terms of the particular
people we have identified at two estimates and | am sure that Western Australian senators
have been taking it up aswell.

Senator WEBBER—It isalong time to wait for alegidative solution to a problem for age
pensioners.

Dr Har mer—We will regard that as a statement, Senator Webber.

Senator HOGG—How long does the process take once it has started and what triggers the
process?

Mr Hartland—Are you talking about ex gratia payments?
Senator HOGG—Yes.

Mr Hartland—What triggers the process is usually a complaint by a customer or a
specific request for an ex gratia payment or an act of grace payment to be considered.

Senator HOGG—But how many times do they need to complain for it to trigger a
decision by an officer that awarrant is going down that path?

Mr Hartland—That is a good question. They have to exhaust the appeal processes that
exist under the act. | guess in terms of how many times they have to complain, they have to
ask for the level of internal review within Centrelink, two levels of internal review within
Centrelink and an SSA.

Senator HOGG—How long roughly on average would that take?

Mr Hartland—I do not have a sense of the length of time—

Senator HOGG—You would not have an average?

Mr Hartland—No.

Senator HOGG—Is it one month, two months or three months? What would you suspect?

Mr Hartland—I do not have any sense of thetime line. | do not think my guess would be
useful.

Senator HOGG—From when it is triggered until when the matter then is processed
through to the minister for finance for an ex gratia payment, how long does that process take?

Mr Hartland—That can be quite quick. That ssimply requires my branch to write a brief to
the minister that is well enough argued that it is accepted without a request for further
information. We could turn that around within a few days to a week. It does depend a bit on—

Senator HOGG—That is a few days to a week, but the other part of the process could be
substantially longer or would be substantially longer?

Dr Harmer—It would be, Senator, because there are established appeal mechanisms and
stages to go through.
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Senator HOGG—I amjust trying to get an idea of how long these people could be going
without some sort of income support. It seems to me that, without tying you down to a period
of time, it would be some substantial period of time indeed. That seems grossly unfair.

Mr Hartland—I was just thinking about whether there are other provisions of the act that
might be able to assist them, but | am not sure that | would want to go down that path.

Senator HOGG—In which case, could you take that on notice. Are there other provisions
of the act that could be applied in these circumstances? Can you take that on notice and get
back to us?

Mr Hartland—I am just thinking about whether the pension loans scheme, for example,
would be a source—

Senator HOGG—AII right. | will put the question formally on notice to you.
Mr Hartland—but | would have to think that one through.

Senator WEBBER—I can actually answer the question, believe it or not. That tells you
how many constituents | have with this problem.

Senator HOGG—I did not ask you!

Senator WEBBER—I just want to place on record that Centrelink are very helpful and
they do enact the hardship provisions of the act. The problem is that the constituent has to
come to see someone like me and they have to have a break inincome support rather than just
being able to go into Centrelink and say: ‘Here is my signed contract, here is proof that the
pad for my new dwelling has gone down. It is not my fault that the 12 months has evaporated
and | still do not have a house.” So they get turfed off because of the assets test and because
they have done 12 months. Then they find someone like me and they get the hardship test and
go back on. But you have to know your way around the system.

Mr Hartland—Those are very good arguments as to why we have seen the need to change
the act.

Senator WEBBER—That isright.

Senator MOORE—Pages 26 and 36 show a reduction in estimated expenditure on the age
pension of $104.8 million compared to the budget. Can we get some explanation of that?
What were the determining factors of such a significant change?

Mr Hartland—The main driver there was a reduction in customer numbers compared to
what we expected.

Senator MOORE—AnNd the original process was based on modelling of what you and
Finance expected?

Mr Hartland—When we did the estimates we expected a level of customer numbers. In
updating the estimates we now expect them to be | think 13,000 fewer. That has driven a
reduction in what we are estimated to spend. | should say that in a way this is good news. The
reason why we have fewer customers than we expected is because people have more assets
than we were expecting. They are richer so they are getting less pension.

Senator MOORE—So thisis based on dligibility rather than just being alive or dead?

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS



CA 28 Senate Monday, 12 February 2007

Mr Hartland—That isright, yes. It isdigibility.

Senator M OORE—Page 37 shows the reduction in departmental appropriations in output
2.1 in 2005-06 of aimost $100 million. It shows an increase in policy services and program
management but a decrease in service delivery. Can you tell us what the average staffing level
of this output is, and has that increased or decreased compared to last year?

Mr Hartland—There has been no change in the estimates for policy services and program
management. It has increased over what was estimated for last year. The increase in service
ddivery—

Senator MOORE—Decrease.

Mr Hartland—over the two estimates provided—the budget estimates and the revised
estimates—is due to the government’s decision to implement the superannuation changes.
That is some Centrelink departmental costs that will be provided in this financial year.

Senator M OORE—So the service delivery component is the Centrelink component.
Mr Hartland—Yes; associated with the superannuation changes.
Senator MOORE—AnNd the variation compared to the original budget estimates there?

Mr Hartland—Are you talking about the difference between the figures of $238,848,000
and $248,221,000?

Senator MOORE—Yes.

Mr Hartland—That variation is accounted for by the additional funding that will be
flowing to Centrelink as a consequence of the superannuation changes.

Senator MOORE—S0 it is specifically that program—the superannuation changes in
effect make up the whole change?

Mr Hartland—Yes.

Senator MOORE—There is nothing else caught up in that, to the best of your knowledge?
Mr Hartland—No.

Senator MOORE—Thank you.

CHAIR—We will now take a break for morning tea. We will resume with output 2.2 when
we come back. | want to also indicate that there is an informal agreement that we will swap
output groups 4.1 and 4.4. So if we resume to our program, that means we will start 4.4,
Community partnerships and delivery, at about 4.45 and at about 5.30 we will start output
group 4.1, Housing support.

Proceedings suspended from 10.32 am to 10.49 am

CHAIR—The committee will recommence with output group 2.2, Support for people with
disabilities. Are there any answers now available for questions that were taken on notice
during the last session?

Dr Harmer—We are still working on them. We are quite confident that, for most of the
guestions we have taken on notice with a commitment to try to get back today, we will do so.

CHAIR—Thank you.
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Senator McLUCAS—I have some questions on the CSTDA negotiations. | think the
department would be aware that the Senate committee brought down a unanimous report on
the operations of the CSTDA last week. Whilst | will not go to the recommendations of that
report, because the department will have some time to respond to it, can you give me an
understanding of the context of negotiations as they are at the moment?

Mr Wallace—My understanding at present is that a special meeting of disability ministers
has been arranged for 3 April; | think that has been confirmed by the HCDSMC secretariat.
There have also been some ongoing discussions with state and territory governments at
officials level. In September last year, Minister Brough outlined his key priority areas for the
negotiation of a further agreement with the states and territories. Prior to that, there was a
meeting of community and disability services ministers at which there was broad agreement
on the parameters for the negotiation of a further agreement.

Senator McLUCAS—I dare say that in those discussions the states indicated that they
would be calling for a greater contribution from the Commonwealth. What was the context of
those discussions?

Dr Harmer—In Commonwealth-state negotiations on special purpose payment programs,
such as the Commonwealth State Territory Disability Agreement, the states are always calling
for additional money. We are constantly dealing with that negotiation process. We listen to
them, we provide advice back to the minister about their arguments and, in turn, we share
with them the priority areas that we want them to concentrate on and where we want to do
better, so it is a standard negotiation process at the officials level. But, as Mr Wallace said, our
minister will be meeting with his state and territory counterparts early in April for a key
meeting to talk about the next stage of the renegotiation.

Senator McL UCAS—ALt this point in time, what indications have been given to the states
about funding?

Mr Leeper—At a meeting between Commonwealth and state officials last Thursday in
Adelaide, which Mr Wallace, Ms McKenzie and | attended, the minister agreed that we would
outline to them the nature of the offer that the Commonwealth was prepared to make for a
fourth agreement, which we did. In the context of ongoing discussions, the Commonwealth’'s
offer was listened to. | would not say to you that it was accepted.

Senator M cLUCA S—Can you share with the committee the nature of the offer?

Mr Leeper—Broadly, in financial terms, the offer is for unchanged funding over CSTDA
3, the current agreement, with the exception that indexation under normal arrangements
would in our estimation provide approximately $400 million in additional funds. So the total
package that the Commonwealth outlined is about $3.28 hillion over the life of the five-year
agreement.

Senator McLUCAS—So the contribution from the Commonwealth at that meeting last
Thursday would stay the same as—

Mr Leeper—With the indexation of WCl2—

Senator McLUCAS—We will go to indexation in a moment, Mr Leeper. The substantive
component is at the same rate?
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Mr Wallace—It comprises the base funding and a continuation of the unmet need funding
which was provided initially in CSDA 2 in the final two years and which was provided again
in CSTDA 3. That unmet need component of funding will be continued under the offer from
the government.

Senator M cLUCAS—Has the minister or the department seen a press release from the
New South Wales Minister for Disability Services, Mr John Della Bosca, calling on the
government to match New South Wales spending dollar for dollar?

Mr Wallace—Yes, | have seen it.

Senator M cLUCAS—It would seem that that call from Minister Della Bosca will not be
able to be accommodated if the Commonwealth is maintaining its commitment from
CSTDA 3.

Mr Wallace—The Commonwealth’s offer is to maintain that offer, with indexation.

Senator McLUCAS—I think that will be somewhat disappointing to the states and
territories and people with disabilities, given the strong recommendation No. 14 from the
Senate report. What is the process that the department would now undertake to process that
recommendation from the Senate committee?

Dr Har mer—Clearly, we have not had a chance to look at the report in detail. We will be
doing that. Clearly, we will also be providing advice to the minister in relation to that report,
and | think it isfair to say that that will feed into his thinking on the renegotiation process.

Senator McLUCAS—So you are saying there could potentially be a change to the
indication that has been given to the states to this point?

Dr Harmer—No, | am not saying that at all. Your question was about the handling of the
report. We will brief the minister on the contents and recommendations and it will be up to the
minister and the government for consideration. | make absolutely no prediction about where
the minister is likely to take that. It would be presumptuous of officials to talk about where
the government is likely to come out on that.

Senator McLUCAS—BLUL, in a process sense, the report has been handed down and it
makes very clear and unanimous recommendations about an increase in funding from all
participants in the agreement. The Commonwealth has already told the states they are getting
the same as CSTDA 3. How does that recommendation factor into the process of decision
making?

Dr Harmer—That position was agreed by the minister and the government in advance of
the report. We do not know yet because we have not briefed the minister and we have not had
the discussions about exactly how the release of the report will factor into the negotiations. So
we would be talking hypothetically and that would not be very hel pful.

Senator McLUCAS—I understand. Maybe we should have done the inquiry in the first
half of last year as | originally suggested. But, never mind, that is a different question. On
ABC Radio in Brisbane last Friday, Minister Brough said there was an additional $550
million and that disability people were telling him there is no appreciable improvement or
increase in level of service. Can you tell me what that $550 million is that Minister Brough is
referring to?
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Mr Wallace—The minister referred to the unmet need funding provided in CSTDA 3,
which was around $150 million. The figure of $550 million equates to an extrapolation of that
figure over the life of CSTDA 3.

Senator M cLUCAS—So that is $550 million over four years?
Mr Wallace—Five years.

Senator McLUCAS—Let us go to the question of indexation. You would have noticed the
recommendation of the committee inquiry that a realistic indexation level be set and that the
efficiency dividend not be applied. Can you explain to the committee what level of indexation
will be applied to CSTDA 4?

Mr Wallace—There is not an efficiency dividend applied to the current agreement. The
indexation applied to the agreement is wage cost index 2, which is one of a range of indices
devised by the department of finance as part of the whole-of-government indexation policy.

Senator McLUCAS—You would be aware of the evidence that we have had from all of
the states, | think, and many of the service providers that indicated there was an efficiency
dividend applied. Isthat incorrect?

Mr Wallace—There is no efficiency dividend applied to the Commonwealth contribution
to the states through the CSTDA.

Senator M cLUCAS—Did you provide that in evidence to us during theinquiry?
Mr Wallace—We would have if asked. | am not sure whether we were asked.

CHAIR—It is my recollection that the department did apply a discounting factor of some
sort to the payments that were made to states under CSTDA and that was based on a
requirement for states' programs to meet a certain level of efficiency with respect to delivery
of services.

Mr Wallace—I| do recall the opening statement and some questioning directed to Mr
Hunter at the hearings. He was explaining the nature of the construction of the wage cost
index in broad terms and the intention of the application of indexation. There is not a separate
efficiency dividend applied, so it is not that there is an indexation rate applied—from which
there is then an efficiency dividend deducted—to state and territory payments as there isin
some other programs. The wage cost index is wage cost index 2, which at present is at the rate
of 1.8 per cent. The full amount of that 1.8 per cent of indexation is applied to the amount that
isthen transferred to the states. Thereis not an efficiency dividend applied to the 1.8 per cent.

Senator McLUCAS—They takeit off before they giveit. Mr Wallace, | recognise that you
are not from the Department of Finance and Administration, but can you give the committee
your understanding of how wage cost index 2 is arrived at?

Mr Wallace—| have an understanding but certainly not a detailed one. The intention of
wage cost index 2 is to reflect a significant proportion of wage costs in the sector to which it
is applied and a smaller proportion of general cost increases. So it is weighted much more
heavily to wage costs than to general cost increases.

Senator McLUCAS—Isit 80 to 20?

Mr Wallace—No, it is 90 to 10.
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Senator McLUCAS—Once that percentage is arrived at, is it your understanding that
DOFA then takes out some sort of efficiency dividend prior to giving you the figure of 1.8 per
cent?

Mr Wallace—I am not aware of the inner workings of the constructions of the index, | am
sorry.

Senator McLUCAS—I understand that. We will have to ask the Department of Finance
and Administration that question. We might have to go back to the report and have another
look at that question, and maybe put some questionsin to DOFA.

CHAIR—Yes.

Senator McLUCAS—Are you aware of the levels of indexation that are being applied by
other states?

Mr Wallace—I am aware that they vary. The agreement requires that the states and
territories at least match the rate of indexation applied by the Commonwealth, but beyond that
they vary.

Senator McLUCAS—AnNd is your understanding that all states are above 1.8 per cent?

Mr Wallace—I am not sure whether it isall states. It is certainly most states and territories.

Senator M cLUCAS—Can you provide us with a table that indicates the indexation level
being applied by the states and territories to CSTDA 3? | do not know that | can ask you what
they are intending for 4, because that is part of the negotiations at the moment.

Mr Wallace—I am not sure we have that information but, if we do, we can certainly
provideit.

Dr Harmer—We will provideit to you if we have it. We would not be able to write to the
states—

Senator McLUCAS—I am not asking you to write to the states to answer the question; |
can do that myself.

Mr Leeper—I| am aware that at page 47 of the committee's report there is a chart which
outlines those indexation rates. One of the papers we considered last week was a paper from
the Western Australian government around the issue of indexation. That was exactly the chart
that was included, not inappropriately, because it was drawn from the WA submission. | am
not sure that we would know anything more than what is in that table. Information was
presented to us in terms of the states saying, ‘ These are our indexation factors.” | am not sure
that we can improve on that at this point.

Senator McLUCAS—Do not take that question on notice, except that, if you are of the
view that that table isincorrect, you can provide that information to the committee.

Mr Leeper—Certainly in relation to the Commonwealth our view is that the table is
correct in that it says that the indexation factor currently prevailing is 1.8 per cent, and that is
what isin the charter. | am not sure that we can speak on behalf of the states.

Dr Harmer—We could not categorically validate that. What we are saying, | think, is that
we have no information at hand at present to disagree with those figures.
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Mr Wallace—The process of the level of state and territory government funds will not
allow usto separately identify the different factors they apply.

Dr Harmer—We cannot confirm them because we do not have sufficient information
about those figures. We can do ours.

Senator McLUCAS—Thank you. You would be aware of the discussions during the
inquiry about a desire by the disability community and the disability service providersin the
states for an agreement that is not focused on inputs but outcomes. That is also reflected in the
ANAO report. How does that inform the negotiations? It is a huge shift structurally in the way
the agreement will read.

Dr Harmer—As the chief policy-advising department to the government on the
Commonwealth State Territory Disability Agreement negotiations, we provide information to
the minister across a whole range of things. We try to be as comprehensive as we can with
information that is available to us from all sorts of sources so that the government can truly
make an informed decision. There will be lots of information we provide to the minister and
the government as they frame their position for negotiations. | would like to think that we are
pretty comprehensive in what we advise the government about.

Senator McLUCAS—I am sorry, Dr Harmer; | think you may have misunderstood my
question. It is a process question around how the CSTDA 4 will be drafted, focusing not on
financial inputs but, rather, what results people with disabilities will achieve out of this
agreement.

Mr Leeper—Ultimately that will be a matter for ministers. At officials level we are
working to draft some material which focuses on outcomes—inputs, outputs leading to
outcomes. That is work from an accrual budgeting point of view that we are familiar with at a
Commonwealth level at least. But that is work in progress. | cannot really comment much
further than that, other than to say that at officials level we are endeavouring to put to
ministers material which is capable of focusing on outcomes rather than inputs or outputs in
their own right.

Dr Harmer—Given where we are in the process—we are at the critical stage of
negotiation where we have made the minister’s position clear to state officials; he is meeting
with his counterparts in early April—we can answer questions, but we cannot provide
information on our negotiating position. | am trying to make sure that we protect the
Commonweal th negotiating position while trying our best to answer your specific questions.

Senator McLUCAS—The evidence to the committee from the Commonwealth
Department of FACSIA also focused on an outcomes based agreement. | thought that was
clearly on the public record. | was wondering whether that intent was going to turn into
measurable outcomes for people with disabilities.

Mr Wallace—It is certainly one of the four key areas that the minister outlined in his
correspondence to his colleagues in September, drawing in part on the ANAO's audit
recommendations that more could be done for the outcomes achieved for people with
disabilities than we have been able to do collectively under the current agreement. That is
certainly something we are working towards with state and territory officials and was a part of
the discussions on Thursday and Friday of last week.
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Senator SIEWERT—You may have told us this before and | have missed it, but, in the
letter that was written, what were the four things?

Mr Wallace—The four things were: improved transparency and accountability, a focus on
unmet need, improvements in quality assurance, and improvements in Indigenous access to
disability services. | am paraphrasing, rather than quoting from, the letter.

Senator SIEWERT—Can | go back to the unmet need? My understanding from the letter
is that those are the four key areas you want to focus on, but, from answers that you have just
given to Senator McL ucas, there is no increase in Commonwealth funding besides indexation
being offered. So do you have suggested ways in which you are going to deal with unmet
need if the funding is not increasing? From our inquiry, the only way it appears you can deal
with unmet need is by increasing the funding that is available. There is no way you can deal
with unmet need within the funding, even with indexation. How are you addressing these
issues of unmet need if you are not increasing the funding?

Mr Wallace—One of the issues raised throughout the course of the Senate hearings was a
difficulty in coming to an accurate understanding of the levels of need at present. Certainly
one of the areas of focus for the minister has been on improving our understanding of unmet
need and looking at getting a more nationally consistent understanding. Recalling the
evidence of the Institute of Health and Welfare, which was provided in the Canberra hearings,
they have tried wilfully to get a good understanding nationally of the levels of need across
different service types, et cetera, and have found it very difficult because of different ways of
measurement and inconsistencies in data and reporting. So one of the areas of focus will be on
getting to a much clearer understanding nationally of the profile of need.

Senator SIEWERT—AnNd then what? Let me clarify. The letter that you are writing is to
try to clarify the areas of unmet need before you sign the agreement or over the five-year
period of the agreement?

Mr Wallace—I guess | can only reiterate in relation to the Commonwesalth’s position and
offer what we had stated earlier, which is that the amount of funding would continue at
existing levels, which includes previous provisions for unmet need and applies indexation.

Dr Harmer—In terms of context, while we do not have accurate figures, probably—
without having read all of the report—the focus on unmet need appears to be in the area of
accommodation and related services, which are, under the Commonwealth State Territory
Disability Agreement, a state responsibility rather than a Commonwealth responsibility. So
the focus in meeting unmet need is, first, to get more accurate data, which we have been
trying to do, from the states and, second, to urge the states to deal with it through the areas for
which they have responsibility.

Senator M cLUCAS—I thought we said we were going to end the blame game.

CHAIR—Be€fore we leave that area, the committee obviously has recommended a
substantial improvement in funding by all governments, and the federal government’s position
at the moment is that it is considering this report and will respond to al of the
recommendations in the report.

Dr Harmer—That is right.
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Senator M cLUCAS—What will the time frame for that be?

Dr Harmer—It is certainly a matter for the minister and the government, but we have only
just got it so it will take us sometime. It isa significant report. | am not sure whether we have
had a discussion with the minister yet about his time frame. We would need to do that before
we give you an answe.

Senator SIEWERT—I think the issue there is that the history of response of government
to Senate reports is not good. Obviously, there is a pretty intense time frame around this one
in particular. What 1 am definitely looking for is a commitment that it will be responded to
within the time frame in which the negotiati ons are occurring.

Dr Harmer—I cannot give you that commitment on behalf of the government. What | can
dois say that | am quite confident that the minister and the government would be well aware
of the relevance of the report to the negotiations.

Senator McLUCAS—Is it the current expectation of the department that CSTDA 4 will
start up in July this year?

Dr Harmer—That is our expectation, yes.
Senator M cL UCAS—It remains your expectation?
Dr Harmer—Yes, it does.

Senator M cLUCAS—I go to the National Disability Advocacy Program. Can you give the
committee an update on the processes for NDAP as it stands? At the end of January, |
understand, there were meant to be indications from each funded program on their business
plan. Isthat right?

Mr Wallace—That isright.
Senator M cL UCAS—Has that occurred?

Mr Wallace—I understand that it has from if not all then almost all providers. We were
still talking with a couple of providers late last week, but | certainly did receive a couple of
the final providers' reports | think on Wednesday of last week.

Senator McLUCAS—AnNd that is to lay out their compliance with the new intent of the
National Disability Advocacy Program, isit? Is that a shorthand description of what it is?

Mr Wallace—My understanding is that this is one component of the proposed series of
changes and that this component really is around getting a clearer and more consistent
understanding of the nature of services being provided through the advocacy program. It is
really around reporting of their activities in a consistent way rather than outlining how they
will comply with a series of proposed changes over the coming 18 months.

Senator McLUCAS—So essentialy it describes their reporting arrangements rather than
their business plan?

Mr Wallace—That is my understanding, yes. | might get some clarification if it is any
different to that, but my understanding is that one of the recommendations of the review was
that we do not have as consistent an understanding or as consistent information as we could
about who it is that service providers are providing services for, how many services are being
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provided and what types of advocacy are being provided. The role of the plansis to improve
the level of consistency across the 70-odd providers that we have in our understanding of
what it isthey are doing.

Senator McLUCAS—There are some providers that do not provide, for example,
individual advocacy. Do they have to change their approach?

Mr Wallace—The changes are not to the services they are providing but to the way in
which they are providing information to the department about what they are doing.

Senator M cLUCAS—What isthe next step then, Mr Wallace?

Mr Wallace—You may be aware that there were 18-month funding agreements offered to
al existing providers. We have established as well a reference group to guide the course of the
next 18 months, looking at the recommendations of the report that Minister Cobb released in |
think September or October last year—the precise date € udes me.

Senator McLUCAS—That isthe social options report?

Mr Wallace—No—the minister’s review report, so not the social options report itself. That
group met for the first time on Friday in Sydney. It has broad membership, including
membership obviously from advocacy providers and least one provider who has a significant
interest in systemic advocacy. It has a member from the New South Wales state government,
coverage from the National Ethnic Disability Alliance, and Brain Injury Australia. Thereis a
parent of a person with a disability involved, representing a carer perspective. The first
meeting of that group was Friday of last week. A second reference group has been established
aswell, which will not be able to meet face to face and have as an intensive an involvement as
the first group, but which has been set up as a sounding board for the first reference group. So
as that first group produces views about the way forward, there is a dightly broader group of
representation that can reflect on the deliberations of the first reference group.

Senator McLUCAS—So | can get an understanding, can you provide the committee with
the name of each of the reference groups and a list of the members of each reference group?

Mr Wallace—Sure.

Senator McLUCAS—AnNd also give the committee an understanding—you might be able
to do this now—of how each member was selected. What was the process of appointing
peopl e to those committees?

Mr Wallace—I can certainly provide you with the names and groups whom they represent.
The representatives on the reference group—I will get my terminology correct—which is a
group that will meet face to face on a number of occasions—are: Chris Allison, who is the
parent of a person with a disability from Toowoomba; Mark Grierson, from the Disability
Advocacy Service, Hunter, Newcastle—

Senator McLUCAS—Mr Wallace, | am sorry to interrupt but if you could hand that over,
rather than read it into Hansard, it might save a little time.

Mr Wallace—We will need to provideit in another form.

Senator McLUCAS—Certainly. And the broader question: what was the process by which
those peopl e were appoi nted?
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Mr Wallace—There was a cal for nominations. We certainly were not able to
accommodate as many nominations as we recelved. There was a desire to get representation
from a range of different geographic regions, a range of different advocacy service types—
importantly, ensuring that there was representati on from some service types who have more of
a focus on systemic advocacy—to get a carer perspective and to get a state government
perspective. So from the list of nominees we tried to ensure that we had that breadth of
representation.

Senator McLUCAS—So the department made recommendations to the minister. 1 am
surmising now. The department came to a view about who they would recommend to be on
the committee on both reference groups?

Mr Wallace—The department certainly briefed the minister on the membership of the
committees, yes.

Senator M cLUCAS—And then the minister appointed those individuals?

Mr Wallace—I would need to check whether it was a process of appointment. It was not a
process of appointment, | am told. The minister was informed about the group and the
membership, but the membership was not selected by the minister.

Senator M cLUCAS—When did that occur?

Mr Wallace—It was late last year, | understand.
Senator M cLUCAS—Through Minister Cobb?
Mr Wallace—Through Minister Cobb; that isright.

Senator ADAM S—Does Western Australia have any representatives on either of those
reference groups?

Mr Wallace—There are three members on the consultative committee from Perth, and one
member on the representative group from Bunbury.

Senator ADAM S—Can you tell me the names and organi sations?
Mr Wallace—For the Western Australian folk?

Senator ADAM S—Yes—there are three Western Australian senators here, and it is very
important we know.

Mr Wallace—On the reference group it is Peta Kierath from Advocacy South West in
Bunbury. On the consultative group the members are Luke Garswood from People With
Disabilities Western Australia in Perth, Denise Beer from Sussex Street Community Law
Service in Perth, and Judith Chernysh from the Disability Services Commission in Perth, who
is the state government representative.

Senator McLUCAS—On the issue of all services having to provide statewide coverage,
how is that going to occur?

Mr Wallace—I am not aware that there is a requirement for statewide coverage for all
services. Certainly the review indicated that statewide coverage was variable. | know there
was some concern about whether or not each service needed to cover a wide geographic area.
My understanding is that there is nothing in the path forward from here that requires any
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provider to have statewide coverage. There was a concern about balancing advocacy around
particular disability types and more general disability advocacy and ways in which to ensure
that the needs of people with particular disability types who had particular needs could be met
if they werein aparticular part of the state. One of the waysin which to try to allow a broader
coverage that has been suggested in the review was the establishment of the telephone
sarvice.

Senator McL UCAS—So the telephone service is essentially the statewide service that the
department refers to?

Mr Wallace—Larger providers have been asked, in their plans to be submitted by June,
ways in which they could improve their statewide coverage. It is not a requirement that they
have statewide coverage, but they are to indicate the way in which they could enhance their
coverage.

Senator McLUCAS—You might recall question No. 200 that | asked from November
estimates last year. | did ask that you indicate which services are going to have the statewide
requirements. Can you update that table for me by way of confirmation: are those services
that are marked as needing to provide a statewide service remaining the same?

Mr Wallace—I am not sure that | have that information with me, but we can seek to
update that during the day.

Senator McLUCAS—That would be great, if you could do that. Thank you. Is the
government still planning to go ahead with the competitive tendering process for the
Disability Advocacy Program?

Mr Wallace—Yes, that is the plan at this stage.
Senator M cLUCAS—AnNd when isthat expected to occur?

Mr Wallace—I am going from recollection—I will get the precise dates—but | understand
that there was an intention that there would be an expaosure draft of a tender document to be
provided in July this year, 12 months from the expiry of the current funding agreements, that
the tender would go ahead in September this year with the intention of allowing sufficient
time for any transition, and that the results of that competitive process would be announced in
February 2008, with services then to berolled out in July.

Senator McLUCAS—In some areas advocacy is partly funded by the states through the
CSTDA. How do you include those programs that are part of the CSTDA negotiations with
the National Disability Advocacy Program funding stream?

Mr Wallace—Asyou are obviously well aware, advocacy is provided by both jurisdictions
under the CSTDA. A number of state and territory jurisdictions, | understand, are also looking
at their state advocacy programs at present. In implementing the review we would certainly be
looking to work with states and territories to have a good understanding of where their
services are located and what services they provide to inform decisions about where the future
Commonwealth services are directed.

Senator McLUCAS—What is the rationale for not including the National Disability
Advocacy Program in with the negotiations around the CSTDA?
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Mr Wallace—I am not sure that there has been any indication on the part of the
Commonwealth or of the states that there be a move away from advocacy being something
that both jurisdictions have some level of responsibility for.

Senator SIEWERT—Isn't it true with the current agreement, though?

Senator McLUCAS—That is the point | am making. This review is happening outside of
the negotiations with the CSTDA.

Mr Wallace—It is, but in consultation with states and territories. As we have noted, on the
reference group there is a person from New South Wales, and the consultative group has a
person from Western Australia on it. The fact that this is proceeding outside the formal
negotiations does not mean we are not working with the states and territories to make sure it
is done effectively.

Senator McLUCAS—Are you aware that we asked that question of a number of the states
during the inquiry that we held and they said they were unaware of what the Commonwealth
was proposing for NDAP?

Mr Wallace—They have certainly been made aware of the review of the program.
Whenever | have discussions with my state and territory colleagues they are well aware of it.
As you will note, we have actively sought to engage them in the process of the reference
group and the consultative group. It has been a matter discussed by the disability policy
research working group—that is a new acronym we have created for you—the former
national disability administrators group. It has been something that has been discussed there
over time. It has not just reached their attention recently. | understand also that the state and
territory governments were written to at least twice during the review.

Senator SIEWERT—With due respect—and it might be because | interrupted—it does
not explain why it has been negotiated outside the agreement. You may not be aware yet, but
one of the recommendations in our report was that it become part of the agreement. What is
the rationale for negotiating it outside the agreement when the agreement has been
negotiated? Wouldn't it be ssmpler to do it as part of the agreement?

Mr Wallace—There are a whole range of decisions that individual jurisdictions make
around the way in which they deliver their services under the agreement, through the course
of the agreement and over the course of the negotiation period. It is our expectation that the
states and territories continue to make decisions about the application of their programs
during the negotiations as well.

Senator SIEWERT—BUt this about the Commonwealth. You are in the middle of
negotiating the program. Let’'s forget about the states and territories, because no-one can read
their minds. What is the Commonwealth’s rationale for that? Why is the Commonwealth
doing this outside the process and not bringing them into the process?

Mr Wallace—It is one of a series of things on which we will continue to work with the
state and territory governments, where we both have an interest. The fact that the agreement
more broadly is being renegotiated does not prevent us from moving forward in the
administration of the Commonwesalth program as it is and continuing to work with the states
and territories to make sure that it will operate effectively under any future agreement. Thisis
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a program we are currently responsible for and one that we envisage having continuing
responsibility for, and rather than wait a further 12 or 18 months to move forward with the
program the decision was taken that we would do that in consultation with the states,
concurrent with the broader renegotiation.

Senator SIEWERT—Once the tenders are in and are announced in February, who will
make those decisions?

Mr Wallace—The probity guidelines and the full tender assessment process have not yet
been finalised or approved, so | am not able to outline the exact processes yet.

Senator SIEWERT—Will there be consultation with the reference and consultative
committees?

Senator M cL UCA S—With the reference group.

Senator SIEWERT—You have outlined two committees for us—that is, the reference
committee and the consultative group. Will they be consulted on the tendering process?

Mr Wallace—There will be an exposure draft of the tender selection documentation,
which not only this group but anyone who cares to will be able to provide feedback on, and it
isintended for that to happen in July this year.

Senator SIEWERT—Will they beinvolved in the tender selection process?
Mr Wallace—At this stage, | do not think the intention is for that to happen.

Senator SIEWERT—Will anybody receiving these services actually be involved in the
tender selection process?

Mr Wallace—As | say, the tender selection process and the documentation around that
have not yet been finalised.

Senator SIEWERT—Istheir involvement being considered?
Mr Wallace—I am not sure whether it has been considered at thistime.

Senator SIEWERT—This question may be going to an opinion, and you can tell me
whether it is: do you think it is appropriate that somebody who receives these services be
involved in the tender process?

Dr Harmer—I do not think Mr Wallace should answer that sort of hypothetical. His
personal view about that is not relevant.

Senator SIEWERT—Does the department believe it is appropriate? Are people with
disabilities normally involved in these sorts of decisions?

Dr Harmer—Through this and our various consultative mechanisms we have a number of
ways of seeking the views of people with disabilities. | am not sure whether we need to create
another mechanism, although if your Senate report makes suggestions we would obviously
take them into account in considering the government’s response and in making
recommendati ons to the government.

Mr Leeper—We do intend to issue an exposure draft of the tender, and both the objectives
being sought and the evaluation criteria and methodol ogy, which is standard Commonwealth
practice, will be included. So the members of the reference and consultative committees, like
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anybody else, will be able to give us commentary on ways in which they fed the tendering
process might be improved, including the application of the selection criteria.

Mr Wallace—Specific comments may be sought from other groups as well. It should be
clear that there is no intention not to have the possibility for public comment or comment
from particular groups. | am just saying that, at this stage, the final process has not been
resolved.

Senator SIEWERT—When will the process be resol ved?

Mr Wallace—I hope that it will be significantly in advance of the exposure draft going out
in July, so we will need to have the process finalised in the next few months.

Senator SIEWERT—Earlier, you talked about people who are on the reference and
consultative groups. You have outlined that people with disabilities are on them; are carers
also represented on either or both of those groups?

Mr Wallace—Yes. There is a family carer on the reference group. In relation to the
consultative group, they are all representatives of organisations, most of whom are advocacy
service providers, other than the state and territory government rep.

Senator SIEWERT—So0 thereis just one carer on the reference group? Could you tell us
who that is?

Mr Wallace—The carer representative on the reference group is Chris Allison from
Toowoomba.

Senator McLUCAS—I might go quickly through a couple of other areas. The National
Disability and Carer Ministerial Advisory Council was appointed last year. | have alist of the
names of the people on that committee. How regularly will they meet?

Mr Wallace—The intention is they will meet four times a year face to face. They have
already met in subgroups and working groups over the telephonein the interim.

Senator M cLUCAS—Who makes up the agenda for those meetings?

Mr Wallace—The council does, the executive of the council being the chair, the two

deputy chairs and the special envoy. | guess ultimately the chair is responsible for the agenda
and the running of the meeting.

Senator M cLUCAS—How does the department input into the agenda?

Mr Wallace—The department support the advisory body, so we are not responsible for
constructing the agenda. Our views have been sought by the chair and the executive fromtime
to time on whether there are other things that it would be useful for them to consider, and we
have input into that. The committee asks for updates on things happening within the
department, so we contribute to those sorts of items.

Senator M cLUCAS—Can the minister ask for an item to be discussed?

Mr Wallace—Yes.

Senator M cLUCAS—Isthat aformalised process?

Mr Wallace—No, it has not been formalised to date in terms of there being written
correspondence.
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Senator McLUCAS—Some advisory committees or councils have a formalised
relationship with the minister. You are saying that does not occur here. So if the minister
wants the council to address an issue, how does he do that?

Mr Wallace—He would communicate that directly with them. He has met with the
executive on several occasions. He attended the first meeting. The council have written to the
minister on a number of occasions saying they saw some areas they thought it would be useful
for them to focus on and seeking his views on that. So there has been a range of different

ways.
Senator M cLUCAS—Are the minutes of those meetings published?
Mr Wallace—No, they are not. Thereis not aformal record.
Senator McLUCAS—Thereis no formal record?
Mr Wallace—Thereis no formal public record of the meetings.
Senator M cLUCAS—I am sure they write minutes, but they do not publish them.
Mr Wallace—Yes, there are notes.

Senator McLUCAS—It is an advisory council. Surely there must be recommendations
that they make.

Mr Wallace—Yes, thereis advice produced for the minister in written form.
Senator M cLUCAS—As advice to the minister it cannot be published.
Mr Wallace—That isright.

CHAIR—We might move to questions from other senators on other areas. We did say we
were going to leave this area at a quarter to 12. Have you got other questions that you could
place on notice?

Senator McLUCAS—Can | ask one question?
CHAIR—Sure.

Senator McLUCAS—I do have a lot of questions about the Young People in Nursing
Homes Project, but | can put those on notice.

CHAIR—OKkay. Ask your other question and then we will go to Senator Allison.

Senator McLUCAS—Mr Wallace, can you explain to the committee what if any role
FaCSIA has in determining Australia’s position on the Convention on the Rights of Persons
with Disabilities?

Mr Wallace—The department has been represented with the Attorney-General’s
Department at each of the eight, | think, ad hoc sessions, the last of which was in August last
year in New York. We have jointly attended and represented as part of the Australian
delegation at those deliberations. We provide advice to Minister Brough in relation to, in the
first instance, recommendations around support or otherwise of the adoption of the text of the
general assembly. Then, beyond that, we will provide further advice, as advice is required,
about signing and ratification and so forth. The Attorney-General, likewise, is advised by his
department.
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Senator McLUCAS—Do you goto New York, Mr Wallace?

Mr Wallace—I have attended once.

Senator McLUCAS—You are lucky! You should have gone eight times.

Mr Wallace—I should have.

Senator M cLUCAS—But that would be an opinion that | was seeking from you.
Mr Wallace—You could take that up with Dr Harmer.

Senator ALLISON—Can we have a brief report on the young people in nursing homes
program over the next four years? How isit going?

Mr Wallace—The bilateral agreements have now been signed by all jurisdictions. The last
signature came in | think not last week but the week before. States and territories are at
varying points in the process in terms of establishing their services on the ground. There have
been tender processes undertaken in Queensland. There have been two processes there—the
first for an external assessment provider and the second for construction of some
accommodation. | understand there were two successful applicants there. Victoria, |
understand, has had a tender process for an assessment provider as well.

Senator ALLISON—What isthe task of the assessment provider?

Mr Wallace—The task is, having contacted people within the digible target group, to
undertake a process of assessment about their care needs and what their desires are, | guess, in
terms of accommodation and then to determine what can be done for them under the program.
The assessment process for this program is relatively complex in that people have both
clinical and non-clinical needs. So a number of jurisdictions have taken the decision to
contract an external assessment provider.

Senator ALLISON—Just going back to the bilateral agreements, are they public
documents?

Mr Wallace—It has been the Australian government’s position that we would like to make
a moded bilateral agreement available, that being the bilateral agreement without the state
specificinformation in it.

Senator ALLISON—Why shouldn’t we see the state specific information?

Mr Wallace—It is also the Australian government’s position that they are happy to make
the bilateral agreements available but that is something we would need to discuss with the
individual state and territory. Given that it is an agreement between the Commonwealth and
the state and territory, we would need the agreement of both parties to release them.

Senator AL LISON—How much money have the states and territories committed?

Mr Wallace—Over the course of the five years the states and territories have committed
$122 million, which is matched by the Commonwealth at $122 million.

Senator ALLISON—Have any young people been moved out of nursing home
accommodation at this point?

Mr Wallace—I understand there has been at |east one in Victoria. | am not aware of others
at this stage.
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Senator ALLISON—What sorts of figures were in that bilateral agreement by way of
alternative accommodation for people in nursing homes?

Mr Wallace—There were targets agreed with each jurisdiction across the three different
elements of the program.

Senator ALLISON—Areyou ableto give us those?

Mr Wallace—No, | am not in position to provide those without in the first instance having
an agreement from the relevant state or territory to their release.

Senator AL LI SON—Can an agreement be sought, Minister?
Dr Harmer—We will take that on notice, Senator, and consider that.

Senator ALLISON—WEell, the minister is here. It is the minister’s decision, isn't it? How
many places have been agreed to in the bilateral agreement with the states on moving young
people out of nursing homes and into alternative accommodation?

Senator Scullion—In terms of consistency, again if it were for a bilateral agreement it
would have to seek the support of the other partnership in the agreement before listing any of
that information.

Senator ALLISON—I amasking: will you do that?
Senator Scullion—In regard to a specific question?
Senator ALLISON—Will you ask the question? That isall | am asking.

Senator Scullion—Yes, we can ask the question, but just to be clear, you are asking
exactly how many places. That is the only aspect of the agreement you wish us to ask the
question about.

Senator ALLISON—Wel, | would like to see the whole agreement, since we are
discussing it.
Senator Scullion—I think we have given you a comprehensive answer from the officer.

Senator ALLISON—That is the first objective, but at the very least, given that the
Commonwealth is spending $122 million—

Senator Scullion—We will seek to get that information.

Senator AL LISON—we ought to know how many places that is delivering, | would have
thought. As a result of this commitment, how many young people will likely be provided with
the additional disability-specific support that is required? | assume the understanding is that if
young people with disabilities are moved into alternative accommodation they need
physiotherapy and a whole range of services which are not available in nursing homes. Where
do those agreements come to with the states with respect to those services?

Mr Wallace—I will see whether | have understood your question correctly, Senator.
Unlike in the current Commonwealth State Territory Disability Agreement, the bilateral
agreements here do allow for a range of services that are not covered under the CSTDA,
which include clinical, and things associated with clinical care. It would be our expectation
that many, if not all, of the younger people who have moved from residential aged care would
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have a set of service requirements acrass not just the accommodation but related support
services. That is certainly possible under the agreement asiit is drafted.

Senator ALLISON—It ispossible.
Mr Wallace—It ispossible, yes.

Senator AL LISON—Meaning that Commonwealth money can be used for this purpose. Is
that what you are saying?

Mr Wallace—That isright; yes.

Senator ALLISON—What was the understanding about the $122 million? It has been
matched by the states, as requested by the Commonwealth. What conditions apply to that?
Did a specific number of places have to be provided within that? Was there a specific
proportion which could be spent on additional services?

Mr Wallace—There was neither an agreement on the number of people who would be
supported in each of the three categories that we have talked about at previous hearings, nor a
requirement in terms of the division of effort between the three categories or different service
types. There is certainly no prescription in terms of the model of service other than to the
extent that services need to comply with the Disability Services Act and the standards that are
set out under that. There was a clear requirement from the Commonwealth to ensure that
those standards apply to this program as they do to the CSTDA.

Senator ALLISON—So how was the $122 million struck, and the $6.2 million—$0.5
million of which comes from health and aging—in this current budget? Is that going to be
spent, and if so, what isit going to be spent on?

Mr Wallace—My understanding is that the money that has been committed in this
financial year will be spent.

Senator ALLISON—What will it be spent on?

Mr Wallace—The funding will be spent by state and territory governments. The $122
million that the Commonwealth is committing is transferred to state and territory governments

for them to purchase and provide services. So the Commonwealth does not have a direct
funding role.

Senator ALLISON—AnNd the states do not have to say, ‘And we will have spent this on
this, thisand this'?

Mr Wallace—They have to have spent it consistent with the bilateral agreement, which
is—

Senator ALLISON—Anything that is within that agreement.

Mr Wallace—That isright.

Senator ALLISON—Again, can | ask you: the $122 million, some work must have been
doneto develop that figure. If so, what was that? What was it based on?

Mr Wallace—It was an agreement struck through the COAG process by all governments
as afigure that would be a significant contribution to addressing the issue.

Senator ALLISON—So it was arbitrary; it was a figure plucked out of thin air.
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Mr Wallace—I am not familiar with the precise history of how the figure was constructed,
other than to know that the conclusion was—

Senator ALLISON—Dr Harmer might know.

Dr Harmer—It was a government decision on the amount. Presumably, we—plus the
department of health—provided advice and the government made a decision. As with many
other budgetary decisions, competing priorities were dealt with in the amount that it decided.

Senator ALLISON—So there was never an understanding of how many people would be
able to be moved out if this money were matched by the states?

Dr Harmer—I stand to be corrected, but | would assume that we would have provided
some estimates about numbers around the amounts of money; | do not know.

Mr Wallace—There were not figures agreed on at the time of the COAG announcement
about the number of people who would be moved. It was always the position of the
Commonwealth that targets would need to be agreed and that we would need to measure our
performance against those targets collectively. But there was concern raised by the states and
territories, which the Commonwealth took on board, that it was very difficult to know how
many people would be able to move in the absence of an understanding of how many people
would want to move and in advance of having an assessment process of what their care needs
were. The predominant task in the first year of the agreement is to get a much clearer
understanding of the profile of the people involved—what their care needs are.

Senator ALLISON—I can understand that some would be more expensive than others—
that is pretty obvious—but there must have been a bit of a range of costs assumed and there
must have been arange of places also assumed.

Dr Harmer—I think what Mr Wallace is saying is that there may have been; we did not
require states to sign up to a certain number.

Senator ALLISON—I understand that. | am interested in the Commonwealth's
contribution to this as much as anything. When will we have some better grasp of what the
$122 million will fund?

Mr Wallace—As we mentioned before, as part of bilateral agreements there has been a
requirement for targets.

Senator ALLISON—When will we know what those targets are?

Mr Wallace—Those targets are contained in the bilateral agreements which we would
need to—

Senator ALLISON—So the targets are already there. The question is: can we get access to
them?

Dr Har mer—You have asked: could we seek the agreement? We will. We will take that on
notice.

Mr Leeper—The agreements contain lower and upper figures, so it is a range. Subject to
the ministers' consideration and the views of their bilateral partners, we would look to see
whether we can release any of that information.

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS



Monday, 12 February 2007 Senate CA 47

Senator ALLISON—At some stage we will finesse those numbers, presumably, because
we will know the scope.

Mr Wallace—Yes.
Senator ALLISON—When do we anticipate that will take place?

Mr Wallace—The minister has undertaken, with his state and territory colleagues, to
relook at the target ranges originally agreed on from 1 July last year when the program could
first have begun. There is an agreement between the Commonwesalth minister and state and
territory ministers to relook at the targets at a point when more assessments have been
compl eted.

Senator ALLISON—The number of people requiring alternative accommodation has been
estimated to be thousands. Is that in the ballpark of what this program will deliver—the
estimates that have been made over time?

Mr Wallace—The upper and lower targets, as we have said, are contained in the bilateral
agreements. The initial target group COAG agreed is on the under-50 age group. There are
around 1,000 younger people in residential aged care under the age of 50, and a much larger
group again between 50 and 65.

Senator ALLISON—So they will be covered in the range of targets?
Mr Wallace—Theinitial focusis on that group of people, yes.

Senator ALLISON—What about those who would be due to go into nursing homes? Does
this measure also cover them?

Mr Wallace—It does. One of the three categories COAG have agreed that program funds
can be used for is the prevention category. Where it is clear that a person is at risk of entry
into residential aged care some of the funds can be used as a means of attempting to divert the
person from needing to go to aged care.

Senator ALLISON—BY ‘divert’ do you mean going to alternative accommodation?
Mr Wallace—That isright.

CHAIR—We will now move onto the next item. It is really a subset of output group 2.2—
that is, the COAG mental health issues. Are there any other questions on broader areas of
support for people with disabilities we can put on notice?

Senator MOORE—Firstly, | am trying to find refined figures for mental health in the
PBS. There is an amount of $14 million-odd under the revised estimates. Is there anywhere |
can find a more refined figure for administrative and program costings?

Mr Lewis—I| was checking the figures earlier today. That is for the additional estimates
and the figures are as per the estimates, so those figures are the same.

Senator MOORE—Turning to the set-up of the process, is there anywhere that spells out
the administrative and program costings, as there are for other processes?

Mr Lewis—They are in the estimates figures.
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Senator MOORE—I really cannot find it. Page 36 has the $14,864 overall figure, which
was part of the announcement, but | am trying to find out more so that we can be clear on the
departmental appropriations.

Mr L ewis—On page 36 you have admin items and then you have departmental outputs. So
the cost is the administered money to go out to the door, which is $10,259,000, and then the
cost for the department is the—

Senator MOORE—Mr Lewis, can you point me to where that is?

Senator Scullion—Senator Moore, | think you may be looking at the additional estimates
document.

Senator MOORE—Yes.

Mr Lewis—Itisinthe original portfolio budget estimates.

Senator M OORE—Which page?

Senator Scullion—It is on page 36.

Mr Lewis—Youwill see along thetop line: ‘admin’, ‘department’, ‘total’ and ‘ by year’.
Senator MOORE—That is the one you were referring to.

Mr Lewis—Itisall there, and thefigureisasitis.

Senator MOORE—No variation?

Mr Lewis—Not at this stage.

Senator MOORE—Thank you. | knew it was there but could not find it. Because it was so
very new, in the last round of estimates hearings we put a lot of questions on notice. We did
get responses, thank you. Many of them were very short, and | counted at least nine that said,
‘These are in the process of being developed.’ | think it would be useful to find out exactly
where we are now in the process, and then some of those particular questions can come ouit.

Mr Lewis—Before | comment in too much detail on some of the measures | should say
that we are in a tendering process at the moment, as you would know. We went to tender on 3
February for the personal hel pers and mentors measure. We have a live website with questions
and answers that are updated at least once a week. | think there are 36 questions and answers
listed there already. Where | need to answer a specific question | will refer to those questions
and answers to try to be consistent for those who apply for tender process. We put a mental
health update on the website regularly. The one for February-March went up this week. That
gives a snapshot for people about where all three measures are up to, certainly from a FaCSIA
viewpoint. There should be links, and there certainly are on the DOHA site, to the cost
measures so that people can get a sense about all 19 measures and where they are tracking.

So the personal helpers and mentors measure is going through a tendering process. That
tender closes on 2 March. We will then have an assessment process. | think at the last
estimates hearings you asked me when we would go live, and | indicated that it would be in
March. At this stage we are hoping to have announcements in April, depending on how we go
with the tender process.
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As you saw, 35 sites are listed. These are the sites provided to us by the states and
territories through our collaborative process, and they are the sites they have agreed to
commit resources to. As you will recall from previous hearings, the idea is to talk about
making sure we are able to do something quickly and well on the ground. We had a process in
Sydney, for example, where we had a public forum. We had it in most states, but | will give
you the Sydney one as an example. We talked to a huge range of stakeholders. We discussed
at some length the intent around having capacity in the first round on the ground. It was very
well endorsed at that meeting and others in terms of understanding the rationale behind it.

On the respite measure we are finalising some issues with the Department of Health and
Ageing. You will recall last time | talked about the Commonwealth Carer Respite Centres
under the HACC program. We are working through with them the impact on those centres of
rolling out the money and how best we can accommodate the divergent capacity and the intent
in terms of respite places. With the community based one you will see again from the website
we are looking at some early approaches to that. Some of our thinking at this moment is that
we may work through the family relationship centre model as an early example of that
prevention concept in terms of family issues, things like depression and relationship issues
that might contribute to a mental illness at some point. That is a snapshot of all three.

Senator MOORE—Who is responsible for updating that website?
Mr Lewis—My team; my branch.

Senator MOORE—One of the things we talked about last time was how the
interdepartmental committee would operate, because the distribution of the programs was
across at least two departments, with some discussion of maybe even further departments
down the track. So there is the Families website and the Health and Ageing website, then
there is the COAG website, which does not seem to me to be being updated, because that is
more an instrumental site.

Mr Lewis—The COAG website's jurisdiction sits within Prime Minister and Cabinet, so it
is more about the conceptual framework there. Health and Ageing have oversight at a broad
level of coordinating all 19 measures and reporting to the Department of the Prime Minister
and Cabinet on progress across al measures. So there is agreement at the IDC. Employment
and Workplace Relations, Education, Science and Training, FaCSIA and DOHA are the prime
program owners of the 19 measures. We had all agreed that the DOHA website, given that
they had many more measures and overall carriage, should be the prime first port of call for
general understanding about the 19 measures. We also agreed that there would be links
between our respective departmental websites to give people cross-referencing on-links. So
we have a DOHA one and we have a FaCSI A website.

Senator MOORE—AnNd your team updates the information on your three or four
programs, and they do the rest.

Mr Lewis—Yes.
Senator MOORE—How often does the interdepartmental committee meet now?
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Mr Lewis—It is still about once a month. It depends on availability of members,
obvioudly. It is quite a large group now. It includes people from Veterans' Affairs, Attorney-
Generd’s, Finance and so on, so it is quite a large group.

Senator MOORE—They all are. | do not think | know a small interdepartmental group. |
want to get a couple of updates on some of the answers you gave us between times, then there
may well be some further things. The issue that we talked about at length and was a kind of
threshold issue was the definition of mental illness. Your responses indicated that the
Wisconsin definition is now agreed, and that is across the board. Is that across the board with
all the participants, including the states?

Mr Lewis—We had, as you canimagine, alot of discussion around using that. If you come
from aclinical point of view you might argue that people need to be clinically diagnosed by a
psychologist, a psychiatrist or a practitioner of some standing in terms of recognised
qualifications. Our brief was to deal with the community aspect of demand issues, so we had
to talk through the understanding of that with the Australian College of Psychiatry, the
psychologists and the other professional bodies. As | mentioned last time, we also talked
through with the Mental Health Standing Committee, which is the directors of mental health
from all the state jurisdictions, how we were going to approach that. We got agreement to
developing an instrument to assist people. We have set up a stakeholder reference group,
which isavery large group. It involves consumer representatives as well as professional body
representatives—

Senator MOORE—It isavery large group.

Mr Lewis—to advise us on how the instrument that we are getting developed by the
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare might best apply and how it is being used. We also
have training planned for people in using the instrument. To the extent that the states will be
affected by demand in uptake of their servicesin referral, the states have been very agreeable
to that statute and the approach that we have taken so far.

Senator MOORE—When isthe time frame for the AIHW instrument to be finalised?
Mr Lewis—It isto coincide with roll-out.
Senator MOORE—Which is April ?

Mr Leeper—Rall-out startsin May. So to coincide with roll-out, so that the instrument is
available. It will be hard copy initially, and there will be training that goes with it. Then we
will see how it goes, depending on how that stakeholder group comments. It includes
psychiatrists and psychologists. Even the designer of the life skills profile is on that
stakeholder group, which is one of the original basdline reference tools.

Senator MOORE—There was a particular question: what was the understanding of the
role of the personal helpers and mentors? | know this is out to tender and there are
sensitivities around that, but it would seem to me that having a clear understanding of what
they were going to do would be an important part. The response we got back to question No.
232 was on three dot points: direct involvement, referrals to relevant agencies and monitoring
and reporting. My understanding is that monitoring and reporting are an intrinsic part of
maintaining the database and information flows. ‘ Referrals to relevant agencies' is one about
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which we had a degree of discussion on the mental health committee about the knowledge
base and also the openness of referral. That seems to me to be a fairly core element of the
process. How will that be monitored in terms of referrals and the knowledge base to have the
appropriate referrals, anyway? How will that be done?

Mr Lewis—The earlier questions around outcomes in the disability context probably are
pertinent. Certainly we have specified in the guidelines—this is all part of the tender process,
so | will perhaps be a bit more cursory than otherwise—that a certain role would be
undertaken by the person. Helper or mentor is defined as a range of functions. The auspicing
body needs to work through how best they might, in their environment, apply those roles.
Then in terms of people through the door, in some of the sites you have a higher
preponderance of particular client groups. So one of the issues for each of the auspicing
bodies is how best you address young people who have comorbid conditions or something
e se that might be specific to their needs. So the data from those sites will be quite different.

What we are more interested in, | suspect, is how the tools are being used, the managed
volume, the uptake, and what we call the demonstration site—which is the rationale for
calling them those. | suspect that early in the new financial year we will be sitting down with
the states and territories talking through how it islooking. We have also encouraged the states,
under the care coordination concept—of which our measure is only one small part
nationally—to step forward and think much more broadly about how care coordination across
each state and territory will be better and more closely coordinated. We are offering to be
party to that, but we see that as something the states should be taking a lead on.

Senator MOORE—AnNother of your answers said, ‘provide seamless and coordinated
health and community services for people with mental illness’, which is ambitious.

Mr Lewis—That is why the state relationship and state coordination and collaboration with
usiscritical.

Senator MOORE—Can you clarify something for me, because | get confused between the
different things that are going on. Are the first bunch of sites those sites you refer to as
demonstration sites?

Mr Lewis—That isright.

Senator MOORE—So the ones that are out to tender now?

Mr Lewis—Yes.

Senator MOORE—They are the demonstration ones that we talked about beforehand?
Mr Lewis—That isright.

Senator MOORE—Were they always expected to bein place as late as April ?

Mr Lewis—I think | mentioned last time that we had three months funding this financial
year for each of the three measures. So there was only ever going to be three months
operation, anyway, this financial year for any of the measures.

| think we also discussed consultation last time. We thought it was important to have the
consultation process that | mentioned, where we had over 1,000 people turn up—consumers,
providers, NGOs and so on. We also thought it was important to take on board feedback from
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consumer groups about our guidelines. On the earlier drafts we got input and advice from the
Mental Health Consumer Network and others, including the Mental Health Council of
Australia, about the guiddines. We wanted to make them something that would work. So
three months operation—hopefully we will have the people on board as we said we would in
the budget announcement. We may even have more.

Senator MOORE—Thereis a possibility to have more.

Mr Lewis—With 35 sites at five a site—there you go.

Senator WEBBER—It would start in April rather than May, though, would it not?
Mr Lewis—Yes, starting in May, that is right.

Senator WEBBER—A delay to get it right isthe important thing.

Mr Lewis—Yes. Three months at a hundred or two months at more. That in a sense means
you have more on the ground in effect, but for a slightly shorter period.

Senator M OORE—In the same vein, the other issue we talked about was that some states
were further down the track of consultation than others before Christmas.

Mr Lewis—That isright.

Senator MOORE—What is the expectation of having 35 as a national spread? The tender
document does not make that clear. It says 35. What is your understanding of 35
demonstration sites to get people comfortable and operational leading into more? | would not
think we would have 30 in Queensland.

Senator WEBBER—They would like it, though.

Senator MOORE—I could name them. It is a national program. We identified through
consultation leading up to this enormous variation across the country. That in itself is not bad
because people work differently. With 35 to get started this year there will be a view that
those people will be favoured to get up and running. Do you have as an auspicing body any
idea of what the spread would be? | know it is a tender process and you cannot be too pre-
emptive before they are defined but do you have any view about how they should be spread
with the first batch?

Mr Lewis—I should say first that all the sites we went to were the sites that were put
forward by the states and territories.

Senator MOORE—AnNd you got responses from all states?

Mr Lewis—We got responses from all states and we have gone to, in the 35 mix, all the
sites nominated by the states. So to that extent the question becomes circular in that we have
gone out to all 35. The second part of the question of whether the spread is equal was
dependent on the first part in terms of the state's contribution. So ACT we have two; New
South Wales, eight; Northern Territory, four; Queendand, seven; South Australia, three;
Tassie, two; Victoria, five; and, WA four. In that mix we have 22 metropolitan and 13 non-
metropolitan, which includes rural and regional.

Senator MOORE—So the model isthere. It isjust up to them to meet the requirementsin
the tender process.
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Mr Lewis—That isright. It may turn out that we do not—this is a question you asked last
time. Certainly Senator Webber was concerned about that issue in WA, so we may not get
strong providers come forward in all 35 sites. It may not be, in the first pass, that we have an
auspicing body in the first instance at 35 sites, but as with many of these processes we reserve
the right in the tender process to invite providers to work on particular sites if others do not
come forward. There are some strategi es around that which are on the public record.

Senator MOORE—Question 244, which was how non-government agencies would be
funded, led to a degree of discussion. | know there are some questions in the tender process,
currently being determined as part of the program design.

Mr Lewis—You asked about whether it be block funding in sittings last time.
Senator MOORE—Yes.

Mr Lewis—My answer was yes, it would be a block fund in the form of a grant. The
auspicing body then decides, within the argument they put forward about their strategy, how
best they might apply that money.

Senator M OORE—Question 245, which was about the community based program, is till
in design stage. Has that been moved forward from that stage?

Mr Lewis—As | said, each program has three months operation and that one has $2.24
million to roll out this financial year and you will recall | mentioned the family relationship
option.

Senator MOORE—The family relationship option is a possible option.

Mr Lewis—That is the primary one we are thinking about at this stage as something that
seems to bring together the issues in the community with family and mental health, which
would be a good exemplar.

Senator MOORE—Is that program one that could vary from place to place so it might
work in one way in one area?

Mr Lewis—Yes.

Senator MOORE—So if it works in a place like Townsville where things would work one
way, it may not necessarily flow in such away in Inala—that kind of thing?

Mr Lewis—No, it might be quite different. Inala has some cold issues as you can imagine.

Senator MOORE—In terms of the ongoing consultation—I| know that one of the core
eements of this was to get people on board and to continue talking all the way through—you
had the advisory committee that you have already mentioned, which involves states,
providers, consumers. Is there an understanding that each of the successful |ocations that will
pick up money will be expected to have some form of community consultation program as
well? Isthat part of the expectation?

Mr Lewis—This comes back to my comment about the role of the states and territories.
Governance at a local level and issues around how a community comes together around
issues—and it might be mental health in this circumstance—are something that under the key
coordination model sit primarily with the state and territory. What we said is that there may be
existing committees in some communities, for example. There might be community bodies
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that already talk about health issues, family issues or all sorts of things. It might not be a big
stretch of the imagination to reconvene or add to their brief for mental health. In other
circumstances, you may already have state bodies that exist in a locality—state health centres
and so on—who might be the primary body for this consultation. We think there has to be
some form—and we talked about this in the governance context with states, so it is public
knowledge—of governance that each state and territory is comfortable with that helps them
manage their service referral as well as reporting and bringing together community input on
how things are tracking.

Senator MOORE—Is there any requirement from the government funding, because |
know it is being governed at the local level but the funding is coming nationally, about
consumer involvement. Is that being in any way enforced rather than advised?

Mr Lewis—I do not believe so.

Senator MOORE—I have not seen anything, but that issue continues to be raised in terms
of process. | will let other people have a go, but | wanted to ask some other things: the
threshold issue about the difference between—in your definitions but also in terms of the
caring role and so on—people with a mental incapacity as opposed to a mental illness; the
data that you gave us about the carer mentor program; and the respite program. How is that
going to be organised? The respite program was designed to include people who also had
some other form of mental incapacity and | know that caused discussion. Has any further
definition come out about numbers or how that is going to be done, degree of claim—all those
things?

Mr L ewis—We obviously had to work through some of that and we may not have come up
with the right formula, but the formula as it stands is that the respite measure is the one which
includes those with mental illness and/or intellectual disability. That is the terminology in the
public statement. That issue for us was something we explored in some of the consultation at
length. What we have tried to do is talk about the impact on carers of the functional disability
rather than attribute it to a causatory factor. So for the respite purpose, those people who
manifest as having severe behavioural and/or emotional and/or mental issues which affect the
carer in such a way that it can be described as something that suits the parameters of the
program would be able to enter.

So we will do that rather than trying to say, ‘We will define to the nth degree what is
intellectual disability versus mental illness.’ As| said last time, the continuum is huge in terms
of the schools of thought. If someone has an accident which results in some mental incapacity,
is that then a mental illness for the purposes of diagnosis and/or treatment? It becomes quite
difficult to unpick that, as you can imagine. | suspect what we will have to dois, in the respite
measure, look very closely at the take-up rates and see who steps forward and starts to use
those places.

Senator MOORE—AnNd the onus is put back on the person providing the service in the
respite care coordination role—they balance the needs?

Mr Lewis—It would be the Commonwealth carer respite centres. That is one of the issues
that | mentioned earlier that we are trying to work through with DOHA to make sure that we
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get it right, so that it is sensible and flexible. It is an issue that is quite complex to work
through, and having—

Senator MOORE—We will be asking similar questions of DOHA tomorrow, in terms
of—

Mr Lewis—I thought you might.
Senator M OORE—how they work. We have to.

Senator WEBBER—On the basis of the answers to the questions that we put on notice, |
have noticed that most of the answers were around program design. That has been completed
now?

Mr Lewis—Yes.

Senator WEBBER—ASs part of that program design, where are we at within the evaluation
and ongoing monitoring once these programs start up in May? Is that all in place and ready to
go?

Mr Lewis—Each of the programs is quite different, so there will be an evaluation
framework for each program that will be appropriate for that program. | mentioned last time
that DOHA have the overall reporting responsibility. In the early days, they will be reporting
on implementation: did we get it in place and are the right people coming through the door?
Our data will probably not start to come through until late this calendar year and, for each of
the programs, it is quite specific and different. For example, for personal hel pers and mentors
the take-up rate—I have a list | can walk you through if you like—is referred to in the
guidelines on the website, so | think it is better that | try to steer clear of listing all of that for
you.

Senator WEBBER—It isimportant that we do—
Mr Lewis—Thereis aframework.

Senator WEBBER—have that in place, because there are concerns with other—not
FaCSIA but DOHA—programs that we do not have the evaluation in place and in fact it isa
lot of money for very little outcome.

Senator MOORE—MTr Lewis, how big is your unit? It was in its formative stage in
November, so, in terms of the current status of the size of the unit, whereis it at and what are
the plans for the future?

Mr Lewis—I think last time you asked me how many | had, | said | had 25 and was aiming
for 34.

Senator MOORE—You did; that is correct.

Mr Lewis—I have 33.78.

Senator WEBBER—So you almost got there in time for this hearing!
Senator MOORE—What iswrong?

Mr Lewis—I was counting part-timers. | must say, part-time staff are like gold if they are
committed to a cause. | have many part-time staff.
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Senator MOORE—That isan issue for the employment and workplace relations portfolio,
| think!

Mr Lewis—That isin my team. | am only talking about my team.

Senator MOORE—In terms of their distribution—as your structure is spread throughout
the country—are your 34-odd staff in Canberra or are they spread throughout the states?

Mr Lewis—Those 33.78 staff are in Canberra, but my state colleagues and | meet regularly
before and after our state COAG discussions with each premier department and we are
obviously going to be talking about workload impacts over time and across states, depending
on how the measures start to roll out.

Senator M OORE—Through the minister and through Dr Harmer before Christmas, we
had a briefing processin place. | think we might—through Senator Stephens and whoever else
istheright person—

Senator WEBBER—Ms Macklin.

Senator MOORE—Ms Macklin—try to get the same thing going. It is very useful in
terms of getting this kind of information as it goes through and leads into that. We will go
through the same process. We found it very useful before the last estimates.

Senator WEBBER—In terms of the requests for tender that are out at the moment, are you
pleased with the overall response so far? Has it been under or over what you expected?

Mr Lewis—I got a figure this morning—I think it is 1,890 hits with an average duration of
2.5 minutes. | think it will probably speed up a bit.

Senator WEBBER—Some of them are us!

Mr Lewis—I| did not want to go there, but | hope so! So 2.5 minutes is the average
duration. Some people are spending longer; hopefully they are getting on to download
information and then coming back with specific questions. | suspect the Q&As will be
ratcheting up by the end of next week. | think it is a pretty good turnout. Given that they are
auspicing bodies and they represent a population underneath them, | think that is quite
impressive.

Senator WEBBER—So there has been no adverse feedback overall? There will always be

people who are disgruntled about decisions and the design of the program, but in terms of the
overall structure it has gone down well out in the sector.

Mr Lewis—Yes. We have come to a good agreement with all the states and territories
around the broad issues and the details for their constituencies, because they have got
stakeholder forums that they have been running before and after each of our meetings with
them, and they have been very positive.

Senator WEBBER—Thank you.

CHAIR—I want to ask about intradepartmental liaising because we have talked about the
interdepartmental process. Because so much of what you have been talking about touches on
other forms of FaCSIA service ddivery—and | think we did talk about this last time—is there
an intradepartmental group that picks up that seamless coordination that we tal ked about?
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Mr Lewis—I mentioned the Mental Health Advisory Group last time, which is an internal
department group. Dr Harmer commented on the fact that this was a new initiative and that
we are doing this in a seamless way. For example, we have included in that group managers
from the Indigenous side of the department and people from Families and Communities and
S0 on, right across the department.

Senator MOORE—Does that have a regular meeting schedul e as required?

Mr Lewis—They meet around once every six weeks. Again, it is subject to people's
availability. It has been very useful. | mentioned the family relationship connection, for
example, and that in part stemmed from some of the discussions in that internal group.

Proceedings suspended from 12.32 pm to 1.32 pm

ACTING CHAIR (Senator Patter son)—Senator Humphries and Senator Moore have a
joint engagement for half an hour, so Senator Humphries has asked me to chair the meeting.
Senator Stephens, | presume you have questions.

Senator STEPHENS—I will just catch my breath.

Mr Leeper—While you do, this morning | was asked about credit card audits. Based on
the information provided to me | indicated that an internal audit in FaCSIA was looking
at, amongst other things, credit card usage. | am now advised that the audit which will be
considered by our audit committee next month is in respect of Cabcharge cards, official travel
and record keeping, not specifically credit card usage. In part, this decision was made because
their use had been covered by the recent Audit Office financial controls audit. | apologise for
misleading the committee. | just need to correct the record.

Senator STEPHENS—Thank you for that.

Dr Harmer—I will add to that. This morning we talked about 800 credit cards in the
department. What was made clear to me—and | do not think we made it clear to senators this
morning—is that the vast majority of those are used to pay for travel and Cabcharge. We do
not issue both credit cards and Cabcharges in FaCSIA. The credit cards are the Cabcharge
document. That is why there are probably a little more than you would think. They are only
able to be used for the paying of travel and accommodation.

Senator STEPHENS—Thank you. Acting Chair, are we moving on to 3.1, Support for
families?

ACTING CHAIR—I think it is 2.3, Support for carers.

Senator McLUCAS—The department indicated that it was choosing an organisation to
deliver information support mediation and counselling services. Have we found that
organisation?

Mr Wallace—I understand there has been a selection process undertaken for that provider.
| understand a provider has been selected for each jurisdiction, although from recollection
thereis a jurisdiction in which we are having trouble finding an appropriate provider. | have
information here on the providers in seven of the states and territories. In the Northern
Territory we are still in the process of seeking a provider.
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Senator McLUCAS—ANd that would be in Minister Brough's media release of October
last year?

Mr Wallace—That isright.

Senator M cL UCAS—Can you give the committee an understanding of what is happening
with therollout of the program?

Mr Wallace—The program generally, Senator, not the mediation component?
Senator MCLUCAS—Yes.

Mr Wallace—The legidation was introduced and the program began on 20 September last
year. There have been a range of efforts to promote the program, two booklets produced and a
series of further consultations conducted. There was one booklet specific to the operation of
this trust and a second booklet more broadly around future planning for older parents of
children with a disability and things that they might want to consider in that planning process.
That was produced on the basis of some of the feedback we had during the development of
the policy. The trust is one issue but the broader planning process is another issue that is
important for people. That was produced by the Disability Studies and Research Institute in
consultation with older parent carers.

The further consultation process has been chaired, if you like, by lan Spicer who has
undertaken meetings in each of the capital cities. It has had two purposes in mind: firstly,
promoting the trust itself and the way in which it operates, and assisting people to understand
it; and, secondly, getting an understanding from people about what other things may be of
assistance in terms of future planning. The results of that will then inform the use of the rest
of the research and devel opment money associated with this group of measures. It will feed
into the ongoing policy devel opment process.

Senator McLUCAS—I think you said there were two booklets. | asked a question in
November about the cost of the Special Disability Trust booklet. | dare say that that was the
explanation to people about how it works. Then you said there was a subsequent bookl et that
was devel oped.

Mr Wallace—Thereis a second bookl t; that is right.
Senator M cLUCAS—What was the cost of that?

Mr Wallace—There was a response, Senator, to your question on notice in respect of the
first booklet. The cost of the second booklet was $47,355.82.

Senator M cLUCAS—These meetings that Mr Spicer is having, who is he having them
with?

Mr Wallace—He has had them with groups in each capital city and a couple of regional
centres. Invitations were sent reasonably broadly. Some of the sources for invitations were
through Carers Australia and the relevant carer bodies in each state and territory as well as
some disability peak organisations. During the policy development process and the passage of
legidlation we also had quite a lot of contact from individuals with an interest in the trusts. A
number of those people were also invited. So there were private individuals rather than people
representing groups. We also had a process of written submissions to the consultation. There
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were a number of people who were not able to get to the face-to-face consultations for a range
of reasons. They were invited to provide written information.

Senator McLUCAS—How long is this phase of the program expected to continue,
Mr Wallace? Let us call it the education or information phase.

Mr Wallace—Obviously it is theintention that the booklets will continue to be promoted. |
understand that the take-up of those has been pretty broad and the response has been fairly
positive. In terms of the face-to-face consultations and discussions, that phase concluded in
December. | think we have received around 120 written submissions since then. We have a
consultant who is now drawing together the information from those written submissions and
the information collected at the face-to-face consultations. We expect to be in a position to
provide areport on that for the minister’s consideration quite shortly.

Senator M cL UCAS—What was the scope of that work?

Mr Wallace—Fairly broad. The intention is really to gather from parents, carers and
individuals what are the remaining issues for them in future planning and what are some of
the ways in which they could be dealt with. The report is intended to canvass potential future
considerations of government.

Senator McLUCAS—What is the process for applying to establish a disability trust?

Mr Wallace—The process of application happens through Centrelink. A person needs to
establish their beneficiary status. That happens based on the criteria that we have talked about
here before and that is contained in legislation.

Senator M cLUCAS—How many people have applied?

Mr Wallace—I have some information here that there have been 839 phone inquiries as at
a time in January—these are not today’s figures. From those inquiries there have been 56
people who have been granted beneficiary status and two who have had beneficiary status
rejected. There isafurther 68 whose status is being assessed.

Senator M cLUCAS—Currently being assessed?
Mr Wallace—That isright, Senator.

Senator McLUCAS—What | am trying to ascertain, Mr Wallace, is what the actual
appropriation is from FaCSIA and how much is from Centrelink? It is not an appropriation to
Centrelink; it is foregone revenue, | imagine. What is the split for that total package which
was announced to be $200 million?

Mr Wallace—Senator, | do not have the Centrdink departmental costs here. The
$230.5 million all rests in FaCSIA appropriations. There would be a small component in
Centrelink for departmental costs as well, but the vast majority is within the FaCSIA
portfolio. Of the $230.5 million, most of it rests in the means test. So the costs are contained
largely within other special appropriations.

Senator McLUCAS—That is why | cannot find it in the yellow book. | find it very
difficult to track where the money is.
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Mr Wallace—That is right, because the majority of the cost of the measure lies in changes
to the amounts of income support people are eigible for which is counted in the special
appropriation from which that income support payment is made.

Senator McLUCAS—Would it be too cheeky to ask you, Mr Wallace, if you could
aggregate all of that information into one table for me, identifying where it appears in the
PBS?

Mr Wallace—There is not a separate line in each of the special appropriations that
indicates the effect of the trust measure.

Senator McLUCAS—Let me ask the question in the reverse. You must have had an
estimate of expenses to come up with afigureinitialy.

Mr Wallace—Yes.
Senator McLUCAS—Could | have a document that explains that from the front end?

Mr Wallace—We can certainly break down into the four components the amount that rests
in the means test and gifting component, the mediation component and the R&D component.
We can certainly break down the separate measures.

Senator McLUCAS—OKay, if you could do that. Also, could you show me what has been
expended to date?

Mr Wallace—We can in three of the measures, but in terms of the special appropriations
we cannot separately identify at this point. Given that we are only a number of months into
the measure, we cannot separately identify an amount in those special appropriations.

Senator McLUCAS—AnNd that will also depend on take-up, of course?
Mr Wallace—That isright.

Senator M cLUCAS—So for those 56 who have been granted, would you be able to in that
document, let us say to the end of the financial year, project the costs just for those 56
people—families, | dare say?

Mr Wallace—I am not sure whether Centrelink will be able to provide us information on
the expected costs of those or not. | would need to check with Centrelink.

Mr Hartland—The total costs of special appropriation would be dependent also on the
final nature of the trust and how much was gifted into the trust and what that exemption
meant for the person’s circumstances. | think it isabit early to tell, given that the measure has
only been operating a short while, what that is going to turn out to be. So it might be a bit
early to give you something sensible about the effect on administered appropriations.

Senator McLUCAS—I think, Dr Harmer, you understand, | am just trying to get an
understanding of how we disaggregate this amount of money.

Dr Harmer—Senator, | just want to reassure you: we are not trying to be difficult here. It
genuinely will be quite hard | think for Centrelink or for us, particularly early, to evaluate how
much additional expenditure there will be in pensions and other special appropriations from
this measure. We will help you with the three other elements of the cost, but | think the actual
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costs through the special appropriation will be quite difficult to work out until we have had
one full financial year, | expect.

Senator McLUCAS—Right.
Dr Harmer—I am pretty surethat is—

Mr Hartland—It depends how much builds up into the trust, if you like, as to how much
the exemption to the trust is worth. | mean, if people put $100,000 into the trust, that is one
thing. If they put the full $500,000, that is another. | do not think that we have yet got a sense
of how much is being tipped into the trust in the cases that have been processed at the
moment. | am not saying that we will not look for it. Sorry, Senator, | did not want to sound
completely unhelpful. We can look for it, but | am just not confident that we are at a stage
where we will get meaningful information back. But we will take it on notice and have a look
to see what we can tell.

Senator M cLUCAS—Okay.

Mr Wallace—Senator, we do have the breakdown across the four measures here if that is
hel pful.

Senator M cLUCAS—Isthat by financial year, Mr Wallace?

Mr Wallace—Yes, | do haveit by financial year.

Senator M cLUCAS—If that is a document that you could table, perhaps—

Mr Wallace—I do not have that in a tableable format at present, if that isaword.

Senator McLUCAS—That might be useful. If you could get that into a tableable format
and we can table that document, that would assist. Thank you. That is all | wanted to ask
about that measure.

Senator PATTERSON—I would like to ask a couple of quick questions. In Mr Spicer’s
going around asking people questions, have people indicated that they are having trouble
meeting the criteria? The thing that | was concerned about when the bill went through was
that there may be people, if we were to sit here, where we would be in 99 per cent in
agreement but they fall between the stools. Has that been raised? Because it has been raised
with me.

Mr Wallace—I am not aware that it has been raised in the Spicer groups. Some people
have expressed that they would like to monitor what costs the trust can be used to pay for and
see whether or not the disallowable instrument as currently drafted is meeting the needs of
people. But | am not aware of—

Senator PATTERSON—NOo, | am not talking about that; | am talking about people who
may have been in a special school and business service and still do not qualify under those
measures. | have had a couple of people in Western Australia say that they have had difficulty
in getting the assessment under the criteria that was set.

Mr Wallace—Right.

Senator PATTERSON—Has Mr Spicer asked about that when he has been going around?
If not, why not?
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Mr Wallace—His brief has been quite broad. There were not restrictions on what he could
talk to peaple about, and that has not been something that has come back as a strong theme.
As we noted earlier, there have been two people who have applied and had their beneficiary
status not granted. So 56 have been granted and two have been rejected at this point.

Senator PATTERSON—I have been told that there have been some people who have
gone back three and four times to Centrelink for the assessment. If | am 82 with a 52-year-old
son or daughter, | do not need to go back to Centrelink three or four times. But | will give you
the name of the peoplein Western Australia and you can follow it up, because | think there are
some people falling between the stoadls. If you had been in a special school and in a business
service, | think we would all agree that you would most probably qualify. But some people are
interpreting ‘Do you heed prompting with feeding? as meaning that they actually have to be
hand fed. This is to get into the profound disability area. | warned about that in the second
reading debate, and | will be watching it very closely. Peoplering me.

Mr Wallace—It is certainly our intention to monitor the grants and rejections.
Senator PATTERSON—OKkKay.

Senator McLUCAS—Mr Wallace, how will the department ensure compliance with the
regulations in terms of the expenditure? It seems it would be a very difficult process. How is
that going to occur?

Mr Hartland—This is an area where Centrelink will play the service delivery role. But in
broad terms we are asking trusts to submit financial statements and declarations that the
expenditure is in line with the trust deed each financial year. That will be examined by a
complex assessment officer in Centrelink. In terms of what we have done and the way that the
program has been devised, there are a couple of other things to say about compliance. The use
of amode trust deed isin a way a preventive measure because it forces the trust to be very
explicit about what it is that the trustees are able to do. It gives clarity to what they are meant
to be doing, and that will make it easier to tell if they are doing something that they are not
meant to be doing. Another aspect of the model trust deed that we believe will assist in this
context is that, where the trustee is not a professional trustee—that is, a firm established to
manage trusts or a state trustee—there is a requirement that there be two trustees. We also
believe that that will provide some protection to the beneficiary that the money in the trust is
used asit was intended.

Senator M cLUCAS—Who pays the costs in those circumstances, for two trustees?

Mr Hartland—These are private trustees, so the trust would meet their reasonable costs of
administering the trust, but they would not be charging professional fees as such, | do not
believe. The trust meets those sorts of costs out of its funds. | guess the balance is how you
design a system that has checks and safeguards to make sure that the beneficiary’s interests
are protected whilst also ensuring that the cost of administering the trust for the trustees and
for the beneficiary is low. We think that having a requirement for two trustees is a reasonable
balance.

Senator McLUCAS—What is the average cost of administering a trust of this nature? |
simply do not know the answer to that.
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Mr Hartland—I am not sure. | think we would have to take that on notice and see if we
could tell. We may have some information through our experience with trusts and companies
assessments. We will see if we have got information on that.

Senator McLUCAS—This is another question that you might have to ask Centrelink,
Mr Wallace. Of those 56 that have been granted trust status, have those trusts been
established?

Mr Wallace—My understanding is that there are only a couple of instances in which the
trusts have actually been established at this point.

Senator McLUCAS—Two?

Mr Wallace—Fifty-six have been granted beneficiary status, but in only two
circumstances have the trusts been formally established.

Senator M cLUCAS—I was going to ask the average amount of money that was being put
into the trusts, but | will not, given that we are only talking about two. It is probably not
appropriate.

Mr Wallace—It istoo early to draw a general interpretation, | think.

CHAIR—Any further questions on output group 2.3?
Senator M cLUCAS—I have one other issue.
CHAIR—Please proceed.

Senator McLUCAS—I want to go to questions Nos 253 and 254 from November
estimates last year. Dr Harmer, | need to draw your attention to these answers. My first
question was. what evaluation of the Supporting Young Carers project has occurred? The
answer was that there had been no formal eval uation of that project. The second question was:
has the department identified unmet demand for support for young carers as part of any
evaluation or otherwise? Then the answer says: ‘ See answer to question 253." | did not find
that very helpful.

Dr Harmer—I assume that the answer to question 254 means that without a formal
evaluation we would not be confident about unmet demand for support for young carers. We
could have used more words, but that iswhat | take it to mean.

Senator McLUCAS—It is a question about identifying unmet demand; it is not a question
about whether or not there had been an evaluation.

Dr Harmer—Yes.

Mr Wallace—There has not been any specific work done within the department recently to
identify unmet demand for support for young carers. There was some work done, |
understand—and it is going back beyond my time of responsibility—which fed into the
development of the package of support for young carers which led to the information referral
and advice component and into the additional respite for young carers. But since the
impl ementation of those measures, which have been coordinated through Carers Australia, we
have not had further feedback on whether or not that has successfully met demand for those
services. So inaformal sense we are not in a paosition to say whether or not there is remaining
demand in that area.
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Senator McLUCAS—Now | have an answer. Thank you. Does the department have any
plans to undertake any evaluation of unmet demand for support for young carers?

Mr Wallace—The usual practice would be that there would be a review of the program. |
understand it was four years of funding appropriated at the time and that towards the end of
that there would be areview of the program, asarule.

Senator McLUCAS—The other thing | am looking for is an explanation of how that
$26.6 million over four yearsis going to be expended.

Mr Wallace—I will seek to find the precise breakdown. The large component of it was for
the respite component. A smaller but still significant component went towards the information
products. So there was the Young Carers website that was launched probably 18 months or so
ago now—August 2005, | think—and the high schoal information kit, which Carers Australia
developed and has had very broad take-up and has been very popular. There is a further
primary school information kit being developed. So the respite component, Senator, was
$24.5 million.

Senator McLUCAS—That is over four years.

Mr Wallace—That is right. The information services component was $2.1 million. One of
theitems | forgot to mention beyond the website and the information kits was the information
and referral services network, including counselling and advice, provided through the
Commonwealth Carer Resource Centres.

Senator McLUCAS—Could you disaggregate the $24.5 million over the four years in a
table for me and also the information component as well? | dare say that, with the
information, there is a bit of front cost and that will dissi pate over time.

Mr Wallace—Yes. That isright.

Senator McLUCAS—If | could just have that over the four years for the website and for
the information, referral and support component.

Mr Wallace—I am not sure if | will have it separately for the respite and the information
and support component but | should be able to get that today. | am not sure that we have it
separately then for the website, the kits and the referral service, but we will see what is
available.

Senator McLUCAS—Thank you very much. That isall | have for carers.
CHAIR—AII right. We have then concluded 2.3.

[2.02 pm]
CHAIR—We now move to questions on output group 2.4, Support for youth.

Senator MOORE—I thank the representatives from the youth output for coming. | am
sorry we did not get to you last time. We ran out of time and | know you were waiting. So |
should put on the record that we apol ogise. We have had some information from the minister
that the National Youth Roundtable is about to kick off again. Can we get an update on the
current stage of the National Youth Roundtable, what the upcoming programs are going to be
and what the uptake has been?
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Ms Wilson—The new roundtable has been selected and the first residential for this year
will commence on 22 February and go through until 1 March here in Canberra. The
roundtable attracted over 400 applicants this time. We have selected 46 young people of
which a small number are returning members from last year. They have not chosen their
topics yet. They will do that in consultation with the Australian government agencies during
the first residential.

Senator M OORE—One of the things that we naticed in the last round was the number of
topics chosen with a mental health focus, and that was the first time in a long time that that
had happened. So | just wanted to put on the record that that was particularly exciting.

In terms of the number of applications received—we received information from the
minister several months ago asking all MPs to spread the word locally about the roundtable—
is there any data available about where the applications come from, whether there is a
preponderance from one area or not? You have given us the information that there were over
400 applications, but | have not seen anything that says there were X number of applicants
from Queensland or X number from other regions. Isit possible to get some feedback of that
nature? | have not seen that data. If it has been published, let me know, but | have not seenit.

M s Wilson—No. It has not been published.

Senator M OORE—I would imagine with that number of applications that that would not
be breaching privacy. | wasjust jumping in quickly to make sure.

Dr Harmer—If we have the information we can probably give it to you. At that leve it
does not require alot of work. So | imagine that we can giveit to you quite quickly.

Senator MOORE—That would be good. What about the gender make-up? | know that the
government is committed to having both genders represented. Are there any guidelines about
how that operates?

Ms Wilson—No, Senator. | am wondering whether your question is around the applicants
or the people that we chose.

Senator MOORE—BGoth really. In terms of the data, | would like to find out what the
gender break-up was for the applicants and also whether there are guiddines. | note that the
guidelines | have read on the web site are very general. Selection is made on recommendation
to the minister. Isthat right?

Ms Wilson—FaCSIA does the short-listing process down to about 100 applicants. Those
applications are considered by a panel of young members from previous roundtables. From
that a recommendation is made to the minister.

Senator M OORE—And the final decision is with the minister, though. It is a ministerial
appointment though, isit not?

MsWilson—Yes.

Senator MOORE—There would be no way that everyone would come from one state or
that everyone would be of one gender or that everyone would be of one racial background. Is
the short-listing process, where you cut the applicants down to about 100, done at that level to
ensure that the next two rounds have a basis on which they can come up with the data?
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Ms Burns—The guidelines for the selection say that the selection must have adequate
representation across age groups, genders, states and territories, urban and regional areas,
identified equity groups and a variety of life experiences. So the fina 40 members are
required to represent all of those categories.

Dr Har mer—Senator, to answer your question, if we as a department with that guideline
were assessing the 400 applicants—I| was not involved, so | have to be careful—I am quite
sure we would have taken into account the state representation and gender et cetera.

Senator WEBBER—Is the number of applications of 400 significantly more than last
time?

M sBurns—I think there were 477 thistime.

M sWilson—There were 477 this time and | do understand that that was an increase on last
year.

Senator WEBBER—I am wondering, if it is a significant increase, whether you did
anything different to attract increased interest—whether we can put it down to increased
profile or better effort on the part of the department to go out and seek applicants?

M s Burns—I am not sure if we did anything different. It was very widely advertised in a
wide range of media centres.

Senator MOORE—Has anybody made any attempt to define the adjective ‘adequate’ ? |
have read the guidelines. To the best of my knowledge | have not found that adjective
‘adequate’ in any other guidelines. | have looked at a few guidelines and we have words like
‘appropriate’ or ‘reasonable’ and those other kinds of adjectives and adverbs. Was there
discussion about what ‘adequate’ meant? | know that is a stupid question and | know that we
could spend three days defining the word ‘adequate’, but when you are looking at 477
applications for a highly sought after process—and that is my understanding from speaking to
the young people who are selected when they come to Parliament House—to get that balance
of gender, geography, ethnic background, age and all of those things, that isa biggie. In terms
of the sifting process, are there any guidelines or support for that?

M s Bur ns—There are some guidelines particularly around gender and age groupings. The
selection panel tries to identify 60 people out of the short-listed group to then go forward and
come up with the final list. There are numbers given for the ideal, which is, where possible,
there should be one female who is 15 and so forth. Presumably if the panel determines that
there is no candidate suitable in that category it does not try to meet that.

Senator MOORE—We have had some discussions about the National Indigenous Youth
Leadership Group being disbanded last year. Is there anywhere that | can find an explanation
for that decision? | know it is a government decision. Where would | find an explanation asto
the background to the reason for that being wiped out?

M s Bur ns—We could give you one now.
Senator MOORE—That would be good, because | could not find one.

M s Wilson—So the decision to consolidate the functions of the National Indigenous Youth
Leadership Group and the roundtable was driven by similarities between the two groups and,
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more importantly, the need to strengthen and expand the government’s capacity to consult
with all young people and bring all young people together in one consultation mechanism.
The roundtable that is starting on 22 February will be the first consolidated roundtable and
follows the conclusion of the last roundtable in November 2006. The National Indigenous
Youth Leadership Group members were consulted about the decision to consolidate, and now
the National Youth Roundtable has been expanded from 30 members in 2006 to 46 members
in 2007 and now includes 14 Indigenous members.

Senator MOORE—How many were on the National Indigenous Youth Leadership
Group?

MsWilson—12.

Senator MOORE—So what we had, simplistically, was a group of 12 who were there
specifically as Indigenous youth leaders going through a program and 30-odd going through
the mainstream National Youth Roundtable. In the last two years of the National Youth
Roundtable, were there Indigenous members on that as well?

MsWilson—Yes.

Senator MOORE—Simplistically on numbers, what we have done is put them together
and guaranteed a number of spots for Indigenous people. That isit, isn't it?

MsWilson—Yes.

Senator MOORE—Do we have any data from the last five years to show whether there is
going to be anincrease or decrease in Indigenous people involved in this form of training?

Ms Wilson—The National Youth Roundtable will continue to be promoted to Indigenous
communities and will ensure that those numbers remain in the future. | do not have figures for
the previous years on representation.

Dr Harmer—I think it is likely that the number of Indigenous youth will remain about the
same with the new arrangement. They have just been consolidated to ensure—in fact, | think
the minister thought, and we would agree, that given they go through a very similar process
there are some advantages in having them working together in the bigger group. We can do a
better job with them rather than splitting their resources across managing two groups doing
the same thing.

Senator MOORE—I know that you said there was consultation with the last national
Indigenous group as to views about the possibility of going into the wider group. With the
new combined group, is one of the issues that will be on the agenda the possibility of having
some separate activity?

M s Wilson—We have engaged a facilitator to support the Indigenous young people on the
roundtable.

Senator MOORE—OKkay. It isjust that as, you would know, there is a standard processin
lots of community activities where Indigenous people are involved—and | cannot speak as
one, because | am not—that sometimes people like to have their own space and time at times
during the process. It is just what we have done in past communities. So is that something that
will be considered in the new process?
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MsWilson—Yes.

Senator MOORE—Is that written down as a guarantee in the guideines for the new
group?

Ms Burns—No, Senator, it is not. As Michdle was saying, the engagement of a facilitator
to assist the Indigenous participants in the roundtable will allow them to talk with us about the
best way for them to participate in the roundtable.

Senator MOORE—Can you tdll us what the budget is for National Youth Week this year?

Ms Wilson—We have a budget of just under $400,000 to coordinate national
communi cation activities and provide administrative support to the national planning group as
well asto provide some small grants to the states and territories.

Senator MOORE—How does that compare with last year? What was the final—you knew
| was going to ask this question. If it is not too much trouble, as we have not asked you this
before, can we put on notice the last five years expenditure for National Youth Week? | know
that there are evaluations processes because that is the way the department operates. Are there
any ways of looking at where the expenditure went? Because when you itemised the
expenditure for this year you talked about national activities, some grants to states and
promotional stuff. Is there any way we can look at what the expenditure was over the last few
years under those different headings?

M sWilson—Yes, but we need to take that on notice.

Senator MOORE—Of course, but that is something that can be done under the current
system without too much hassle?

Dr Harmer—I imagine that the figures for the National Youth Week would be readily
available and so it would not take us long. If it requires alot of work to pull out all the little
bits and pieces, because there are lots of different categories, we may have to rely on just the
overall.

Senator MOORE—AnNd we may get such an answer, Dr Harmer, sure; that is part of the
game.

Dr Harmer—We will give you what we can.

Senator MOORE—We understand the limitations under which you operate. In terms of
research on youth issues—and | know that this is an interesting area and goes across a small
group—how many isin the group that looks after youth at the moment?

M s Bur ns—The number of staff isin the high 40s.

Senator MOORE—Isthat called the office of youth?

Dr Harmer—It is called the Youth Bureau.
MsWilson—47.24 FTE.

Senator M OORE—Based in Canberra or across the country?

MsWilson—That isjust based in Canberra. There are state and territory officers who work
on youth.
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Senator MOORE—As part of their function?
M s Bur ns—In the broader FaCSI A department.

Senator M OORE—Within the current allocation, can you give me that figure again? It has
goneright out of my head.

Dr Harmer—Around about 47.
Senator MOORE—Within that allocation is there any capacity for research projects?

Ms Wilson—Yes, we have a research section that looks after a number of research
activities, including the National Youth Affairs Research Scheme and some other research that
we do specifically like the intergenerational transmission of disadvantage project as well.

Senator M OORE—I know | should know this answer, but does the annual report tell me
all the research topics and programs that the Youth Bureau has done, because you often do
print that?

Dr Har mer—We can certainly give you all of the consultancies that we have let do work
inthe youth area.

Senator M OORE—For and on behalf of the bureau. Has there been any specific research
on the impact of industrial relations changes? Has that been one of the topics that the group
has looked at?

M s Burns—No, Senator.

Senator MOORE—How about one of the things that another department is looking at but
we are looking across service such as the access card and identity? Has there been any
research done within the bureau on that issue, about age and identity?

M s Bur ns—No, Senator.

Dr Harmer—No, Senator, there has not, but as a department, because of our policy
responsibilities, we are involved in the sort of work leading up to the access card. So we have
the ability—I am a member of the secretaries group and there is a deputy secretaries group,
and we have the ability to input considerations through those two mechanisms. So we have
got a window. If something was of particular concern to young people coming out of our
investigations, our direction with them, we have mechanisms to input into it.

Senator MOORE—Dr Harmer, in terms of that process—and we do talk about this with
your department a lot because of the specialist nature of so much of the work that is done
there—with respect to the whole idea of the access card, some issues have been raised in the
general community. We have talked a bit about it with human services and we now have a
Senate inquiry that has been determined on the process. A whole range of issues has been the
impact on young people and the link with access to other services. How would the suggestion
that some work be done by the bureau be fed through to the department?

Dr Harmer—It simply came from the—
Senator M OORE—From the roundtable?

Dr Harmer—From the roundtable. The peopl e administering the roundtable would feed it
through to me or Ms Beauchamp and we would be able to input it through our meetings with
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human services. The human services department are the ones that are running the access card
and doing all that work. We are just input and advisory to them.

Senator MOORE—Would you see that in terms of the other specialist groups that you
have policy responsibilities for as well; that that could be one of the conduits of FaCSIA
through to that process?

Dr Harmer—We have the mechanism to bring up issues in relation to the groups that we
have policy responsibility for, to input the thinking into the development of the access card,
yes.

Senator MOORE—Currently in the make-up of the ministry and the parliamentary
secretary process, where does youth fit? Is that through you, Minister Scullion? Is that tacked
on to your responsibilities?

Senator Scullion—Indeed.

Senator MOORE—Where does it fit? Can you just remind me what your official titleis?

Senator Scullion—Minister for Community Services.

Senator M OORE—Within the title there is no particular focus on youth. Your predecessor
did have that somewhere, did he not? So it has been changed.

Senator Scullion—Indeed. The answer to your question was that that is my title, but there
are a number of responsibilities under that which include youth.

Senator MOORE—So, previoudly it wasin thetitle?

Dr Harmer—No. Minister Cobb, Minister Scullion’s predecessor in the portfolio, had the
sametitle as Minister Scullion has: Minister for Community Services,;

Senator MOORE—We are now working through history. Who was before Mr Cobb
because my understanding was it used to be a position that actually had ‘ youth' in the title?

Dr Harmer—That is before my time. Certainly since | have been in FaCSIA or FaCS
before it, there has been no youth in the title of the minister—either senior or junior minister.

Senator MOORE—So the term ‘ community services' with the bureau within its base was
actually the link. So that would be the focus through for the community and for the processes.
If we can get that information about the funding, that would be very useful.

CHAIR—Thank you to the officersinvolved in this area. | now call on output group 2.5—
Support for women.

Senator MOORE—Can we get a bit of an update on the women’s ministerial equivalent
of COAG—MINCO—that we were told about at previous meetings. Where is that up to,
whereisit going and is there any funding linked to it?

M s Bur ns—The ministers group which is called MINCO, for women ministers—

Senator MOORE—It is a shocking title by the way, but | know you have no control over
that.

M s Burns—Indeed. It last met in September 2006 in Adelaide. It was chaired by the South
Australian minister. Your question was: is there any funding?
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Senator MOORE—Yes, is there funding specifically allocated to that?

Ms Burns—They have a small trust fund that the MINCO group has access to. They need
to all agreeto use that fund to allocate for projects. It is about $44,000 this year.

Senator MOORE—Who provides the secretariat for that?

M s Bur ns—The Office for Women in the Australian government.
Senator MOORE—AnNd that iswith you?

MsBurns—That isright.

Senator MOORE—So you are structurally the office of youth and women? | know we
have been through this before but | have to get my head around it again.

Ms Burns—The Office for Women is two-thirds of the women and youth group in
FaCSIA.

Senator MOORE—So it is only the Office for Women and the Youth Bureau?
MsBurns—That isright.

Senator MOORE—That isall you have?

MsBurns—Yes.

Senator MOORE—Two-thirds, one-third?

M s Bur ns—Roughly.

Senator MOORE—Roughly how many people are in the two-thirds? | will do my math
with what | was told was in the area of youth before.

M s Burns—In terms of staffing numbers, there are currently about 53 people in the Office
for Women.

Dr Harmer—The reason MsBurns said it is two-thirds, one-third is that there are two
branches in the Office for Women and one branch in the Youth Bureau.

Senator MOORE—So thereis the title with three branches under it?

Dr Harmer—Ms Burns is the group manager and she has three direct reports at the branch
head level—two of them are in the Office for Women and oneis in the youth bureau.

Senator MOORE—AnNd structurally it does not translate directly into those numbers?
Dr Harmer—No.

Senator MOORE—And it is worked out with that special modelling in FaCSIA that we
heard about this morning.

Dr Harmer—This is structural, not a financial attribution. When we took over the Office
for Women from the Prime Minister's department there were two branches and we have
retained the two branches.

Senator MOORE—AnNd you have just moved across?
Dr Harmer—Yes.
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Senator MOORE—I know the idea with MINCO was that it was going to be moving
around. Are you aware of where the next meeting is going to be and who has the ownership of
that on the basis that the South Australian one was owned by South Australia and the South
Australian minister? Do you know where the next one is going to be?

M s Burns—It will go to Tasmania in the next round and it will be about late August, early
September.
Senator MOORE—Isit an annual event?

MsBurns—That isright.

Senator MOORE—ANd we are going south at the moment? | asked a question which |
think was question No. 267. | hope that was about grants of funding to various organisations.
Isthat right?

M sBurns—No.

Senator M OORE—I think it was the national women's safety task force. We may as well
go there. No. 267 dealt with the set up of the task force and developments in that area. You
identified two—the national drink spiking awareness campaign and the community led
solutions to Indigenous family violence, which was research into a discussion paper; is that
right? They were the two specific initiatives. |s there any way that we can get an update about
how those two processes are going and how much funding was allocated to those two things?

Ms Burns—I think the drink spiking awareness campaign has finished so there is no
further progress to report. The discussion for the Indigenous women's gathering also occurred
in 2006 around the same time as MINCO, so both of those things have now finished.

Senator MOORE—So0 we can get some information about what the funding allocation
was to two of them?

Ms Burns—I do not think there was funding allocated specifically to them. | think that
work is done by the jurisdictions represented at MINCO, so by the various states and the
Australian government.

Senator MOORE—One is an awareness campaign. | presume that that is public. | have
not seen it. In terms of the Indigenous violence one, what did get some discussion within the
community was the discussion paper for the Indigenous women'’s gathering. Is that a public
document?

M s Burns—I do not know that it is a public document, but | can check for you, Senator.

Senator MOORE—It would be good if we could find out. One of the other questions |
asked was about grants that have been funded in 2005-06 under the Domestic and Family
Violence and Sexual Assault Initiative. That is question No. 272. The first bit of the answer
linked the help line and the training research. That is spelt out there. | do not understand the
answer to part B. It says ‘Projects grants funded during 2005 as part of the Domestic and
Family Violence and Sexual Assault Initiative'. What does that bit of the answer mean?

Ms Burns—There is a grants program within the women'’s safety agenda and they are the
grants that were allocated under that program in 2005-06.

Senator MOORE—Which are the grants?
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MsBurns—Thelist that is there.

Senator MOORE—The way the answer reads it is on the web site so | read that. But |
could not understand the linkage to part B of the answer. All part B says isthat the ones above
are the only grants that were funded and that isit; is that right?

Ms Griffin—The copy of the answer that we are looking at contains a list of the 27
organisations that were given grants under that round.

Senator MOORE—That did not come on my list.
M s Griffin—It is on the web site, but we also did attach it in the answer.

Senator MOORE—My answer has the little graph saying ‘ program element’ and then * (b)
project grants funded' . There was no attachment.

MsBurns—Thereis a second page that has atable.
Senator MOORE—Not with mine.
Dr Har mer—We can provide you with the second page.

Senator MOORE—I looked at that a number of times and | could not see a second bit to
the answer. | have seen the website but there was nothing more than the website.

M sBurns—That was thelist.

Senator MOORE—That makes it clearer. It was a stupid question, but | literally got only
one page to my answer. | missed the second page. | asked particular questions in 2006 in
questions on notice about the former funding arrangements for the Women's Services
Network and the National Association of Services Against Sexual Violence. We got an answer
back that said that the department no longer funds these organisations. My question was
actually looking at previous year’s funding.

M s Burns—FaCSIA records relate to the period since the Office for Women has bel onged
to FaCSIA. These organisations have not been funded in that period out of the Office for
Women.

Senator M OORE—BLUt they were funded out of the Office for Women in its previous
guise. There are no records anywhere that would be able to tell me what that funding was?

Dr Harmer—There may be records, but it may take some considerable effort to find them.

Senator MOORE—It would disappoint me if there was considerable effort required in
that. These were significant funding programs which were subject to some discussion when
they ended.

Dr Harmer—It has just been pointed out to me that the question was asking about
FaCSIA. So we interpreted that the question was about FaCSIA.

Senator MOORE—Sorry.

Dr Harmer—So we can, if you wish, take that on notice—if it is easy to get—to provide
you with that information.
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Senator MOORE—That would be great. If it is not easy to get could you let us know,
because it would seem to me to be a very straightforward question. | am apologising if the
word ‘ FaCSIA’ confused you. It was government funding to these organisations.

Dr Harmer—Yes.

Senator MOORE—That should be easy to get, but if there is any problem could you just
let us know. Also, question 8 at the same time—this is on the same page in my group but it
may be on a different one—is from the same process. | asked whether the department
conducted any research into the impact of theindustrial relations changes on women.

M s Burns—I do not believe that we had a question on notice of that nature.

Senator MOORE—I thought | asked that question.

M s Bur ns—And the answer is no. But we did not have a question on notice about it, sorry.
Senator MOORE—AnNd the answer was no.

Dr Har mer—The answer would be no, had you asked it.

Senator MOORE—I had asked it. You were going to check and the answer to that was no
and that is what came back. | also asked if the department was aware of ajoint project being
conducted by the National Women's Secretariats, which the department does fund, looking at
those issues. What was the answer to that?

M sBurns—Yes, we are aware of the work that they have been doing.

Senator MOORE—Have you had any involvement? Have they asked you for assistancein
that process?

MsBurns—No, | do not believe that they have asked for any assistance.

Senator MOORE—The answer to the first one was no; the answer to the second one was
yes. In terms of the Violence Against Women—Australia Says No campaign, could we get a
current update on where that is and the current expenditure against that campaign? | know
that Senator Allison was interested in this as well.

M s Burns—The first thing that | would say is that we are currently seeking the ministerial
council on government communications’ agreement to the year ahead for the campaign. So
that is subject to that decision.

Senator MOORE—The year ahead being 2006-07 or 2007-087?
M s Bur ns—The 2007 calendar year.

Senator MOORE—AnNd you are seeking that approval. When did you actually seek that
approval?

M s Bur ns—Tomorrow.
Senator MOORE—You are actually seeking it as we speak?
M s Bur ns—The hearing is tomorrow.

Senator MOORE—AnNd the answer to that would probably be a media release, | would
expect.
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M s Bur ns—I am not sure about that.

Senator MOORE—How do we find out about that? You are seeking that tomorrow. It isa
formal process of getting that approval in a campaign. How do we find out about that?

Dr Harmer—It would be up to the minister to make a decision about when to announce it
and release it. We have not had discussions yet with her—I assume—about exactly how she
wants to do that.

Senator M OORE—So we will not know until tomorrow what is happening in the future.
Do we know how much money we have spent on it in the last calendar year and whether there
was a variation in what we were told in the estimates?

M s Bur ns—We did answer in question on notice No. 273 the expenditure.

Senator M OORE—We have the number of calls. | am looking for the expenditure. There
was a question on expenditure as well.

M sBurns—Yes, thereis.
Senator M OORE—Which one was that?
MsBurns—273 and 272.

Senator MOORE—AnNd there is no difference? That was last November. There has been
no change?

M s Griffin—Those were the figures for the financial year of 2005-06.

Senator MOORE—Right. Can you just clarify for me, if the financial year expenditure is
what we got and we are looking for approval for a caendar year, where does that nexus
happen? We are getting expenditure based on financial years, which is normal practice. |
understand that. What is the link with the calendar year approval ?

Ms Burns—While it is approved on a calendar year bass, the funding for the campaign,
because it has been a four-year initiative of the government, does stretch across financial
years. So we might know that, for example, in calendar year 2007 we are going to do certain
things. We know which part of it comes out of our 2006-07 budget and which part of it needs
to come out of our 2007-08 allocated funds.

Senator MOORE—Does it ever happen with other programs?

Dr Harmer—I believe we will be able to give you how much we have spent at the end of
the financial year—how much we spent in 2006-07—and we will be able to give you our
estimate for 2007-08. But at the moment, we cannot give you how much we are planning to
spend in 2007.

Senator MOORE—Yes, because it was bulk funding over a four-year period but all the
way through we were aware that it was going in sequence. One of the things we have talked
about in this area before has been the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare's report about
SAAP usage. We talked about the concern that was raised in the SAAP | think there have
been a number of SAAP reviews—it happens when their funding is going—and also some
various snapshots across the bow about the number of kids and single mums who are without
shelter at different times during the year. We were linking that with the concerns about the
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awareness campaigns and the funding processes. One of the things we wanted to know was
whether there was any consideration within your office about whether there has been any
research done on the impact of the awareness campaign on women's saf ety and the ability to
say no and the usage of shelters—whether that has been a particular, quite focused stream of
research that has been considered.

M sBurns—No, | do not believe that to this date there has been research in that area.

Senator MOORE—In terms of the linkage and the evaluation of the awareness
campaign—because the awareness campaign is telling women and families generally about
their right to choose and to be safe—how is that evaluated in terms of seeing whether it has
worked or not? Is there an eval uation strategy that we have for the period so far?

M s Bur ns—We have tracking research done during the course of any campaign, yes.

Senator MOORE—I know that you have given me figures and | know that you will
continue to give me figures about the number of calls, and that is but one trigger in terms of
seeing whether the people are using it or not. Are there any qualitative components about
what happens next? The awareness campaign is out there about what options are available and
call this number and so on. What other methods of evaluation about whether your strategy is
working or not are there in the department? What other forms of evaluation strategies are
there?

Ms Griffin—As Ms Burns was saying, each year we do market testing. The most recent
round of research has found that the campaign has strong community support. It is seen as
achieving positive outcomes in raising awareness that this is an unacceptable form of
behaviour. Overall, there has been an increase in the aready high recall in terms of the
campaign’s key messages and its imaging. So that tracking research is finding that from year
to year it is building.

Senator M OORE—Is that focus group based?

M s Griffin—Some of it is focus group based and some of it is survey based.

Senator MOORE—That kind of information that you have just given us, is that public
information?
Ms Griffin—No, that is not publicly available, because it is standard practice with

government campaigns that any research commissioned during the running of that campaign
isnot available whileit is still current.

Senator MOORE—So at this stage the first time that there will be public information
about how effective the campaignis will be when it is over.

MsBurns—That is correct.

Senator MOORE—This is probably similar to a previous question | asked about getting
information into the process for consideration. That linkage between the awareness campaigns
and the use of shelters—is there any way that that can be taken on board as consideration of
evaluations so that people could see whether thereisalink there?

M s Griffin—At this point | would point out that through the help line, if areferral is made
to a service, the program allows for a $100 referral payment to the relevant organisation. So
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there is some recognition and response to the fact that there would be an increase through the
campaign on the call for servicesin relation to future research.

Senator MOORE—So it would seem that you would be able to track if there were calls
made to a service?

M s Griffin—If the helpline makes areferral to a service, a payment is made.

Senator MOORE—Does the helpline know when it makes a referral whether there are
suitable places available at that service or not?

M s Bur ns—No. We do not track whether the caller chooses to follow that referral.

Senator MOORE—We talked at length about the contract given for the service at previous
estimates. It is a very well regarded organisation with lots of links in the community that has
that contract. My question was more that, if a person rings and is seeking referral to a service,
does the person on the phone know that there is available space at & Vincent de Paul’s shelter
before the name is given, before that person is referred there?

Ms Burns—Not necessarily and sometimes they will be referring them to advice and
support services rather than refuge. We do not have a service where we can track space
availability.

Senator MOORE—So we still do not have a database up, which we have talked about
with other help lines. So when someone rings in and says, ‘| am wanting to get information
and maybe get out and be safe and I'm in Toowoomba,” you would send them to a service in
Toowoomba but you would not know when you sent them out whether there was space there
or not. You can see the linkage | am making between the snapshot of available space and the
service you are referring people to. That seems to be something that could demand future
work and some genuine experience.

Ms Griffin—I think in relation to the referrals situation it is about connecting the person
with someone in their local area. Usually the services in the area are aware of the current
availabilities. So it is about connecting the person with someone who can help immediately in
their local area.

Senator MOORE—AnNd they get the $100 whether there is a space or not?
M s Griffin—If they are referred by the helpline, yes.

Senator MOORE—We will keep taking it up. The plank is the linkage between the person
seeking help and getting help. Your link is that they will get advice and support even if there
is no bed; isthat right?

M s Griffin—Or refer them to a service that can help them perhaps.

Senator MOORE—I am wondering, Ms Griffin, about some of the geography that we
deal with.

Senator WEBBER—If you are a woman in a remote and regional area and you are in
distress, and you ring the hel pline and you get referred to an agency that cannot accommodate
you and they then refer you on, it is not sounding very helpful. It isjust prolonging the agony.
| would question the useful ness of a service like that.
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Senator M OORE—We will get it evaluated. Isit in two or three years time? The current
funding is—help me out. It is four-year funding?

M s Griffin—June 2009.

Senator MOORE—The Australian says that there will be no advertisements in the media.
Are you aware—and | suppose thisis for tomorrow—uwhether there is going to be any TV or
cinema? Is that part of the claim for tomorrow? And that was based on what happened last
time.

Ms Griffin—That is correct.

Senator MOORE—We will wait until then. | do not think | have anything on nctice,
which is unusual, but no doubt | will find some. Thank you very much. Dr Harmer, we may
go to the minister and request a briefing on this process as well because it has been a while
since we had this. We may well go back to the minister to see whether we can get some more
information, particularly after whatever happens tomorrow.

Dr Har mer—If the minister could assist, we would be very happy.

Senator MOORE—We know that, but it is nice to put you on notice that we could be
doing that.

[2.47 pm]

CHAIR—There being no further questions on output group 2.5, we will proceed to output
group 3.1—Support for families.

Dr Har mer—Chair, the current running sheet says that thereislikely to be no questions on
output groups 3.2 and 4.2. It would be good if | could get some clarification on whether there
are any questions on those output groups now so that | could let those two groups of people
go.

CHAIR—I am pleased to advise Dr Harmer that there are no requirements for officersin
output groups 3.2 or 4.2 to be present today, so they can be sent back to their desks. |
wel come officers concerned with output group 3.1.

Senator SIEWERT—I understand that FaCSIA is now asking service providers to be
providing more or different data on their clients under the Family Relationships Services
Program. Can you confirm that? Can you outline what that is and why you have made those
changes?

Mr Hazlehur st—I might make a start on that question and then ask my colleague to add to
it. As part of the process of transitioning into the new family law system and the rollout of the
additional services under the Family Relationships Services Program, one of the things that
we have been doing is moving to a new system for collecting information around the
activities of the service providers. In broad terms that has been a shift from a system that was
more around the provision of reports from the service providers to a system that is online, and
so some of the information requirements may have changed slightly. But in broad terms it has
mainly been about a transition from the system that applied before we moved to the hig
increase in services to this new system that is online. But | might now ask MsFleming to
expand upon what the requirements now are of the service providers.
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Ms Fleming—The main changes to the online system were to accommodate the family
relationships centres, but as part of that we have required people to provide new data around
maiden names and around the presenting needs so that we have a lot more sophisticated data
around the presenting needs so that we can do more detailed analysis of the program.

Senator SIEWERT—With the family relationships centres coming on board, why has that
meant that you have needed to change the data collection process?

M s Fleming—We have created within the program a system of program referrals, and we
have decided that we would like to track the referrals across providers. So FRCs provide
referral data to counselling and other services under the program. Within that program we
have created a unique identifier which isto provide deidentified data, but in order to create an
algorithm for that program we have taken certain fields which included a maiden name to
create that deidentified data.

Senator SIEWERT—There are a number of guestions coming out of this, so please bear
with me. You are creating a unique algorithm for what purpose?

Ms Fleming—To identify the referral flow of clients across the system in a deidentified
way.

Senator SIEWERT—How does a deidentified algorithm help you then track a person—
| am presuming you are tracking a person—across these agencies?

Ms Fleming—That is right. A person—person A—may enter the system one time and
receive Six Or seven services or a person may enter the system seven times for the same
service. They may move locations. This allows us to identify how our services are being used
without us having access to the individual person who is using those services.

Senator SIEWERT—Why do you need a lady’s maiden name to do that?

Ms Fleming—This was one of the design features of the system that identified certain
unique fields that would enable us to create a unique identifier.

Senator SIEWERT—Why do you need to track those across the counselling?

Ms Fleming—We wanted to better understand how effective the services were in
addressing the problems for which people were presenting—whether they were presenting
again and again with the same issues or whether in fact people were moving through the
system and presenting new problems.

Senator SIEWERT—What other information are the service providers providing you with
besides maiden names?

M s Fleming—They provide first name, name and postcode or suburb—all information is
voluntary, though; | would stress that—and presenting needs such as were they coming in
with an issue about financial issues, violence, relationship problems or mental health.

Senator SIEWERT—Is this information now being stored by the service providers or by
you?

M s Fleming—It is being held in the system and by the service providers.
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Senator SIEWERT—Let us take the family relationship centres as an example. If
someone is going to a private provider, they do not have to give you any information. Their
personal information is not given to you. But if someone is going to a family relationships
centre which is dealing with sensitive, personal matters, they then have to come on to your
system, do they not?

M s Fleming—That is correct.

Senator SIEWERT—Why? Why are you requiring that level of information? Why can
you not just hold the data about somebody actually having attended the centre? Why do you
need this further information? Isn't it peopl€'s personal private information now being stored
on your computers rather than by the service provider?

Mr Hazelhurst—Senator, if | may just add something there. | guess the issue for the
department was to think through this, having introduced not just a new system beyond just
increasing the level of service provision but a new system in which the FRCs are a gateway, if
you like, into the rest of the service system as well as providing some services themselves. In
order for us to understand whether the system is working as intended in terms of the way in
which people pass through the gateway and then are referred on to other services, we needed
to think of a way of being able to understand how people move through the system. Without
some way of being able to identify the people, we would not be able to do that. We would not
be able to see the flow of people and, therefore, be in a position to judge how the system was
going and whether there needed to be changes in terms of the way in which the referrals were
working—what was working well and what was working poorly. That has been the driver
underpinning this.

Senator SIEWERT—Have you sought the Privacy Commissioner’s advice on this?

Mr Hazelhur t—We have sought internal legal advice on the issue, and | believe we are
planning to have an independent processto ook at it as well just to be absol utely sure that we
have the appropriate safeguards in place around the security of the information.

Senator SIEWERT—Have you sought the Privacy Commissioner’s advice and are you
confident that it does not contravene privacy requirements?

Ms Fleming—No, we have not sought the Privacy Commissioner’s specific advice. We
have sought our compliance with the privacy principles and we are commissioning a privacy
impact assessment.

Senator SIEWERT—Was that the legal advice you were talking about?

M s Fleming—Correct.

Dr Harmer—Senator, | stand to be corrected—and | will be if | have this wrong—but if
the information we are requesting is voluntarily provided—in other words, the people agree to
provide it—then | do not think the Privacy Commissioner would have an issue with that. The

Privacy Commissioner would only be concerned if it was a mandatory field in our
information.

Senator SIEWERT—Has anybody from FaCSIA ever told a service provider that a person
applying for services would be refused service?
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M s Fleming—Could you repeat the question please, Senator?

Senator SIEWERT—Has anybody from FaCSIA ever told a service provider that a client
not willing to provide this information would be refused service?

M s Fleming—No—well, not to my knowledge.

Dr Harmer—Not that we are aware of. It is possible that someone within the organisation
may have been interpreted as saying that or something, so we just need to be very careful
given that we are at Senate estimates. We are not aware of such an event.

Senator SIEWERT—So you can guarantee that nobody applying for a service at one of
these centres would ever be refused service for not providing this information?

Dr Harmer—What | can guarantee is that our staff will not be advised to advise service
providersin that way and that we are not aware that it has happened.

Senator SIEWERT—Will you make it clear to service providers that it is absolutely
voluntary, because | can tell you that that is not how people out there are seeing it?

Dr Har mer—We can.

Mr Hazelhur st—Senator, if there are any specific examples subsequent to the hearing you
might want to draw to our attention so that we can rectify it, we would be happy to follow
them up.

Senator SIEWERT—You are aware that service providers are extremely concerned about
this additional data collection?

Mr Hazelhurst—We are continuing to interact with the sector in general on how these
provisions work, yes.

Senator SIEWERT—Have you responded to the letter that you have received from the
peak bodies raising some concerns about this issue?

Ms Fleming—We have had a number of concerns raised to us by the peak body. With
regard to the specific letter—you may be referring to the most recent one—no, we have not as
yet responded but we have provided a series of Q& As on this process that have been provided
to all service providers and we continue to liaise with them.

Senator SIEWERT—MYy understanding is that the series of Q& As is not addressing their
needs in terms of their concerns.

Ms Fleming—And we understand that they remain concerned and we continue to work
with them, Senator.

Senator SIEWERT—Have you considered the impact on peopl e that are coming to family
relationship centres in that they will bein afairly emotional and sometimes distressed state in
terms of what implications asking people to provide this information has when they are in that
state? They may say yes and they do not understand what they are saying yes to, or they may
in fact be put off attending the service if they think that they have to provide that level of
information.

M s Fleming—Senator, | would just like to state that the services have always completed a
form on—
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Senator SIEWERT—I appreciate that, but they—

M s Fleming—That includes their name and areas and presenting need. We have just asked
them to be a bit more specific around those. We are looking at ways that we can best deal with
clients and service providers as part of that data collection process.

Senator SIEWERT—You have asked them to be more specific. So what €l se besides the
maiden name have you asked them to be more specific about?

M s Fleming—About the presenting needs.

Senator SIEWERT—What has changed is that nhow FaCSIA is collecting that information
and in the past it has not. So peopl€e's private information is how being stored by FaCSIA and
it has not in the past. Have | got that right or not?

M s Fleming—We have moved to an online system that stores the data.
Senator SIEWERT—Online system in FaCSIA that stores the data?
M s Fleming—Correct.

Senator SIEWERT—AnNd in the past it did not?

M s Fleming—Could | take that on naotice and get back to you on that?

Senator SIEWERT—S0 you are not sure. In the past when people went to counselling
you stored their personal detailsin FaCSIA.

M s Fleming—My understanding is that there was a paper based system. | will just clarify
my facts around the extent to which we had access to that data.

Senator SIEWERT—I am sorry | am jumping around.

Mr Hazlehur st—We can provide an answer to that today. We will not need to take it on
notice.

Senator SIEWERT—If you could undertake to do that, that would be good. Can | just go
back to the Privacy Commissioner. Why haven't you run this issue past the Privacy
Commissioner? Why haven't you sought advice on the sort of information you are collecting
and how you are storing it and whether it is necessary information that the Privacy
Commissioner would think complied with privacy provisions?

Mr Hazlehur st—I think in part it is because, as | say, this information had previously been
collected.

Senator SIEWERT—The difference here that | can ascertain is what data you are now
holding in FaCSIA, what was collected by the service provider and who has access to that
data and what it is a being used for.

Mr Hazlehurst—I understand. | guess we do not have any specific reason for why we
have not sought the advice of the Privacy Commissioner. We have sought advice within the
department in terms of legal advice and we are certainly now looking at what further steps we
need to undertake to ensure that we have the appropriate practices in place around the privacy
issues.

Senator SIEWERT—You are doing that now.
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Mr Hazlehurst—We are continuing to examine this issue, continuing to work with the
sector and thinking about the sources of other independent advice we might need to get
around the privacy issues.

Senator SIEWERT—Why did you not do that before you started the new process? Did it
not occur to somebody in the agency that this would be quite sensitive?

Mr Hazlehurst—As | said, | can only describe what we have done and that we are
continuing to look at the issue. We understand the concerns that the sector has and that
members of the public might have, and we are wanting to treat the matter serioudly. | do not
have any other answer | can give to that question.

Dr Harmer—Senator, | just want to check that you are clear—and Mr Hazlehurst can
clarify if | have this wrong—about why we are doing it. We are doing it for two reasons. One
is to ensure that, to the extent that we need to track an individual through different
circumstances, we have the same individual, that an individual is not getting lost in the
system. That is why we need a little bit of information, so that we can be sure of that. The
second reason is that we want to be able to assess whether people are presenting to these
services with the same or different problems—in other words, is the advice they are getting
effective? They are the two reasons, so that we can demonstrate or make judgements about
how effective the serviceis. That is why we are all getting the information.

Senator SIEWERT—Yes, | do understand that, but | am also concerned about the level of
peopl€e's personal details that you are collecting and holding on FaCSIA's system rather than
being held by just the service provider and whether peopl€'s privacy is being invaded. My
personal opinion isthat it is being compromised perhaps. | am trying to work out why you are
collecting the level of detail that you are.

Dr Harmer—We are collecting the level of detail for the two reasons | have just
explained. | assume that we are not going further than we need to to establish those two
things. If the information is correct that it is voluntary then someone who is uncomfortable or
stressed and not able or not willing to provideit, | assume, is not required to. Therefore, if the
information that is provided is voluntary then it is probably not a Privacy Commissioner
issue.

Senator SIEWERT—The advice | have been given is that it is not entirely clear to the
clients who are using these services that it is purely voluntary information. | have also had
advice that some of the service providers are unclear that the information is voluntary.

Dr Harmer—It sounds as though we have a bit of ajob to do to make sure they are clear
about that, because, if | amright, it is afairly straightforward matter to deal with the issue of
sengitivity and the Privacy Commissioner by making it clear that it is not compulsory
information.

Senator SIEWERT—If it is voluntary and the majority of people, say, 70 per cent are
saying, ‘No, | don't want to tell people. | don't want FaCSIA to have my data’—and, quite
frankly, | would tell you that—how useful are your statistics going to be?

M s Fleming—I am not sure where the figure of 70 per cent comes from.
Senator SIEWERT—I am making it up.
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Ms Fleming—My understanding is that there are some service providers that are
concerned around the different data collection system that we have developed and that,
despite our best efforts to communicate through Q and As, the rationale, the process and the
voluntary nature of the process, they remain concerned around the data collection system. It is
in that area that, although we consider we have complied with the privacy principles, we are
seeking assurance through a PIA. But it is also my understanding that other service providers
are quite comfortable with the system and have no concerns around the data collection and in
fact, because it is a data collection system used by them for their service providers, can see
some benefitsin the system. So | think thereis a mixed view.

Senator SIEWERT—With all due respect, that did not answer my question about how
helpful are the statistics in tracking people. You outlined the reasons for doing this. If it is
voluntary—and | made up the figure of 70 per cent, but even if it were 50 per cent—how do
you know, and therefore your statistics are not robust, surely?

Mr Hazlehur s—Theinformation we would still have would be al the information around
the number of people with certain presenting needs and the number of people referred to
different types of services. You just would not have the specific identifiers. Yes, it would
reduce the sample, if you like, of the people who we are able to track and understand how the
service system is working. But we would still have a sense of how many people are seeing
certain types of services, how many people are coming to the FRCs and being referred in
particular directions. We just would not be able to track them in the same way. The
information would till be useful probably, even if only 30 per cent of people provided those
details. But | do not know that we have an indication of what proportion of the people who
present and seek services are actually providing those details.

Senator SIEWERT—You do not have that.

Dr Harmer—It is very early days. If your scenario was to play out and it was critical that
we had a certain sample size then we would obviously have to look at how we can get that
information to do the proper evaluation and tracking. It is an early stage in this new service.

Senator SIEWERT—Is the agorithm that we were talking about previously unique to
FaCSIA? | am not pretending that | understand anything about the equation of the algorithm,
but is there one that you generate uniquely for your particular service or isit the same one that
is used across other services?

M s Fleming—It is unique to this data coll ection system, to this program.

Senator SIEWERT—So it cannot be used by any other service. You could not pass that
information on to any other government agency other than what you wanted to useit for.

M s Fleming—That is correct.

Dr Harmer—That is correct. The information would be used for the purpose for which it
was collected only.

Senator SIEWERT—Did | hear you say also that you are still working on the security for
how this information will be used or who can get accessto it and what it will be used for?

M s Fleming—No.
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Senator SIEWERT—Is there any guarantee that it will not be used for anything else later
on?

Ms Fleming—The privacy principle that we apply is that you must specify the purposes
for data collection at the time you design the system—that is my understanding—and we have
done that. Any extension beyond that is consent driven by the people who require the service.
Whilst we can never guarantee that a service may not be used for another purpose, if it is used
for another purpose over time, it is consent driven by the people who provided the data in the
first place. That is consistent with the Privacy Act.

Senator SIEWERT—The Child Support Agency is part of your portfalio, is it not?
Couldn’t the information be used by the Child Support Agency, for example?

Mr Hazlehurst—No. The Child Support Agency is part of the Human Services portfolio
now. Whilst we have arrangements in place for referra between the family relationships
services and the Child Support Agency we will not be sharing this information.

Senator SIEWERT—Yes, | had forgotten it was part of Human Services. Sorry, Dr
Harmer?

Dr Harmer—I was just going to make it clear that it is a separate portfolio.

Senator SIEWERT—Yes, it is one of those ones where palicy is here and the agency is
there.

Dr Harmer—That is correct.

Senator M OORE—I understand that but the departments work very closely together. Are
you saying that there is absol utely no way that that information will be shared?

M s Fleming—The information that is collected at the moment is collected under the FRSP
program. The only transfer of data is between FRSP providers themselves in terms of referral.
That is consent driven by the client. There is no desire to share the data beyond the FRSP
program. Deidentified data is provided to the Attorney-General’s, because the program is a
joint FaCSIA-AG program. So for the Children’s Contact Services, deidentified data is
provided to them as to how many people went through an FRC, for example, and accessed a
children’s contact service.

Senator SIEWERT—So the only information that is provided is pure numbers.
M s Fleming—Deidentified data.

Senator SIEWERT—Does the client registration form currently tell people, when they are
signing it, as to whether they want to provide the information on a voluntary basis? Does it
actually say that it will be provided, if they agreetoit, to be part of a national database?

Ms Fleming—I understand so, but | will review the form before answering specifically. |
will do that today.

Senator SIEWERT—If it does not, will you be providing a new client registration form
that actually does tell people that—in fairly simple English?

M s Fleming—We would hope that we would have forms in place for providers that allow
peopl e to understand that this was a voluntary process.
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Senator SIEWERT—AnNd does not talk about algorithms.
M s Fleming—No, it does not.

Senator SIEWERT—BUut actually explains. Sorry, but | have seen some pretty fancy
formsin my time.

Mr Hazlehurst—We will confirm that and the other issue which we said we would
confirm today.

Senator SIEWERT—That would be appreciated. | know that | have taken up quite a bit of
time on this, but | understand that some service providers—and | know not all—have some
concerns about the additional costs of the data processing that is going to be required. How
are you dealing with that?

Ms Fleming—As part of the funding agreement that we have with providers, they are
required to collect information. We have been looking at the time that it takes to enter data
into the system. We are reviewing that, but we do not anticipate any additional time
requirements on the part of providers. | am aware that some providers think that there is more
time to be taken than we would argue it takes to fill in the forms.

Senator SIEWERT—So you are still talking to service providers about that?
M s Fleming—We are.

Senator SIEWERT—I really want to clarify in my head that | understand you properly.
The information that has been provided, it is now done online—I understand the new system
is online. So the service providers do all the data processing online and send everything to
you. But theinformation is still usable by them for work that they need to do?

Ms Fleming—In the past, if service providers wanted a report about the usage of their
services, they would submit to the department a request and we would provide the data back
to them. In order to have a more flexible system and to provide more transparency across the
system, the system was designed so that service providers could generate their own reports on
their own service—not other peopl€'s services, but their own service—from the same data. So
we were using the principles of create once and reuse. So they would be able to generate
reports about their service from this database.

Senator SIEWERT—Without having to go back to you?
M s Fleming—Without having to go back to us.
Senator SIEWERT—So they can do that now without having to report back.

Ms Fleming—They cannot yet do it, but it is a function of the design that is in
devel opment.

Senator SIEWERT—Thank you.

Senator FIELDING—I have a couple of questions on the Family Relationship Centres.
Aren't Family Relationship Centres focused more on relationships and marriages that are
breaking up rather than hel ping peoplein difficulty to continue in arelationship, or on helping
people to improve their relationship?
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Mr Hazlehur st—No. The purposes of the Family Relationships Centres is to help families
with all kinds of issues to do with their relationships. One of the things that might lead people
to those conclusions is that the Family Relationship Centres have been introduced at the same
time as all the changes to the family law system itself, which obviously has a focus on
separation and the family law arrangements associated with separation.

The Family Reationship Centres—just like, in fact, the rest of the family relationship
service system—do provide support for families that are going through separation in terms of
working out their arrangements post separation. But the centres themselves are a gateway, if
you like, into al of the services that are provided through the Family Relationship Services
Program, which includes early intervention service, support for families that are wanting to
just improve their relationships, or for couples that are going through a difficult patch, as well
as then, should the need arise, for the post- separation support as well.

Senator FIELDING—Do you have records showing how many people receive
counselling assistance from the centres in relation to separation versus how many receive
counselling to help them continue or strengthen their marriage relationships? So it is
prevention versus just really helping them through afterwards, because | think we would all
agree that prevention isafar better cure than just at the back end.

Mr Hazlehur st—I do not believe we will have that level of granularity with us today, but
we would be happy to provide that information on notice.

Senator FIELDING—I would like that on notice, if | can, thank you. There is a very
important issue here. | am not suggesting that we do not have—as a metaphor—ambulances
on the bottom when your marriages or your relationships break down, but | think prevention
is far better. | am not getting the sense from reading the annual reports that this issue of
relationship breakdown, which is a huge issue in our society—it causes a mammoth amount
of problems. | use the word ‘relationship’ because | am not just hinting at marriages but even
de factos. | would suggest that the same level of relationship breakdown is happening across-
the-board.

| have been really looking at this area of preventive steps. | notice that the department
funds the Australian Institute of Family Studies; is that right? They are supposed to be the
expertsin giving you the eyes and ears and understanding of all of this. So part of my focusis
going to be continuing on what that research is showing you. Albeit the Family Relationship
Centres will help, | think it is more after the event rather than actually getting to the drivers
that are making so many relationships and marriages break down. | think you quoted in some
of your reports 39 per cent, and it is even higher if you look at some other statistics. Having
four out of 10 contracts fail says that we have a mammoth problem and alot of usjust seemto
say, ‘Well, it is no worse than America,” or ‘It is no worse than in any other western world.’
We could be taking a leadership role. | suggest that, with the funds that you provide, greater
focus needs to be spent on working out what drives relationship breakdown and not just
focusing—to me—at the back end, but working out what needs to be done along the way.
Thisisavery important issue. You may want to comment on that.

Dr Har mer—I agree with you. The rationale for the government involvement in this new
program was very much about prevention as well as dealing with problems as they arise.
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What Mr Hazlehurst has said, | think, is that we have not got the numbers here with us today.
We will get you some of that. But certainly the rationale behind the government getting
involved in this sort of service provision was a lot about the preventive end and trying to get
round in front of relationships in the early stages and providing advice to try to keep them
together, if at all possible, with the right advice as well as hel ping people sort out when there
was irretrievable breakdown. So, certainly, that was the rationale. It is relatively early days,
but | am assuming that we have started to collect some information about the balance.

Senator FIELDING—Certainly.

Mr Hazlehur st—I guessin part to reassure you that the government is certainly mindful of
the need to invest in the early intervention and prevention of family breakdown as well as
supporting parents or couples that have had their relationship break down.

The investments that have been made in the new family law system services do run right
across the service provision. So there are substantial increases in the investment in the early
intervention services as well as the post separation services, and then the family relationship
centres and indeed the family relationship hotline sit in the middle. So the family relationship
centres can provide support to couples at any stage in their relationship. Without wishing to
disagree with you in any way in terms of the advantages of intervening early, | guess | just
make the point that the investment has been made right across the spectrum in recognition of
the need for there to be greater investment across.

Senator FIELDING—Just to open it up a little further, an audit of the Family
Relationships Services Progam showed that:

Although people could identify after the event points where early intervention might have been
beneficial, in reality most people sought help some time after aninitial crisis. Many felt they could have
avoided most or al of their difficulties if they had been better equipped with good communication skills
and had greater understanding of how to foster healthy behaviour and relationships.

As | said, | am not for one moment suggesting that the family relationship centres are not
needed. | am not going down that track at all. The anecdotal evidence is showing that it is
needed, but it is nearly too late. My question is: given that you are the experts and taxpayers
money is going into this, what are the drivers of relationship breakdown?

Dr Harmer—I think what Mr Hazlehurst said earlier is that there is a range of
interventions that we have, recognising the need to provide services to people in the early
stages of difficulty in their relationship. As you would appreciate, it is tricky for government
in terms of getting involved. If people do not come to services and do not identify in early
stages, then it is very difficult to provide intervention in early stages. So | guess the challenge
for us is providing information as to what is available and advertising the fact that such
services are available. But it istricky if individuals do not present.

Mr Hazlehur st—Senator, if | may add two points. The first, by way of illustration, is to
indicate the breadth of the investment that runs across the service system. From July 2006—
that is, this financial year—the additional investment that was made was a total of $90.4
million. Some $31.5 million of that $90.4 million was for the early intervention services. It
was for the men and family relationship services stream of the program, the family
relationship education and skills training part of the program, the family relationship
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counselling part of the program, and a small part of the program which is specialised family
violence services. Some $48.4 million was for the establishment of the family relationship
centres—in other words, that part of the program that sits across early intervention and the
post separation side of things and refers people—and $10.5 million was an additional
investment in post separation services around things like contact orders program, for example.
So that gives you a sense of the spread of investment across the service system.

The other point | would make is that a growing emphasis of the kinds of communication
that government is having with families about the new family law system and the services that
are available is on help-seeking behaviour. It is actually encouraging people to seek help
when they need to in terms of their relationship. While you would need to direct questions
specifically around the second stage of the communication campaign to the Attorney-
Genera’s Department, there is a second instalment of the communications campaign beyond
the activities that are going on at the moment that was announced in the last budget. That
campaign will continue the approach of informing people about the new services that are
available and how the new family law system affects them but is also going to be encouraging
people to seek support that is now going to be available—greater help that is going to now be
available through this additional service provision.

Senator FIEL DING—What are the main drivers for relationship breakdown? Given that |
have just read out that an audit of the program showed that people could identify after the
event points where early intervention might have been beneficial, really most people sought
help some time after it. | understand the issue of saying, ‘Look, relationships are breaking
down at avery high level and it's causing havoc in most of the community.” One way of doing
it is the relationship centres—and | am not disagreeing with having the relationships
centres—but | am just trying to work out what the research is telling you as to the drivers of
relationship breakdown. Is there something that can be done beforehand—before they get to
that point?

Mr Hazlehur st—Senator, there is obviously a range of factors that lead to relationship
breakdown, and often where there are multiple factors they compound. Some of these will
only be stating the obvious, but they can be to do with financial stress within the family. They
can be to do with the arrival of children and stresses associated with both young babies as
well as stress associated with adolescent children within the family. They can be associated
with the employment status of one or both members of the couple. They can relate to a child
having a disability. They can relate to drug or alcohol issues within the family. | am not
wishing to be flippant about it, but there are a whole variety of—

Dr Harmer—I could add a number to that, Senator. There are alot.
Mr Hazlehur ss—All of which are addressed through these sorts of services.

Senator FIELDING—I am going to harp on this a bit here, but how much money in
research do we give to the Australian Institute of Family Studies, just roughly?

Mr Hazlehur st—I do not have that in front of me, Senator, but we can get it.

Senator FIELDING—It is a fair amount. There is 40 per cent failure, and this is my
question: do they or do you have a feding from a research base as to what are the drivers? |
think it is a reasonable question, isit not?
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Dr Harmer—I think the issues that Mr Hazlehurst has just identified around financial
issues, children, jobs, drought for farmers—

Senator FIEL DING—I suppose | am after more—

Dr Harmer—We can check with the AIFS if they have specific studies. | just want to
make this point: you mentioned earlier that we are spending money at the wrong end.
Governments are putting a lot of money into employment services. We have very low
unemployment now. Governments are putting a lot of money into drought relief, into disaster
relief and all sorts of areas of expenditure which are clearly in the mix of factors which create
stress on families and relationships. So there is alot of money going in to ensure that some of
these issues such as financial management and all sorts of areas are key areas for government
expenditure. Government programs and assistance across the board in child care et cetera are
providing assistance to take some of the stress out of relationships. So thereisalot of money
going in across many programs at the front end. | just wanted to make that contextual
Statement.

Senator FIEL DING—I appreciate those responses. | suppose | am looking for a bit more
of a quantitative response so that we can then look at and evaluate whether what you are
doing is actually working. | have not seen the relationship breakdown rate decrease a lot and
they are spending a lot of money in that area. So | am just trying to work that out. As | said,
| am not against family relationships centres. | think they actually serve, and continue to
serve, an important role. But it is not the total solution to getting to the issues that are driving
relationship breakdown. They may hel p them through the issues as they are coming up.

The anecdotal evidence coming to me shows that a lot of the time it is two areas
specifically—that is, the first one is communication/relationship skills and the second one is
financial management skills. They are the two key things. If that is something that we need to
cover with people well before they get into relationships, that could be something well worth
spending money on. Without the research to say that they are two key drivers, it is going to be
very hard. So my question is: what research is being done in that area and is it something that
the department could ook at moving forward?

Dr Harmer—Again, we can provide you some specific information about that, but | just
want to try to ensure that you did not think that our only response was that there were a lot of
things going on. We are doing research as well.

Ms Fleming—Could | just say that the database that we discussed previoudly is an attempt
to put in place a performance system across the service provision to better understand what is
being provided and to seek from clients whether they are getting the services or getting
assistance from those services. So we are in fact asking questions like, ‘What is the presenting
need that you are coming for assistance with?, and then trying to develop some client
feedback forms about whether they have set some goals around those services and whether
those goals have been met so that we can get a better feel for what is most effective under
different conditions and different presenting needs to provide a more tailored assistance
program to suit people and to assist them.

Senator FIEL DING—You keep on addressing the family relationship centres.
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Ms Fleming—No, no, the whole program, Senator, including the early intervention
services. It isa system of programs, including early education, marriage education.

Senator FIEL DING—Are there certain ages—

CHAIR—We would normally break around now for morning tea. Do you have many more
questions?

Senator FIELDING—I have, yes.

CHAIR—Perhaps we had better reschedule those until after we have broken for a while.
We will suspend the committee and resume at a quarter to four.

Proceedings suspended from 3.35 pm to 3.53 pm

CHAIR—We are dealing with output 3.1—Support for families. How much longer do you
think you will need in this area, Senator Fielding?

Senator FIEL DING—I do not think long.
CHAIR—I will take you at your word. | invite you to continue with your questions.

Senator FIEL DING—I thought before we broke that you were going to provide alittle bit
more information on the research.

Mr Hazlehur st—We have been caucusing during the break with a view to working out
what would be the most helpful thing we could do in terms of providing further information to
the committee. We are able to confirm that there is a very substantial body of research on the
range of factors that lead to relationship breakdown. We are certainly happy to provide to you
on notice—and we would consult with the Australian Ingtitute of Family Studies—a list of
references around those papers and research.

The other thing we thought would be helpful to emphasise is that what we can say about
the research today is that the causes of reationship breakdown are many and varied. Indeed
that suggests that the responses, if you like, from service providers need to be many and
varied and tailored to the circumstances and needs of the individuals who seek support. The
expectation therefore is that the services themselves are in a position to provide support,
depending on the types of needs presented to them and be able to refer people to additional
support where that might be available. For example, if there are gambling or drug and alcohol
issues there would be an expectation of referral of people to appropriate services beyond just
the immediate service provided that is dealing with the presenting couple.

We are happy to provide more. In broad terms our understanding is that, based on the
research, there are multicausal issues that need to be addressed when delivering the services.
Our expectation is that the service providers ddiver that multifaceted approach to the
presenting needs.

Senator FIELDING—I appreciate that. You can take some of that on notice. The question
was genuine. You provide heaps of services and you are doing research, | am trying to marry
up that it is driven by research. You are doing lots of different things. | would have thought
that a high priority for the department was trying to get on top of this area of relationship
breakdown which has economic, social and emotional costs. This is costing everybody—the
whole community and Australia as a whole—and not just the people affected. It is a
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significant issue. | want to get a feeling that the research is saying this and we are actually
responding to what the research is actualy telling us. | would expect to start to see how
successful we are by seeing that level of relationship breakdown come down over the years
rather than continue to spiral upwards. The centres provide up to three hours joint sessions
free of charge. Can you explain what that means?

Mr Hazlehur st—Sorry, Senator, my colleague just reminded me that the details of what
the centres provide in terms of the funding agreements is actually a matter of detail associated
with the operation of the centres and is a matter that you would need to refer to the Attorney-
General’s Department. So the actual service modd that you are describing is the policy
responsibility of the Attorney-General .

Senator FIELDING—It has afed that it could go like this from there.

Mr Hazlehurst—I am not wishing to be difficult about it. The people who have actually
devel oped the model arein the Attorney-General’s Department.

Dr Harmer—Given that they have responsibility for it it is more appropriate that those
questions be directed to them. If you were directing them to us we would have to take them
on natice and go to them.

Senator FIELDING—I understand. | would be interested in progressing further at future
esti mates relationshi p breakdown and whether we are on top of it and what we are doing. | do
not care whether you outsource it to the Attorney-Genera’s Department, but you folk should
be on top of it—

Dr Har mer—Much of the policy around that would be ours.

Mr Hazlehur st—It is possible that we might be able to call the Institute of Family Studies
to the estimates hearings in May and spend some time | ooking at these issues.

Senator FIEL DING—I think that would be useful. Let us assume it is three hours because
it says three hours. Who determined whether it was one hour, two, three or multiple sessions?
What was that based on and who determined that?

Mr Hazlehur st—Again, unfortunately, that is a question that you would need to direct to
the Attorney- General’s Department. The development of the service model is something that
the Attorney-General was responsible for.

Senator FIELDING—You have no input into determining whether it was three hours or
multiple sessions or just the one?

Mr Hazlehurst—In the early stages of the development of these things FaCSIA was
involved. | can only say again that the issue of policy around the service delivery model is one
that you would need to address to the Attorney-General’s Department.

Senator FIEL DING—Did the department do any research on determining what would be
the best mechanism to help relationships that are breaking down—for example, whether it is
better to have one or two sessions? | would have thought your department would have been
the experts in this area. Did you evaluate what was told to you by another department? | am
not getting into the politics. | want to get into whether what we are doing is working. You folk
should be the experts.
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Mr Hazlehurst—I am not in a position to answer the question today, Senator. | do not
have that information.

Senator FIELDING—I am going to go to the other committee and ask these questions. |
hope they have a good answer on why three hours and only one session.

Dr Harmer—I hope they are watching and they are well prepared to give you very good
answers, Senator.

Senator FIELDING—I do not want to get into personal details but | can assure you three
hours is nowhere near long enough if it is a genuine attempt to help relationships from
breaking down. Do you know the cost of relationship counselling that you would have to pay
for after the three hours?

Mr Hazlehur st—What | can say about the charging arrangements for the FRS program as
awhole—and my colleague may wish to amplify this—is that we have a requirement that the
service providers have a charging policy in place and that it be available to people. There is
scope for the providers to provide, and indeed they do provide, much of their ongoing service
delivery without charging a fee. They will charge their fee on an assessment of the capacity of
the person to pay. So, for example, there is a guarantee of the three hours being free but
beyond that it would fall into the normal arrangements that operate under the Family
Relationship Services Program which is that services can charge fees based on their policies.
A factor which would be included would be the capacity of the person to pay. We do not
dictate beyond that what the fees should be.

Senator FIEL DING—So the three hours are set by another department. So that is nothing
to do with you folks—what is free, whether people have got the ability to pay for further
sessions or what is reasonable. | have to make the comment that if that is the best that we can
provide—the emotional, physical and economic cost of breakdown is huge in Australia and all
we are offering is a three-hour session—I think that is a drop in the ocean to what we should
be doing in this regard and having even more sessions or something from there, but it sounds
like you are not the department | should be chasing.

Dr Harmer—We will take that as a statement, Senator, because, remember, we offer
policy advice; we do not make policy. And in this regard in particular we are not the
department responsible for these services in the areas you are talking about. We covered areas
before where we were the information et cetera.

Mr Hazlehur st—Senator, it might be helpful if we could also potentially, subject to our
minister being agreeable, provide you with a bit more of a briefing on how these
arrangements work. It is certainly the case that the system has been operating for some time
with these fee policy arrangements in place whereby people who need help get help and
where there is an assessment by the provider that they are not in a position to pay for it they
are not paying for it. So we would not want to create the impression that you only get the
three hours for free and thereafter you have to pay because it is not actually the way in which
it isworking in many instances.

CHAIR—We have a strict time frame to work to here. There are other senators who want
to ask questions in this area. | think some of these questions really should be directed to
another department. Can | suggest we might move on to another set of questions and if there
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istime at the end and you feel there is something that is relevant to this department we might
come back to you.

Senator Scullion—I know the Senator has run out of time but it isa very important issue. |
just wondered if | could offer a comprehensive brief from the department on all the issues
surrounding that at a time of your choosing, if that can assist you down theline.

Senator FIEL DING—That sounds good.

Senator STEPHENS—I wanted to move on to the Stronger Families and Communities
Strategy, if | may. | understand from the additional estimates statement that there is
$490 million committed for 2004-09; is that right?

Dr Har mer—Which page are you on, Senator?

Senator STEPHENS—I am looking at page 40. The portfolio statement indicated
$490 million committed for the forward period 2004-09 for the whole strategy. There is no
movement on that so your expenditure on that strategy this year is on track?

MsCarroll—Yes.

Senator STEPHENS—Can you tell me a little bit more about that strategy? | understand
that there are four streams to the strategy. Can you actually let me know how much of that
money is allocated to each of those streams and how much of the strategy has been
implemented and how much of the budget has been spent to date, if you could, please?

Ms Rundle—I am just referring to my notes, Senator, so forgive me for a moment. The
Local Answers stream | believe is $151 million over five years between 2004 and 2009; the
Communities for Children strand is $142 million for 2004-09; the Early Childhood—Invest to
Grow stream is $70 million across four years, and the Choice and Flexibility in Child Care
was $125 million between 2004 and 2008.

Senator STEPHENS—Just looking at the Communities for Children strategy, you said
that is $142 million?

M s Rundle—I did, over four years.

Senator STEPHENS—You sought, | understand, some expressions of interest to set up
some Communities for Children sites, isthat right, under this program?

Ms Rundle—Yes.

Senator STEPHENS—Can you take us through how many sites are established, how
many currently are operating and some of the activities that are under way?

Ms Carroll—All of the sites are currently operating and | believe there are 45 sites in
Communities for Children. These have become operational at different times over the last
couple of years and there have been processes for choosing facilitating partners in these
particular community sites. All of the sites, because they came on stream at different points,
are at dlightly different pointsin the process. So the sites that were started first, the initial sets
of sites, are now wel into actually implementing the programs within their particular
community. So there was a process that each of the communities needed to go through with
the facilitating partner where they had to establish what the particular needs of that
community were, make the linkages with all the existing programs that were available to
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families in that particular community and develop a strategy which was then approved. A
small amount of funding was then able to be allocated to particular new initiatives.

Senator STEPHENS—Can you provide details to the committee about the 45
communities and the programs that are being funded there, please? If you could take that on
notice that would be helpful. Given that there are 45 Communities for Children sites now up
and running, does that mean that all of that money has been expended?

Ms Carroll—No, it will continue to be expended over the period until the different funding
agreement is finished. So the round one funding agreements—there was a set that was due to
expire in June 2008 and then there is a further group, the round two and three funding, which
is due to expire in June 20009.

Senator STEPHENS—The money has not been expended but has it all been committed?
Ms Carroll—Yes, it has been committed.

Senator STEPHENS—Are there any of the Communities for Children sites that are likely
to extend beyond June 20097

M s Carroll—There has been some small rephasing across those sites, as perhaps different
sites have not been able to establish, | suppose, the community profile within a particular time
frame. There have been, | suppose, time frames for them to try to meet but for some
communities different aspects of that have taken longer and therefore there is some slight
rephasing of that funding which we have Department of Finance approval for.

Senator STEPHENS—How many of those would there be?
M s Rundle—I think we should take that on notice, Senator.

Senator STEPHENS—If you could, that would be great. In terms of the facilitating
partners, can you describe who those facilitating partners are?

Ms Carroll—That we could give you when we provide you with the list of locations, who
the facilitating partner is. For example, in Lismore it is the YWCA of New South Wales. So
there is a different facilitating partner for each site. For example, the YWCA has a few sites,
Mission Australia might have a couple of sites, but they are site specific. So we could, to save
reading out the 45, provide that.

Senator STEPHENS—That would be helpful. Thank you very much. In general practice,
as you are probably aware, there is the Smart Start program, which | have been pushing very
hard. | would just like to know where that Great Southern Division programis at this time.

Ms Rundle—Are you asking particularly about the Smart Start, because that one has been
funded now, we understand, by the WA Department of Health.

Senator ADAMS—Yes, | would like to know that, but | would like to know where the
Communities For Families Programis at as well.

Ms Rundle—Yes, | can advise that the tenders were let late last year. Some of those
tenders have now been awarded. So those services would now be in the process of being
implemented in the Lower Great Southern.
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Senator ADAM S—The problem for me is that it has just taken so long to get off the
ground and we have lost a lot of traction there. Even though the Smart Start is going to be
funded by the state, it has just caused so much angst—the funding, really. | feel those
programs should have been up and running long ago. Those tenders should have been | et long
ago aswell. | just do not want to see a repesat of thisif this program is funded again next time.
Itisjust not fair to the communities. All that money is sitting there and it has just sat there for
so long.

Ms Carroll—As | think we discussed at the last estimate, these issues have now been
resolved. Obvioudly, different locations try to move as quickly as they can and in any
eval uation we pick up where any issues might have occurred in the whole process.

Senator ADAM S—Thank you.

Senator STEPHENS—The next program that you mentioned was the Early Childhood—
Invest to Grow, $70 million. Can we talk about that now and the projects that have been
funded there. | understand that funding runs out in June 2008.

MsRundle—Yes, it does.
Senator STEPHENS—How many projects have you funded under that initiative?

Ms Rundle—Altogether, | think | mentioned earlier, the total is $70.5 million over four
years. There are two program categories. There are programs called devel oping programs and
others called established programs. The aim of the Invest to Grow program is realy to
demonstrate promising practice and demonstrate where things work better than others. So to
that end, we have funded some that have been just in their infancy stage—devel oping—but
others that are established but want to see if they work in a different community in a different
context.

We also have funded the extension of 23 Child Care Links projects under Invest to Grow
and also another stream which has resulted in the development of national resources by
parents, professionals, community groups et cetera. Also, we have funded some projects
collaboratively with the states and territories under the National Agenda for Early Childhood.
Again, it may be easier if we provided you with alist later of each of the services that we fund
and where they are located. We do have it here, but it would take some time to go through.

Senator STEPHENS—NOo, it would be very helpful if you could provide it to the
committee in writing, thank you. So will all of these projects expire in June 2008?

Ms Carroll—The funding for the Stronger Families and Communities Strategy finishes
either in June 2008 or June 2009 across the whole strategy. Therefore, any future funding of
those is then a decision for government.

Senator STEPHENS—Is there anything unexpended in that program?

M s Rundle—Without checking every financial statement—and | do not have that with me
now—I can safely say that there is always alittle bit of dippage but that it is committed. It is
not that it is not committed but that they may seek approval for it to be expended over a
longer period of time, depending upon that local community. But it would be committed.
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Senator STEPHENS—For Local Answers, that is $151 million for capacity building
projects?

Ms Carroll—That actually falls within the Communities group under outcome 4.4. Then
questions around Local Answers should be answered there.

Senator STEPHENS—BUt the $125 million in the Choice and Flexibility in Child Careis
within this group?

Ms Carroll—Yes. That one, yes.

Senator STEPHENS—Can you tell me alittle bit about that?

Ms Carroll—That was a particular funding initiative. It had a couple of strands, but one of
the key ones was around the provision of in-home care and also around some rural and remote
services. Again, the funding has primarily been committed in alot of those aress.

Senator STEPHENS—Has any of the funding under this strategy gone to COAG
initiatives?

Ms Carroll—Not to COAG initiatives. The COAG human capital, which you may be
referring to, is currently under consideration. There are obviously discussions going on

between the state and federal governments at the moment. However, it does not go back to
COAG for agreement or decision until April.

Senator STEPHENS—TheApril meeting.
MsCarroll—Yes.

Senator STEPHENS—I am not too sure if you responded to Senator Fielding on the issue
of FaCSIA'sinvolvement in the selection of sites for Family Relationship Centres.

Ms Carroll—FaCSIA's? We will just have to call the officers back around Family
Relationship Centres.

Senator STEPHENS—I am sorry about that.

M s Beauchamp—The decision around the sites for the Family Relationship Centresis also
amatter for the Attorney-General.

Senator STEPHENS—Thank you.

Senator WEBBER—I have a question that relates to that, but you can take it on notice.
Before, in the discussion with Senator Siewert, we were talking about the collection of
statistics. | was wondering if you could provide for the committee on notice a copy of the
form that you currently use—I do not want you to try to find it now—asiit is today.

Dr Har mer—Sure.

Senator M OORE—Where do all the family tax benefit questions come? They are in this
bit aswell.

Dr Harmer—Yes.

Senator SIEWERT—When we were in the debate over the family law reform and when
we were talking about the Family Relationship Centres, the issue around domestic violence
came up, as you would know, extensively, and we also talked about it in the committee
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inquiry having enough counsellors who were qualified, particularly with domestic violence,
because there was a recognition that it requires extra training. (a) Are you aware of, or, (b) are
you talking to Family Relationship Centres about how getting qualified counsdllors is going?
Should | be asking A-G’s?

Mr Hazlehur st—The short answer is that you should be asking A-G’s. The longer answer
isto say that both FaCSIA and A-G’s are concerned in general about the capacity of the sector
to deliver the services that have been funded, as you would expect. Indeed, that was one of the
reasons for the government’s decision to not just introduce all of the services in one go but to
spread it over three years, including the rollout of the Family Réationship Centres
themselves. You may be familiar with some of the work that has been going on around
competency development both for the Attorney-General’s side of the program and indeed for
FaCSIA's side of the program. We are monitoring with the Attorney-General those sorts of
issues in terms of the workforce across the program. It is alittle early to tell, given that we are
not even into the second stage yet of the expansion. There is probably not much more | can
say at this stage.

Senator SIEWERT—I will just ask next time as well so that we can keep chasing the
devel opment.

CHAIR—Any further questions?

Senator STEPHENS—Family tax benefits, if 1 may. The department has provided an
answer to question No. 284 from the November esti mates rounds?

Mr Hazlehur st—Yes.

Senator STEPHENS—AnN it has provided some tables. The answer seems to indicate that
this will be a standard suite of tables in future annual reports.

Mr Hazlehur st—Yes.

Senator STEPHENS—Do | take that to mean that the department will no longer be
answering detailed questions on family tax benefits? Is that the intention?

Mr Hazlehur st—To put thisin context, there has been a series of questions that have been
asked over time at each estimates. For the last two to three hearings the answers to those
guestions on notice have variously indicated either that the information is already availablein
the annual report or that the minister has provided some general direction to the department
that the balance of the resource effort involved in answering some of the questions suggests
that they would only be answered once per year. That led to a counting of the months such
that it became apparent that a year was up since the previous time that question had been
answered, and the minister has suggested that the department consider actually producing the
information once per year but in the annual report so that it was publicly available. So the
answer to question on notice No. 284 reflects across a range of questions that fall into that
character— that is, that they have been asked at successive hearings. A general answer will
now be produced that is substantially more detailed than is available currently in the annual
report and it will now be available at the same time each year.

Senator STEPHENS—So this set of tables will be the standard suite that is provided in
the annual report now. It is quite extensive, isn't it?
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Mr Hazlehur st—That is correct. Those are the ones that we have identified.

Senator STEPHENS—You provided details for this answer as at 29 September 2006.
What date is going to be the cut-off for that?

Mr Hazlehurst—It will partly depend on the nature of the information but, generally
speaking, we would have information of this character as at the end of the relevant reporting
year. So information available in the annual report will be as at the end of June for the year in
which the report was then published.

Senator STEPHENS—In what month do you usually produce your annual reports?
Mr Hazlehur st—October.

Dr Har mer—Yes, it would be available in October usually.

Senator STEPHENS—So thisinformation will be in the 2007 annual report?

Dr Harmer—Yes, | think that is what Mr Hazlehurst was saying.

Senator MOORE—We do ask these questions regularly and | warnt it to be really clear
what we are going to get in the future because | do not want to have anything left unclear in
this place. The questions that Senator Evans put on notice at the last estimates picked up the
payments, the numbers with top-ups and the whole bit. | just want to be absolutely clear that
the information in your answer to question on notice No. 284, as at 29 September, is exactly
what we can now get only once a year. My understanding was that that information was
available quarterly.

Mr Hazlehur s—Progressively over the last couple of years—
Senator MOORE—Four at least.

Mr Hazlehurst—But particularly over the last 12 months there has been an indication
from the department based on a direction from the minister that certain information was not
generally produced by the department for its own internal monitoring of the program and
hence would be reproduced only once every 12 months. This is really just gathering that
information together and saying that, rather than having it come out at different intervals
throughout the year, each 12 months old, we will provide a consistent slice of information that
is up to date at the sametime.

Dr Harmer—There are two issues, both of which Mr Hazlehurst has already mentioned
around the use of resources and the diversion of resources. The number of questions on notice
that we have been getting has been going up a lot. There is a significant resource involved in
answering those. At the last estimates we had 340 or 320 questions, with 750 parts, some of
them requiring quite alot of work. It isa very busy place. We have had to look at how we can
cope with this escalation in the number of questions and the amount of information that we
have to divert people who are otherwise running programs and providing policy advice to
answer. We till do it, obvioudly, but we have had to make some blanket decisions about
things. For example, as Mr Hazlehurst has said, where there is information publicly available
either in the annual report or on our web site or wherever, we now in our answers, rather than
replicateit or reproduceit, give areference or say that it is available. For large tabulations that
are not compiled, as Mr Hazlehurst has just said, for our own purposes, rather than do them

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS



CA 100 Senate Monday, 12 February 2007

three, four or five times a year or whatever, we will do them once a year and they will bein
some cases produced in the annual report. That iswhere we are.

Senator WEBBER—Can | just raise a general concern and perhaps, Minister, you might
like to answer this question. It puts the parliament at a disadvantage in using what will
become quite historic financial information. So we will get your annual report in October-
November. In fact, annual reports all get tabled in a great big hurry and we have to try to
digest them all in a great big hurry. So we will be looking at historic information rather than
current information. Where does that decision by the minister fit with the chair’s opening
statement, where he said:

I remind officers that the Senate has resolved that there are no areas in connection with the expenditure
of public funds where any person has a discretion to withhold details or explanations from the
parliament or its committees unless the parliament—

not the minister—
has expressly provided otherwise.

Senator Scullion—Thisis not an issue that is just about this particular committee. Thisis
an issue across government. The minister has quite rightly said that, in terms of efficiency, if
the material is available— and your opening statement refers to details or information—
nobody is stopping anybody from getting that information. | would have thought it was quite
reasonable to say that information that is publicly available and is on our web site would not
normally attract scrutiny because it is publicly available information anyway. There is no
mischief. Nobody is trying to hide information. The information is always available.

The reason for the process in terms of giving a comprehensive dice of information that
occurs at the same time is that, as a consequence of many of the questions on notice that have
come from this committee, the department has decided quite sensibly that that may be a better
way to produce information that is more timely and more accurate. | will assure the
committee that thereis no mischief in this. Thisis simply an efficiency processin that for any
guestion where the answer is evidently already on the public record, such as on the web site,
the department will simply direct the senators to that web site. At no time is it not providing
the information.

Senator M OORE—We have never questioned a response from any department—this one
in particular— where we have been referred to pre-existing information. In fact, we just
clarify that that is the information we seek. Already today in an answer to a straightforward
question we found out that we were given reference to a media release which did not answer
the question. So that is what we are trying to get. On this particular issue they are quite
specific questions on the operation of the family tax benefit. As Mr Hazlehurst quite rightly
pointed out, these particular questions have been asked in a series over many, many Senate
estimates hearings. What we are trying to do is track the effectiveness of the payment. There
isno mystery and thereis no conspiracy in that. We are just trying to track the effectiveness of
the payment.

What we want to find out is whether this snapshot—and that is what this system that has
been put in place provides—is available at any other times throughout the year because this
kind of top-up arrangement and debt arrangement is happening all the time. It does not
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happen just once a year. In terms of the way it is processed, it continues being processed over
a period of time. What we have been doing is trying to find out over a period of time exactly
how many people are getting their entitlements and how many people are being put in a
position of debt by this payment.

If it is the decision of the minister—and | think it has become quite clear in the answers
that it is a decision of the minister—that in the future we will only have one time a year to
track this payment then we will actually be at a disadvantage because the payment is not
assessed once a year. It is actually done through the whole process. It is only going to be
availablein the annual report.

If you all remember, we did not have your annual report until the day of the last estimates.
We work really hard getting our heads around quite detailed responses on the day of the
estimates and asking questions on that. That puts people at a disadvantage to know how it is
all going to operate. If that is going to be the sequence then, in effect, we are going to be six
months behind.

| forget when they can tell us thisin detail. You were on time with your annual report. All
departments were not. We actually had a copy in the back of the room on the day that we had
our hearings last time. If that is the only time we can get the answer then once again we are
going to be playing catch-up and going back through the process. It is the clarity of the whole
thing that is at issue. Where is it going to fit? How are we going to be able to ask in detail
about data that you have in here? My reading of your response to question 284 is very
detailed in terms of the payment, how it works and how many people were in the different
circumstances. There could be subsequent questions out of that.

This will not be available at the next estimates because it will not fit the sequence of the
annual report. The next round of data that we get on this will not be until October-November
2007. My understanding of this answer is that the next round of responses we get on the
family tax benefit will be October-November 2007. The answers we have now were from
September last year. You can see that in terms of doing detailed scrutiny we are at a
disadvantage.

Is there any other form of data collection? Is there a quarterly report of some kind where
thisinformation is provided? What is the option? In terms of process, is it going to be that we
are not going to be able to have this information and the discussion because we cannot?
Mr Warburton, was | wrong with any of the things | said? Did | make an error in terms of the
processing, when it was done and those things?

Dr Harmer—I have not got the tables in front of me. | will let Mr Warburton and
Mr Hazlehurst answer. If the detailed tables that you are looking for are the ones that
Mr Hazlehurst was referring to before and you are talking about them being made available
once a year then that timing you are talking about would be accurate.

Senator WEBBER—So the government is happy and rel axed with the Senate dealing with
information that is 12 or 18 months old? That is what we are talking about. If we are waiting
for an annual report and that information is historic then the minister is comfortable with that
decision.
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Mr Hazlehur st—The information would be three months old. It would be the information
as at 30 June 2007.

Senator MOORE—Which we would get at the end of October if they are on time.
FaCSIA has a very strong reputation for being on time. We will grant that it will be ontime.

Mr Hazlehur st—Generally speaking in earlier answers to these sorts of questions the most
available information was three months ol d.

Senator MOORE—Quarterly is a sequence of information exchange that we are quite
comfortable with. But we are not talking quarterly into the future.

Mr Hazlehur st—I am only making a comment about the age of the information that would
be available in the annual report.

Senator M OORE—Our understanding up to now was that we would ask the questions and
we often would not get the answers on the day because of the complexity even though the
department was fully aware of the questions we would be asking. We even joked about it. You
know what the next question is going to be? The department was fully aware of what the next
guestion would be. In the November estimates we would get an answer back about now which
means that we are looking at data which is about four or five months old.

What we are trying to impress upon everybody—and | know we are impressing it upon
people who already know the answer—is that under this new arrangement by the time we
would have data to consider it would be considerably dated in terms of being able to draw
comparisons from it for the purposes of estimates which is the time for information exchange.
It would not stop us putting questions on notice and all those things, but for the purpose of an
interchange it would put us at a disadvantage.

We know it is a ministerial direction. You cannot make comment on that except to tell us
where it came from. |Is there any other way under the current information data sets that are
available in the Commonwesalth that some of this information can be available without
waiting for the annual report?

Mr Warburton—The short answer to that question is that there are not other publicly
available sources at the moment. The main vehicle we have is the annual report. The point |
was going to make earlier when you saw me potentially intervening was that there are alot of
things about the nature of FTB that affect your interpretation of the data. Quarterly data is
actually not overly helpful in understanding the trends within the program. So, for instance, in
the case of reconciliation after the end of an entitlement year there is the processing of tax
returns right throughout the next year.

The first quarter’s data is invariably incomplete, leaving aside that everybody gets their
returns in on time. That does not actually happen. It isavery partial snapshot on the previous
entitlement year. It gets better around December. The information is pretty mature towards the
end of the financial year. So what you see is more data coming in until you get a relatively
compl ete picture. Once you have that relatively complete picture successive quarterly updates
add very little.

The data almost never becomes totally and utterly final. All you need is one individual who
has not lodged their tax return or notified us that they do not need to and the information is
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not final. It alters very little. In our work within the department we tend to pick a point in time
when the data is relatively mature and then for each successive year that we are analysing we
pick that same data point. That allows us to look at the trends across years. The point we pick
is when the data is relatively mature. That is just a feature of the FTB system. That is an
approach we adopt oursel ves.

Senator MOORE—What point do you pick now, MrWarburton, is it the end of
September? You said in your previous comments that towards the end of the second quarter it
is more mature. For the purposes of the department, what would be the optimum time to pick
as the point of information?

Mr War burton—Are we talking about reconciliation debts here?
Senator MOORE—That is one of the things we are talking about, yes.

Mr War burton—Because the decision does depend on what aspect of the program we are
talking about.

Senator M OORE—For tables 1 and 2 reconciliation is the magjor focus.

Mr Hazlehurst—A 12-month cycle is a reasonable balance because the data does not
change much. The outcomes do not change much beyond that point. It picks up the people
who lodge tax returns themselves and the people who have extensions through tax agents to
lodge them up to April/May of the following year. A 12-month picture of reconciliation datais
actually as good as any a point in the cycle to be comparing from year to year.

Senator MOORE—Not within years in terms of looking at peopl€'s circumstances. | take
the point. Looking forward with enthusiasm to this year’s annual report, at what point in time
will we be expecting to see the collection that will become public knowledge?

Mr Hazlehur ss—The completion of that year.
Senator MOORE—Whichis?

Mr Hazlehurst—I believe the reconciliation data is published in this annual report. | am
pretty certain it was as at June 2006. We will just confirm that.

Senator M OORE—So0 the annual report, which will be the end of this year, will have the
data reconciliation as of the end of this financial year?

Mr Hazlehur ss—We can confirm that.
Senator MOORE—Good.

Senator Scullion—Mr Chairman, just in regard to the most recent discussion we have
had—I am very respectful of the committee and their concerns—I have to say that | have been
informed and enlightened on Mr Warburton's explanation of the value of selecting a 12-month
band and the val ue about how we use the data. It has been very enlightening to me personally
and no doubt to therest of the room. But | will take the opportunity to say that | will reflect to
the minister the concerns of those individuals so he understands. It is not for me to go to what
was on the minister’'s mind at the time, but no doubt he was also taking the advice of the
officialsin terms of the value of the data and the way in which it should be presented.

CHAIR—We appreciate that being taken up with the minister.
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Senator STEPHENS—Gentlemen, just reading the tables—I refer to page 26 and table
110—there is a downward revision in the revised estimates of expenditure of $81 million in
the family tax benefits mainly to do with family tax benefit B. | just wonder if someone can
explain that revision and then why there is a downward revision for family tax benefit B but
an upward revision on family tax benefit A. It isasimple question.

Mr Warburton—The first point to make in this area is that we put out an estimate at
budget time. We go through a process then of looking at data on a constant basis and revising
our estimates, so it is more of an estimate on estimate comparison. Within FTB B the main
drivers of the change were a lower than expected impact of what is referred to as the
quarantining of entittements following return to work after childbirth and a lower
provisioning for future reconciliations. There is a component in the estimate that looks at
expenditure in forward years out of the reconciliation process—it is not the ongoing
entitlements for those claiming instalments. We lowered our provisioning of that element of
the estimate. In the case of FTB A, the revision of estimate increased that provisioning for the
forward years.

Senator STEPHENS—Can you just go back to the FTB B. What proportion went to the
quarantining entitlements esti mate?

Mr War burton—I do not have a decomposition of the variationsin the estimates.
Senator STEPHENS—Could you provide that to me?

Mr War burton—Sometimes the information you can get depends on how the model is
structured. | will attempt to, Senator.

Senator STEPHENS—I would appreciateit.
Mr War burton—Best efforts.

Senator STEPHENS—Thank you. Having said all of that, tell me why you need
$1.6 million to administer the family tax benefit, which is what is there in table 1.2 on
page 117

Mr Warburton—That additional money for administration relates to an error in system
processing that we identified during the course of last year.

Senator STEPHENS—It isabig error.

Mr War burton—Thaose funds are primarily for Centrelink to adjust their reconciliation
system, Senator, as well as some training and possibly clarification of their information
materials. So it is for a computer system fix, if you like. The problem was that the way the
system had been built was delaying payment of the FTB supplement to a separated
customer—that is, in the case of customers who have separated in the entitlement year. It
arose out of a query from the Ombudsman’s office. We found an error and we needed to fix it.

Senator STEPHENS—So it arose from a query from the Ombudsman'’s office?
Mr War burton—That is correct, Senator.
Senator MOORE—Isit fixed?
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Mr Warburton—For this financial year we put in an interim work-around to enable
customers to get their supplement and the system fix will bein place for next financial year.

Senator MOORE—So it will have 12 months to bed down?
Mr Warburton—I am not sureif | put it like—
Senator M OORE—Should we ask Centrelink?

Mr War burton—We have done a lot of work to explore system processing here. We have
identified where the error is. We are putting the business reguirements together. There will be
the normal testing of systems before they are put in place and basically the system will need
to come live for the reconciliation process next financial year.

Mr Hazlehur st—Senator, if | understand the point of your question, as Mr Warburton
indicated, Centrelink in fact agreed on an interim work-around for this financial year—

Senator M OORE—For 2006-077?

Mr Hazlehurst—Correct. This additional funding is to automate that process into the
computer system and processes such that the work-around is not needed anymore.

Senator M OORE—So the work-around, which is the mechanical way to make it work, is
going to be the automated thing?

Mr Hazlehur ss—The outcome will be the same.

Senator M OORE—A work-around that has been tried and tested and will be put to work
on all of the peopl€ sreturns this year will then be—

Mr War burton—The work-around is a completdy different manual process, Senator.

Senator MOORE—That iswhat | thought. | did not think that the work-around would be
the computer issue. For what it is worth, the work-around, which everyone knows about—
they are all going to do it—is going to operate for al returns this year, 2006-07, but for 2007-
08 it will be the new system that this money is funded. Is that right, or have | screwed
everything up?

Mr Warburton—No, there is only a question about whether unequivocally it would work
for every customer, Senator.

Senator M OORE—There should be no question about that, Mr Warburton.

Mr Warburton—The work-around does require, in a sense, the customer to make
themsel ves known to Centrelink. All of the relevant Centrdink staff in this area are aware of
the work-around and know how to achieve a satisfactory outcome for the customers.

Senator STEPHENS—Gentlemen, can you tell me how many families receive family tax
benefits as fortnightly payments into their bank account and as a lump sum payment? Can you
provide that breakdown please?

Mr War burton—I will just make sure | have the correct figure. The number of fortnightly
instalment customers as at 29 December for FTB A was 1,772,143. For FTB B it was
1,386,873. They are not mutually exclusive categories, so if you just count customers you end
up with 1,833,202. So it was instalment customers and—
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Senator STEPHENS—AnNd lump sum?

Mr War burton—So that was an instalment customer figure in December of last year. The
lump sum figure would need to be an historic figure because we do not have lump sums for
this year. For the 2004-05 year, some 118,833 received a lump sum through the ATO. Some
29,340 received it through Centrelink and then the picture gets a bit complex. Some people
are receiving instalments and lump sums and so forth. If | could just give you a total figure
across lump sums and instal ments for the 2004-05 year, that was $2,165,152.

Senator MOORE—Can we still get that figure regularly or is there going to be a
limitation on how often we can get that figure as well?

Mr War burton—The figure for the 2004-05 year would be pretty stable by now, Senator.

Senator MOORE—We regularly ask this question at estimates about payments of FTB—
about people on lump sums and people who get fortnightly payments. | am just wondering
whether there is going to be any limit to when we get this data, because we should know now
rather than having to go through this process again.

Senator STEPHENS—Just a final question from me about family tax benefit debt and the
Audit Office report. | wonder, Dr Harmer, if you want to make some comment on how the
department is managing the debt issues associated with the family tax benefit system and the
action that you have been taking in response.

Dr Har mer—I will let Mr Hazlehurst answer the question.

Mr Hazlehur st—Senator, the department wel comed the ANAO report in that it confirmed
that the range of initiatives that have been put in place by the government to address
reconciliation debts for a family tax benefit were found to have been successful in reducing
steadily the proportion of people who were determined to have an overpayment each year, as
wedl as the overall amount of outstanding reconciliation debt. So we do not have any
disagreement with the ANAO on that.

Senator STEPHENS—Can you clarify for me what non-lodger debt is—how much non-
lodger debt thereis in the system and what is being done to address that specifically?

Mr Hazlehurst—I might make a start on that question and then defer to my colleague,
Mr Warburton, for some of the detail, but in very broad terms customers are obliged to lodge
their tax returns within a 12- month period after the entitlement year for family tax benefit.
And they are reminded of the need to do that through letters from Centrelink and, indeed, in
publicly available information about the program that is provided to them. However, if they
have not lodged their tax return by November of the following year then the entitlement that
they have received during the course of the previous year is raised as a debt to the
Commonwealth.

Senator STEPHENS—That was the issue that the ANAO report identified as a problem,
wasit not?

Mr Hazlehurst—It certainly identified that over time, if people have successive years of
not lodging their tax return but continue to claim family tax benefit, they can start to incur
debts that relate to the non- lodgement of their tax return that can stack on each other from the
previous years. The most important point to make about non-lodger debt is that first of all it is
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recovered out of ongoing entitlements to family tax benefits so the family still actually gets
paid a significant proportion of their ongoing entitlement. The second really important point
to make about it is that once they lodge the tax return the non-lodgement debt disappears.
They may then have an assessment of their entitlements in the normal way of reconciliation
which might lead to either atop up or a nil outcome or indeed a reconciliation overpayment,
but the non-lodgement debt itself goes away.

So the ANAO made some suggestions around the need for looking at both communications
and other administrative practice that might try to reduce the amount of this non-lodger debt
that gets created albeit that it isin many cases notional rather than actual debt because once
the family lodges a tax return the non-lodgement debt itself disappears. We are discussing
with the minister what options he might want to pursue in that respect.

Senator STEPHENS—That is an interesting part of the report, actually, about the
challenges that it presents to you as an agency, is not it? That isit for me, Chair, on the issue
of family tax benefits. Thank you very much.

CHAIR—I think that is also it for output 3.1. Thank you very much for that. We will now
move to 3.3, Child care support.

[4.59 pm]

Senator STEPHENS—Table 1.10 on page 26 again—my favourite table—indicates a
reduction of some $102 million for the childcare benefit. Could you just explain to us the
reasons for that reduction in the estimate?

Ms Carroll—Yes. The main reason for the reduction in the estimate is a combination of
things. One thing is that the estimate was a little bit high. The estimate was actually reduced
down last financial year and the actual expenditure last financial year was around $1.5 billion.
Part of this is because the estimate model dates back to when childcare benefit first came in.
In the first three years of childcare benefit there was a very significant growth and growth in
the expenditure over that period and obviously, as you would probably be aware, estimate
models track those projections forward. While the growth is still there, the growth has slowed.
There is aso the impact of increased family income. As family income increases therefore
the amount of childcare benefit someone might receive reduces and that also has an impact on
to the estimates.

Senator STEPHENS—With the childcare benefit, can you explain how overpaid childcare
benefit is recovered?

Ms Carroll—It is similar to the way a lot of the overpayments work. We would have to
come back to you with the specific detail of that, but effectively at the end of the financial
year, just as family payments are reconciled against family income, childcare benefit is also
reconciled against a family’s income. The difference for childcare benefit is that the other
piece of information that is also required for the final reconciliation is also the information
from childcare service providers and childcare service providers put in their returns around
childcare benefit quarterly. So they will put in from October or November of any given year
the return that is for the quarter that went from April to July. So they have a period that they
have to actually do a reconciliation and then get back to Centrelink. So there is a period that
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al of that information needs to be in together before the family’s final entitlement can be
reconciled.

Senator STEPHENS—The childcare benefit is paid fortnightly or asalump sum, isn’t it?

Ms Carroll—The childcare benefit is paid on behalf of the parents to the childcare
provider if the parent wishes, or it can be paid as alump sum, as you said.

Senator STEPHENS—So it is not paid fortnightly; it is paid quarterly, is it, on a
reconciliation basis?

Ms Carroll—If it is paid through the childcare service provider, which most often it is, the
way Centrelink administers the childcare benefit on our behalf is that services get an advance
of an amount of childcare benefit. They get this amount of funding on a monthly basis—buit it
is based on a quarterly estimate—but their payment goes through monthly. Then, at the end of
that quarter, the childcare service puts in a return which acquits that funding for the quarter,
but at the same time, they have received the next advance. So thereisadelay in that process.

Senator STEPHENS—Thank you. So when you say there are the two options through the
childcare provider or as a lump sum, do many families choose the fee relief payment and
incur an overpayment? Does that happen?

M s Carroll—We do not have the overpayment information with us at the moment for the
childcare benefit. We will have to take that on notice and provide it.

Senator STEPHENS—I do not know if you can calculate this, but perhaps you might be
able to give some indication of whether there is a shift in the way families determine if they
have an overpayment in the last financial year—if there is any indication of a trend, if they
have received an overpayment in one year, that they change to the other option to try to
reduce that?

M s Carroll—They change to providing it by alump sum?
Senator STEPHENS—Yes.

Ms Carroll—Our lump sum customers stay fairly static. Around about five per cent of
customers receive it through the Ilump sum. Clearly, the vast majority receive
the childcare benefit through their childcare service provider, because they have that directly
at the time they pay their childcare fees. So there is not a big shift in that. But just as
Mr Hazlehurst was describing around family payments, most of the measures that have come
in around assisting parents estimate their income obviously also assist families who are within
the childcare benefit system.

Senator STEPHENS—In relation to the maternity payments that are in table 1.10 as well,
that shows an increase of $36.1 million. Isthere a baby boom?

Ms Carroll—Yes. That is not in output 3.3. We would need to call those officers back.
That isin output 3.1. Thisis specifically child care.

Senator STEPHENS—Right. | am sorry about that. | asked a very foolish question about
the increase in the maternity benefit of $36 million.

Mr Warburton—Fundamentally, the increase in that estimate is by an increase in the
number of births.
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Senator STEPHENS—AS | suggested, a baby boom. Thank you. In terms of the childcare
management system, why is there additional funding required for implementing the childcare
management system this year?

Ms Smart—The funds are required for the development and implementation of the new
system that the minister announced in October last year.

Senator STEPHENS—Can you tell us where you are at with developing the system and
what it is going to look like?

Ms Smart—We are currently working through a consultation process with both the
childcare sector and with third-party software providers. We are working through the
development of user requirements for the FaCSIA system as well as with Centrelink, because
there are three parts to the system. Childcare services will use third-party proprietary
software, as they do now, to manage their childcare service. The information will be
transferred from the childcare services to FaCSIA via an internet interface and then FaCSIA
will transfer various information to Centrelink for the calculation of childcare benefits.
FaCSIA will take the information back to then make the payments to the childcare services.

Senator STEPHENS—OkKay. So when do you hope to have this all up and going?

M s Smart—The system is intended to be implemented from early 2008 with long day care
and family day care and other parts of the sector coming on from the middle of 2008.

Senator STEPHENS—AnNd isit on time?

Ms Smart—At thistime, yes, itis.

Senator STEPHENS—So that additional funding is $30 million this year, $28 million
next year; is that right?

Ms Smart—Yes.

Senator STEPHENS—Is that the total amount—the total budget administered in the
department for the i mplementation of the childcare management system?

Ms Smart—Yes. There are administered funds of approximately $6.3 million this year and
$23 million in departmental funds as well as $11.1 million in capital funds.

Senator STEPHENS—You said that there has been consultation with the sector. Have any
significant concerns been raised by the sector itself about the proprietary software that they
are using, or the development of the software, or the interface?

M s Smart—The sector has raised a range of issues. We have, as | said, undertaken a range
of consultation forums and meetings with representatives of the sector. They raised a range of
issues which we have been working through to analyse to look at the implications of that for
the devel opment of the system.

Senator STEPHENS—What kinds of things have they raised?

Ms Smart—They have raised issues about the change from an advance payment, which is
the current arrangement, to moving to paymentsin arrears.

Senator STEPHENS—I bet they have.
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Ms Smart—The requirement for them—it is not a requirement—is the enrolment
payment, which is a new payment that is being introduced to assist them to change from an
advance to an arrears and seeking more details on that. They have also raised issues around
some of the detailed policy around absences and the number of allowable absences.

Senator STEPHENS—So how much in arrearsis the payment going to be?

Ms Smart—What is being proposed for the sector is that payments will be made weekly in
arrears.

Senator STEPHENS—That is a significant shift for childcare centres to be thinking about
for their cash flow, isit not?

Ms Smart—But as | said, one of the features of the new system will be the introduction of
a new payment, which we are calling an enrolment advance, which would be paid for each
child who has a Centrelink customer reference number, which will assist services in managing
that cash flow.

Senator STEPHENS—How much is that payment?

Ms Smart—At this point we are still working with the sector regarding cash flow
information in order to determine that.

Senator STEPHENS—So have you floated ballparks at all?

Ms Smart—What was put forward to the sector, as part of the consultation, was that it
would be the equivalent of one week’s childcare benefit.

Senator STEPHENS—Okay. Trandate that to dollars for me.

Ms Smart—I am sorry, | cannot do that. | can seek some assistance from my colleagues or
come back with that information.

Senator STEPHENS—Thank you. That would be great. | understood that part of the new
system would be about measuring attendance on any given day as opposed to measuring
actual usage hours. Are you going to record the actual hours that the children are there?

Ms Smart—That is one of the pieces of information that we are looking to collect from
childcare services—the booked or sessional hours as well as actual attendance times.

Senator STEPHENS—Have you discussed with the sector how you are going to monitor
children’s attendance at the centres? How is that going to be recorded? Is that going to be on
the software system?

M s Smart—Services are already required to collect information of that type typically for
state or territory regulatory arrangements—what you call the in and out times for the child.
We are seeking, as part of the system, to have that recorded in their IT software so that the
information can also be provided to FaCSIA.

Ms Carroll—They are required to keep those attendance sheets so that, for compliance
reasons, we are able to check that the child actually attended when they were claiming
childcare benefit for that child. So it is a checking mechanism. In response to your question
before about the rate of childcare benefit, the current maximum rate for one child in care—
and it is obviously dependent on the parent’s income—for a 50-hour week is $148.
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Senator STEPHENS—So your enrolment advance would be in the order of $150 per
child.

Ms Smart—That is correct.

Senator STEPHENS—Just going back to this management system, at the moment
childcare centres keep attendance sheets. You are going now to an automated system where
childcare providers will have to log the children’s attendance at the centres. | am just thinking
about the risk management issues and potential for fraud here. Do you envisage that parents
will haveto sign their childrenin and out?

Ms Smart—I believe that, under all state or territory requirements, the person who takes
the child to the childcare service—it is not always the parent—is already required to sign their
childinand out.

Senator STEPHENS—So that system will continue, presumably, given that it is under
state jurisdiction. Do you do spot audits or spot checks of those kinds of things to compare
thisinformation?

Ms Carroll—Through our compliance strategy we do do spot audits and full audits of
childcare services to check that the records they are putting in through Centrelink are an
accurate reflection of the childcare benefit they should have received on the parent’s behalf,
and obviously those sign-in sheets are an important part of that. There are some systems that
childcare services use now that are more automated. For example, they might have a PIN for
parents to put in as they come and go from the childcare service. Those sorts of things are
acceptable so long asthereis, | suppose, an audit trail where we can see that a parent has been
able to log in or out at a particular time. As Ms Smart mentioned, the state and territory
governments also require childcare service providers to keep this kind of information.

Senator STEPHENS—So if, for example, my child—my baby is 21!—was booked into a
childcare centre for the day and for some reason he was sick and he was only there for four
hours, what would happen to the childcare benefit under this new system?

Ms Smart—There is no change to the childcare benefit arrangement in terms of booked
hours or sessional hours as it is currently paid. This system will not cause a move away from
that arrangement.

Senator STEPHENS—Isthat one of the issues that the sector was concerned about?

Ms Smart—It is one of the issues that the sector has raised and we have given those
childcare services the same advice back.

Senator STEPHENS—That is good. So you said you have been in consultation and you
are going to roll this out first to the long day care and family day care sectors?

Ms Smart—That is correct.
Senator STEPHENS—Are you piloting the new arrangements at the moment?

Ms Smart—The aim is to have a pilot in the second half of 2007. Again, we are talking
with the childcare sector and the third-party software providers about the arrangements for
that pilot in the second half of this calendar year.

Senator STEPHENS—Are you going to have afew pilots or just one?
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Ms Smart—In terms of the numbers involved in the pilot, that is one of the things we are
discussing. We want to ensure that we get a broad cross-section of different service typesin
different locations so that we are able to trial the FaCSIA business processes and support
arrangements as well as the interchange of information from childcare services to FaCSIA to
Centrelink et cetera. The important part from our perspective with the pilot is to be able to
trial the range of support that will be put in place for the sector as awhole.

Senator STEPHENS—You are going to have the pilots running in the second half of this
year?

Ms Smart—That is correct.

Senator STEPHENS—With a view to introducing it to the long day care sector and family
day care sector—

M s Smar t—From the beginning of 2008.

Senator STEPHENS—I suppose one of the issues that the sector would have raised is that
this creates another level of red tape and bureaucracy for childcare services. Has that been a
concern?

Ms Smart—They have raised what they see as administrative issues. At the moment
childcare services actually calculate the amount of childcare benefit for each family in order
to provide the fee relief. Childcare services will no longer be required to undertake that
calculation process because, under the childcare management system, that will be taken over
by Centrelink based on the information it holds in relation to the parents' entitlement or
eigibility. That isan area that childcare services will not be required to undertake.

In terms of working through the administrative arrangements with them, they will still
continue to use the same software within their service. The software will have to be modified
in order for it to be able to interface with our system and transfer data. But, in terms of overall
changes to their software, we do not believe that those changes will be extensive from the
point of view of the childcare service. But, again, we are working with the third-party
software providers on that.

Senator STEPHENS—Is the government providing assistance to childcare centres for
those modifications to the software?

Ms Smart—The government is providing some financial support to childcare centres to
assist with the costs of any upgrade of software or hardware that is required as a result of this
change.

Senator STEPHENS—To what extent is that financial support?

Ms Smart—That is what makes up the administered payments that are identified in the
portfolio additional estimates statement. Again, we are working with the childcare sector on
the criteria. Basically we are asking the sector for input into how we should be making some
decisions around how to allocate those funds to services. So we have asked for input on the
sorts of criteria that we should consider in working through to the level of payment that would
be available to each service.
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Senator STEPHENS—In terms of estimating that it will cost $30-odd million, you must
have had some kind of modelling done for childcare services. If you think about the software
modifications or the development of new software that the childcare centres are going to be
using, you must have had some figure in mind—3$300 or $500. | do not know how complex
the software actually is.

M s Smart—The childcare centres themsel ves will not be making modifications, because it
is software that they purchase typically and there is no financial assistance to the third-party
software providers because they will be selling their product. We have, as part of working
through the devel opment of the system, worked through a range of issues in terms of certain
parts of the sector that will require greater assistance because they are working from very
manual arrangements at this point in time.

Senator STEPHENS—So0 you mean like family day care?

Ms Smart—Some services, particularly in the outside school hours care sector, work
manual systems basically. There are still some childcare providers who submit paper records
to Centrelink, whereas others have much more sophisticated software arrangements. So, in
order to work through how to best support the sector, that is what we are working with the
childcare sector with at the moment.

Senator STEPHENS—So how much have you put aside for that kind of logistical
support?

M's Smart—In 2006-07 it is $6.3 million and in 2007-08 it is $12.45 million.
Senator STEPHENS—What about training? Are you going to provide training?

Ms Smart—There is training on two levels. In terms of the day-to-day operation of the
individual product or software package that the childcare service purchases or |eases—or
licenses, whatever their arrangement is—FaCSIA will not be in a position to train each
childcare service on the use of the individual package that they adopt because there are 25
different packages. It is their choice of what best fits their service. But FaCSIA will be
providing support in terms of education and information to childcare services in relation to
childcare benefit policy and the interaction between their service and FaCSIA. Again, we are
working with the sector about the sorts of products that they believe will be of most benefit to
them and in terms of the timing and the delivery mechanisms.

Senator STEPHENS—Is FaCSIA planning to have online help assistance for the interface
part?

M s Smart—I am not sure what you mean by ‘online help'.

Senator STEPHENS—It really does not matter. | amjust thinking in terms of theinterface
of software with FaCSIA’s reporting system.

M s Smart—Basically, because the childcare service is using its own package day-to-day, it
does not ever actually see our system because it is a transfer of information between the two.
However, we will have a support help desk. But in terms of online help where you are sitting

and pushing a button, no, that is not part of the arrangement that there will be a help desk that
will be put in place.
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Senator STEPHENS—Now | just want to go to one specific issue that has been raised by
a colleague of mine. It is an emerging issue, | suppose, about the new inclusion support
arrangements for children with special needs. | understand that previously children with
special needs were provided child care under a system called SNSS. Isthat right?

MsCarroll—That is correct.

Senator STEPHENS—AN under the new system the funding has shifted from the child
and following the child and it has now been linked to the childcare centre; is that correct?

Ms Carroll—The principle of the previous funding was similar to the principle of
inclusion support subsidy, which is that it has always been based on a child in a particular
setting, which means that | think there was a misconception under SNSS that it was actually
attached to a particular child. However, what we have done with the inclusion support subsidy
isto place afar greater emphasis on all childcare services being ready to include children with
additional needs. So one of the big changes here is previousy when we had a child that was
going to go to a particular service there would be work done with that service to make sure
they were able to include that child. However, there was not as much work done to make all
services ready for children with additional needs. So there is a particular focus in the new
inclusion support subsidy to ensure that all childcare services are ready to include children
with additional needs when and if one would like to attend this service.

Senator STEPHENS—I suppose the issue that my colleague has experienced is the fact
that a child with a disability or a special need can be registered, their name can be registered,
with the childcare centre but they cannot enrol them until funding for assistance under this
new system comes through. So it seemsto be a bit of a catch-22. Theissue | suppose, thinking
about this circumstance, is that first of all children changing centres is a problem for them
because the assistance, if it is modifications, has already occurred at a previous centre. With
regard to a child who moves from one centre to another or who moves from one town to
another, are they eligible for additional assistance, first of all?

Ms Carroll—It is dependent on the needs of the actual child within a particular service. A
child may be attending one particular service where they get a certain amount of inclusion
support subsidy because perhaps at that service they need an extra worker for a particular
number of hours or a piece of equipment, but when they go to another service in fact that
service already has that piece of equipment or perhaps they have another child with additional
needs and so they already perhaps have a worker assisting with that child so they do not need
the same level of support or perhaps they need more. That is why the idea of the inclusion
support subsidy is to ensure that we are matching the needs of the child in a particular
environment because those environments change from service to service.

Senator STEPHENS—So, even if a child changes their hours at a centre, it is my
understanding that a new application is needed; is that true?

Ms Shugg—Under those circumstances, a new service support plan would need to be
devel oped so that the funding would then be able to be used to the best for the child and the
service. So, if the original funding was being used to provide a certain number of hours
assistance from an extra staff member, then that might need to be reviewed if the child's hours
went down, for example, or vice versaif they went up.
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Senator STEPHENS—Sure, or if they changed their days or something like that. So a new
application hasto be—

Ms Shugg—I do not think it is a new application. It is a new service support plan that
needs to be devel oped, so the inclusion support agency would be asked to come in and have a
look at what changes needed to be made.

Senator STEPHENS—Okay. So the issue that our colleague seems to have is that there
seems to be delays in that process, particularly if there is a shortage of childcare places. It
seems to be for her that the constituents who have spoken to her about it say that they have
lost their childcare place ssimply because it has taken quite a long time between when they
kind of marked the spot and when they got approval for funding. Has this been an issue that
has been raised with you in terms of the new arrangements that are now in place?

M s Shugg—I am not aware of it being specifically raised with us. We are aware that there
were some delays and backlogs with the inclusion support agencies and we have asked our
state officers to work with the inclusion support agencies to address those backlogs, but | am
not aware of the specific issue being raised with us about |0sing a place because of a delay.

Senator STEPHENS—AnNd what about the issue of backdating payments? Is that
something that has occurred under this new arrangement?

M s Shugg—I am not aware of it, Senator.
Senator STEPHENS—What is the department’s paolicy in terms of back paying?

Ms Shugg—Usually, as you said before, a childcare service does not confirm the place
until the inclusion support subsidy has been approved. So, in terms of back paying, that is not
usually an issue.

Senator STEPHENS—What is the process of actually applying for the subsidy?

Ms Shugg—As | understand it, the childcare service talks to the inclusion support agency
and asks them to come and do an assessment of the childcare arrangements and the evidence
that the child’s parents give in terms of the additional needs that that child has. They work out
a service support plan which may include various aspects of support including either an
additional worker or perhaps equipment and then that service support planis put into action.

Senator STEPHENS—With regard to inclusion support agency representatives, how
many of those are there around the country?

Ms Carroll—There are 67 across Australia, so they cover every region of Austraia. A
tender process was completed last year to ensure that there was coverage across every region
of Australiafor inclusion support.

Senator STEPHENS—So they would generally be a private provider contracted to the
department?

Ms Carroll—They are all on a contract and there was a public tender process for those
contracts.

Senator STEPHENS—Just from what | am hearing, it requires, first of al, the childcare
centre to contact this agency and to work with the parents. So there is quite a coordinated
effort required here, isthere not?
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Ms Carroll—The inclusion support agencies employ staff called inclusion support
facilitators who would normally have already made contact with those childcare services.
Obvioudly this is fairly new till, but over a period of time they would already have a
relationship with those childcare services because, as | have said, part of the new program is
to ensure all services are ready to take children with additional needs. So there would already
be ardationship there; it is not like they are calling somebody that they would not know.

Senator STEPHENS—OKay. In terms of the children who are eigible for this payment,
are they children who have already been assessed as having a disability?

Ms Carroll—They either have the disability or have other high ongoing support needs, so
they might have some behavioural issues or some other things that make them eligible for the
subsidy.

Senator STEPHENS—Where does the process begin to identify? If a child, for example,
has behavioural difficulties—Asperger’s or something like that—who determines that this
level of support might be effective for them in the childcare centre? Is that something that is
identified by the childcare centre at the beginning or—

Ms Carroll—That is identified in conjunction with the inclusion support agency. As |
described, the inclusion support facilitator would work with the childcare service, because it
will be that child's needs within that particular environment. For example, even a child
moving from one room to another— perhaps they are in a toddler room into a preschool
room—may mean that the need for support may change in that shift because perhaps the staff-
child ratios are dightly different and those sorts of things. That assessment is done between
the inclusion support agency and the childcare service.

Senator STEPHENS—Some centres within our colleague's electorate have expressed
some concern, firstly, about the levels of paperwork involved in this new system and certainly
the delaysin approvals. Isthat an issue that has been raised with the department?

Ms Shugg—As | said before, we were aware of the delays in approval and we have been
working to address those backlogs which were there at the time the new system came into
place. In terms of the amount of paperwork, | do not think that has been raised directly. But
the focus of the new system is to try to have an ongoing relationship and an ongoing
assessment of the needs of the child in the environment. So as people use child care flexibly,
then, yes, thereis going to be a need for an ongoing relationship.

Senator STEPHENS—Is the department planning areview of this new initiative?

M s Shugg—We are looking at a post-implementation review to look at the administration
of the implementation of the new system. We are constantly looking at the feedback we are
receiving from the sector—the ISAs and peak bodies—to look at whether there are issues
with the policy that we might be able to address.

Senator STEPHENS—Have you set atimetable for the post-implementation review?

M s Shugg—Off the top of my head, | looked at something on the weekend and | cannot
remember what the date was, | am sorry, but it is coming up in the near future.

Senator STEPHENS—If you could provide that to the committee, that would be helpful.
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M s Shugg—I can do that.

Senator STEPHENS—I have one final question in terms of an analysis of the actual costs
involved in providing care to students with special needs. How do the new inclusion support
arrangements compare with the former arrangements—SNSS. Does this allocation provide
additional support for students with special needs?

Ms Carroll—The allocation for this financial year had been $35 million, which was
significantly more than has been previously supplied under SNSS. But in additional estimates
you will have noticed that there was an additional $9 million into the inclusion support
subsidy to recognise an increased demand in this area. So that makes a total of about
$44 million this financial year and it is anticipated around 10,000 children would be assisted
with that funding.

Senator STEPHENS—In terms of the children assisted, is the department working to
prioritise learning needs or anything like that in terms of the additional support that you
believe thisis going to provide? Is it linked to an early literacy or preiteracy kind of priority
or anything like that?

M s Carroll—The additional funding means that the applications we receive we are able to
process and provide al of those children with the additional support that they require.

CHAIR—If there are no other questions, thank you very much to the people involved in
child care support.

[5.42 pm]

CHAIR—I now call to the table people involved in output group 4.4, Community
partnership and ddlivery.

Senator MOORE—Dr Harmer, | just have some basic questions on community business
partnerships. | want to know what money has been expended up until now and what the out
years are going to be, because that particular program was so focused. Can we find out what
has actually been spent to date?

Dr Harmer—I am just wondering if we have the information here. Mr Carmichael will
find the information in his folder. Senator, while he is looking for that, we have a couple of
updates from questions we took this morning on notice that we said we were confident we
could get you in a day.

CHAIR—Thank you.

Mr Hunter—Earlier today we took a few questions on notice. The first one would be on
page 48 under the portfolio additional estimates statements. In regard to that, the first question
was the reduction in receivables. There are two reasons for that. The first one was the revised
opening balance for 2006-07 from the end of the financial year process. The balance that was
in the portfolio budget statements reflected the estimate and that revised opening balance was
in the order of $20 million. The second part of that was the reclassification of the receivables
for the Centrelink prepayment that | spoke about, which had an impact on our bottom line.

The second one that we took on notice this morning, again on page 48, was to do with the
administered total assets—the reduction of $650 million in recelvables. That was all due to
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actuarial advice that we had at the end of 2005-06 as part of the year end financial statement
process and conseguently flowed through into 2006-07. So again, it was your closing balance
of 2005-06 which then flowed into the opening balance, as well as the impact through and the
projections from the actuary, which was the Australian Government Actuary, of $46 million
for the first part for 2005-06 and then $190 million for the second part, 2006-07. Those are the
estimates from the actuary.

The third one that we took on natice this morning was with regard to credit cards. We
talked about, | think with Senator M oore, the chief executive instructions. | have a few copies
of that to table now.

Senator M OORE—We have been waiting for them.

Mr Hunter—There is not much there. It is pretty straightforward, but | think the main part
was on option C, which was the problem that we had with ANAO with the B finding that we
discussed this morning. | think it is important to note that FaCSIA believes that we have had
that issue resolved, but again we are waiting on the results of the interim audit. But | have that
to table now.

Senator MOORE—Thank you very much.

Mr Hunter—I have a few copies there. The last one was on page 25, the Indigenous Land
Fund—the estimate reduced from $101 million and | think it was Senator Stephens—

Senator MOORE—It was.

Mr Hunter—So reduced from $101 million to $75.9 million—say, $76 million. The
reason for that was that the $101 million that was in the PBS was part of DIMIA's estimate
when it was taken over—the MOG changes. In that respect, we never made any changes at
that point in time. However, we have subsequently reviewed that and believe that a five per
cent return on the investment fund is probably more realistic. That is why it has reduced down
to $75.9 million and, as at the end of the last lot of financial statements, as reported in the
annual report, showed interest of around $80 million. So we think that isin the ballpark.

Senator STEPHENS—Thank you.
CHAIR—Thank you for those answers.

Senator MOORE—I have a follow-up question—and | do not know whether it is to
Mr Hunter or the woman who answered my questions earlier. When we were talking about
that, | was told that when someone actually got the use of a credit card, they were issued with
full instructions and told about how important it was. Am | to take it that the full instructions
are2.7?

Mr Hunter—No.

Senator MOORE—Because that is what | asked for. That isfine. That points out what you
are doing, but the point that was being made this morning is the personal awareness and
accountability of the officers.

Dr Harmer—Yes. They do get more detailed information.

Senator MOORE—I was hoping so. It is very nice, the three points. Thank you,
Mr Hunter. That is great.
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CHAIR—The questions that Senator M oore asked.

Mr Carmichael—I will just clarify the question. You have asked for the expenditure for
2006-07?

Senator MOORE—2005-06 and 2006-07. That is what | was asking for. What has been
spent in this program in those years?

Mr Carmichael—And you want to understand what activities have been funded in those
years?

Senator MOORE—To an extent out of that and you may want to put that—if it is done
more easily—on natice. | just want to get an idea because it is such a focused program. Also,
from your understanding, what is the expectation of expenditure? | think it is two more years,
isit?

Mr Carmichael—Yes, to 2007-08. | will just quickly run through the administered funds.
In 2005-06, it was $3.107 million. For 2006-07, it is $2.679 million. Then in 2007-08, it is
$2.616 million. There is a range of activities, of which some are multiyear. So some are
running over 2005-06 and 2006-07. The sorts of activities that that includes is the Workplace
Giving Australia research. That was $1.098 million and that ran 2004-05, 2005-06 and will
run into 2006-07. The Giving Australia research is $782,000. That was in 2004-05 and 2005-
06. There is the Prime Minister’'s Awards for Excellence in Community Business Partnerships
and that is in the order of $735,000 per year. We run a corporate social responsibility essay
competition each year and that is $175,000 and then National Community Business
Partnerships Week, which is about $150,000, and that is run over 2005-06 and 2006-07. Is
that the sort of information?

Senator MOORE—That isthe kind of thing. Isit easier for you just to table that?
Mr Car michael—Yes, | have that information.

Senator M OORE—That would be easier. We had not had a chance to ask those questions
before. Isthat on the website? | could not find it, but that is not to say that it is not there.

Mr Carmichael—There is some information. It is on a website called
www.partnerships.gov.au. It would be linked to our FaCSIA website, though, as well.

Senator MOORE—Thank you.
CHAIR—Senator Stephens, did you have questionsin this area?

Senator STEPHENS—We are back to Community partnership and delivery. | was asking
questions before of the Stronger Families and Communities Strategy and just wanted to get
some clarification about the Local Answers fund.

Mr Carmichael—The figure that | think was mentioned earlier omitted $10 million that
wasincluded in the additional estimates. So | will just get you that figure.

Senator STEPHENS—Thank you.

Mr Carmichael—You are looking for the multiyear figure, which would now be
$147 million over five years. Is that the figure that you are looking for?
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Senator STEPHENS—I thought | heard it was 151, but that is all right. Are you able to
provide us with details of what has been funded under Local Answers?

Mr Car michael—That is available on the website. There is a comprehensive, up-to-date—
everything that has been funded is on the website going back over al the years.

Senator STEPHENS—Is all of the money committed for under that initiative of
$147 million?

Mr Car michael—No, there is a drought round happening now, which was announced late
last year. It isjust being finalised this estimate process. It will be announced shortly. We are
just finalising that assessment process and we will be giving advice to the minister over
coming weeks. Then there is another round at least to be run this financial year.

Senator STEPHENS—AUt least another round.

Mr Carmichael—There is $29 million left in the program beyond the current round that
we are running and it just needs to be decided what is the most sensible way to manage the
future round of that money.

Senator STEPHENS—Thank you.
CHAIR—That wraps up output 4.4. We will proceed to output group 4.1, Housing support.

Dr Harmer—We took some questions on the disability area and we have some quick
answersto provide. Ms McKenzie will do that.

CHAIR—Thank you.

Ms McKenzie—I wanted to table information on the funding and expenditure for the
respite and information service for young carers, information on the estimates for the
disability trust broken up into various areas, further information on the membership of the
National Disability Advocacy Program reference group and consultative group and also the
updated table from the answers to question on notice No. 200 which looked at the different
kinds of advocacy for the different services.

CHAIR—Thank you very much. That is hel pful.

Senator LUNDY—There has been a swag of evidence coming through in the HIA-
Commonwealth Bank quarterly affordability index about housing being more unaffordable
than ever. They are saying that homes are now more unaffordable than they have ever been.
Home owners in some major cities are spending 36 per cent plus of their income on
mortgages. There are a range of other facts. Can you describe what specific measures are
currently being considered by the department to tackle housing aff ordability and, in particular,
provide an update on the progress from the Commonwealth’'s perspective on the framework
for national action on housing affordability with respect to the state and territory discussions?

Mr Wallace—I will take the second part of your question as being the focus of it. What are
we doing? We are basically working with the states and territories on assessing a number of
measures and looking at the circumstances around housing affordability so that we can
develop replacement arrangements when the current Commonwealth State Housing
Agreement expires at the end of June 2008.
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Senator LUNDY—I have some specific questions about that Commonwealth State
Housing Agreement. Perhaps we could develop that point a little now. Is it your intention to
renew that agreement?

Mr Wallace—That is a government decision.

Senator LUNDY—The way | interpreted what you were saying was that these are things
you are working on in the context of the renewa of the Commonwealth State Housing
Agreement.

Dr Harmer—We are operating on the basis that that agreement will be renegotiated and
we are progressing down the track that was agreed when the current agreement was signed
some three or four years ago. It set out a process for the renegotiation and we are carrying the
various elements of that process forward at the moment.

Senator LUNDY—Perhaps | could ask the minister what the government’s intention is
with regard to proceeding to the renewal of the Commonwealth State Housing Agreement.

Senator Scullion—It is my information that we are going through a process that was
agreed to by all the current signatories to the agreement moving towards the next agreement.
We knew that that is exactly where we would be up to. That is exactly what we are doing.

Senator LUNDY —S0 you support a new agreement?

Senator Scullion—No, | said that you were trying to clarify our position onit. My position
is that we have an agreement and that as part of that agreement there was an understanding
that we would be moving towards negotiation of a new agreement in 2008. As far as | have
been advised that position has not changed.

Senator LUNDY—Soif | ask you will that agreement be renewed, what is your answer?

Senator Scullion—That is obviously something that will be determined as a subject of the
negotiations between the parties.

Senator LUNDY—BUt it is your intention from what | understand from the officers to
proceed al ong the path as though that agreement will be renewed?

Senator Scullion—Indeed.
Senator LUNDY —Isthere any policy to the contrary, Dr Harmer?

Dr Harmer—There has been absol utely no decision. The government’s agreed position in
relation to the renegotiation of Commonwealth-state agreements sets down a process where
the minister goes back to cabinet. Because we are till well over a year from the expiry of the
Commonwealth State Housing Agreement the process set in train is about research and
evaluation. That is the stage we are at at the moment. We are not even to the point yet where
our minister is required to go to cabinet on that agreement. So government has not even
considered it yet. It would be impossible either for the minister at the table or me to make any
pronouncements about that in advance of the government even considering it. We are
progressing the research, the evaluation and the el ements that we agreed when we signed the
agreement and we are working with the states the same way as we did last time.
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Senator LUNDY—Given there is a time frame and you are going through the processes,
when is the minister scheduled to decide whether or not the government is going to proceed
with the new agreement? At what point will that be considered by cabinet?

Mr Leeper—Under normal arrangements we would expect that that would be done before
June of this year. A first stage submission on a broad Commonwealth negotiating strategy will
be considered by cabinet if this thing follows the normal process and there is no reason to
believe otherwise at this stage.

Senator LUNDY—Going back to Ms Wall's answer, can you describe in detail what stage
those discussions with the states are at and the sorts of issues you are negotiating?

Mr Wallace—Housing ministers have agreed to quite a broad schedule of work that we
have been doing over the last year or two. We have some specific projects in place. There are
a number of working groups looking at issues that we might wish to include as part of an
agreement post-2008. They include work on the not-for-profit housing sector, how we might
be able to increase the supply of housing more broadly. not just within the public and
community housing sectors, work on shared equity arrangements, work with planning
officials on some issues around planning constraints, work on rent subsidies and a bit of work
on how those measures might sit together as a package.

Senator LUNDY—Have you engaged any consultants to work on this or advise the
department?

Mr Wallace—The Commonwealth and the state governments joint fund the Australian
Housing and Urban Research Institute to do quite a bit of work that it will be drawing on as
part of this research and renegotiation process. But quite specifically we also have an
evaluation of the current Commonwealth State Housing Agreement that has just been
completed jointly under the auspices of state and Commonwealth jurisdictions.

Senator LUNDY—So that has been completed?
Mr Wallace—Yes, it has.
Senator LUNDY —And what were the outcomes?

Mr Wallace—The outcomes were that basically the objectives of the agreement were
being met. While the report has been completed and it is in the hands of Commonwealth and
state officers at the moment it is not actually available for public release so | cannot go into
detail about what is there. Before it is publicly released we actually have the agreement of the
jurisdictions and it has only just been completed.

Senator LUNDY—S0 it is your intention, if the states agree to release that evaluation
publicly, that it will be a public document?

Mr Wallace—It will be up to Commonwealth and state ministers ultimately. But certainly
in the past they have been made public.

Senator LUNDY—Can you tell me whether that evaluation looked at whether the CSHA
funding is sufficient to meet the objectives of the overall agreement?

Mr Wallace—That was not in itself an element of the evaluation.
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Senator LUNDY—So have you done any evaluation of whether the overall funding can
actually meet the objectives?

Mr Wallace—As | said, it was more an evaluation of the existing agreement—the funding
that had been provided and how that had contributed to the achievement of the objectives.
There was not a specific question about funding adequacy.

Senator LUNDY—So can | ask you whether that evaluation concluded that the current
agreement with the current funding met all of the objectives of the agreement or to what
degree they met the objectives of the agreement? | suppose it would be another way of
identifying a shortfall.

Mr Wallace—As | said, the evaluation is not yet public. So, while | can talk about it in
general terms, | do not want to be more specific.

Dr Harmer—I think we probably should not go any further with it. This is a report to
ministers and | think it is quite likely that they will agree to release it. So | do not think we
should go any further.

Senator LUNDY—The report on government services in 2007 shows that spending on the
CSHA has reduced over the last years by some $400 million in real terms from $1.7 million in
1996 to $1.3 million in 2006. This was also confirmed in answer to questions on notice asked
by Senator Carr. Can you explain this reduction in real terms expenditure from the CSHA—
and in the context of the increased focus on Commonweal th rent assistance?

Mr Wallace—They are government decisions—funding for those respective programs—
and they are made in the budget.

Senator LUNDY—So the reduction in real terms of $400 million to the Commonwealth
State Housing Agreement was a deliberate policy strategy or deliberate policy implemented
by this government?

Dr Harmer—Senator, the agreement that was signed, | think some years ago, was jointly
agreed and signed. The funding was clear. Commonwesalth and state ministers agreed to that.
As far as | am aware, the Commonwealth has lived up to its part of the bargain in that
agreement which was signed some years ago.

Senator LUNDY —With due respect, Dr Harmer, | think these questions are really geared
towards the minister. So perhaps | could ask Senator Scullion to make a comment on this shift
from the Commonwealth State Housing Agreement to Commonwealth rent assistance. There
is obviously a substantial difference in the proportion of funding that the government is
putting towards the Commonwealth State Housing Agreement, or a substantial reduction. Are
you able to provide a policy explanation or policy motivation for that? What are you trying to
achieve?

Senator Scullion—First of all, | do not have sufficient information at hand to accept the
premise of the question that that is somehow notionally some particular mischief or policy
intent by the Commonwealth.

Senator LUNDY —I think it is openly stated.
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Senator Scullion—But | would say that, in the context of the timing of the Commonwealth
State Housing Agreement, we are moving to a point under which all of these issues are going
to be discussed. It is not for me to pre-empt or pontificate on any particular policy the
Commonwealth and the minister who will be conducting the negotiations may or may not
have.

Senator LUNDY —Yes. | do not think we will get any further there. On notice, | want the
current forward estimates for the Commonwealth State Housing Agreement for 2006-07,
2007-08, 2008-09 and 2009-10.

Dr Harmer—Normally we would be able to provide them, but MsWall has just reminded
me that the agreement is due to cease in June 2008. Therefore, they would not be included in
the forward estimates until we renegotiate.

Senator LUNDY —We will come back to it after dinner.

Mr Car michael—Just before we break, | want to correct afigure | provided afew minutes
ago on the total funding for the Local Answers stream, which also includes the volunteer
small equipment grants. Earlier in the estimates hearing a figure of $151 million was given.
That did not include the $10 million that was appropriated in additional estimates just
recently. So the total figureis now $161 million.

CHAIR—Thank you for that, Mr Carmichael.
Proceedings suspended from 6.09 pm to 7.10 pm

CHAIR—I call to order the Community Affairs Committee’s inquiry into additional
estimates for 2006-07. Before the dinner break we were dealing with output group 4.1,
Housing support, and we will continue with that now. | think Senator Lundy had some
guestions she was pursuing.

Senator LUNDY—Thank you, Chair. | started by asking a question about the framework
for national action on housing affordability and we began a conversation about community-
state housing agreement. | would like to go back to that framework for national action on
housing affordability and ask the department if any new research or modelling that looks
closdy at a range of policy ideas to alleviate the enormous stress on particularly first
homebuyers trying to get into the market has been commissioned.

Ms Wall—I mentioned previoudy that the Australian Housing and Urban Research
Institute undertakes quite a range of research on behalf of the Commonwealth and state
governments. Certainly some of that would touch on access to home ownership. We have not
separately commissioned any other work in relation to that and issues around the first home
owners grant, for example, would be an issue for the Treasury.

Senator LUNDY —In the previous estimates, Senator Carr asked a question about budgets
for national housing research. The response was $420,000 per annum. Is that the body you
referred to in the answer to your question just then?

M s Wall—We actually provide $1.25 million this financial year to the Australian Housing
and Urban Research Unit at theinstitute.
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Senator LUNDY—Is that ingtitute separate to national housing research administered
discretionary grants that you referred to in answers to questions on notice?

M sWall—That $420,000 is part of that but we provide additional money to that $420,000.
Senator LUNDY —So the $420,000 is part of $1.25 million?

MsWall—That isright, yes.

Senator LUNDY—The remainder of that $1.25 million goes to the institute?
MsWall—Yes, $1.25 million goes to the institute, including that $420,000.

Senator LUNDY—Can you explain, in the answer to that question 332 on notice, why it
was answered in that way?

M s Wall—Because that is what is in the forward estimates.

Senator LUNDY —Sorry. What is different about the national housing research—valued at
$420,000—compared to what the institute does? Why is it separated out or a separate
number?

Dr Harmer—Senator—MsWall can correct me if | am wrong—the Commonwesalth
contribution to the running of the Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute, which is
aso partly funded by the states and with contributions from some universities, is
$1.25 million. We have earmarked part of that that must be spent on housing research. There
are probably other bits that are as well, certainly that contribute to the infrastructure for the
capability of doing housing research, but | suspect that the $420,000 is provided where we
have some say or some involvement about the research topics. Is that right?

Ms Wall—The $420,000 was provided as a minimum allocation and it was decided, in
previous years, that that would be increased. So, as well as that $420,000, additional funding
is provided from departmental sources.

Senator LUNDY—Yes. The question that was asked by Senator Carr is, ‘Provide the
forward estimates of expenditure 2007-08, 2008-09' et cetera for national housing research.
Theanswer is, ‘ Every year they get $420,000." What | want to know is why that is different to
the $1.25 million that you just said that the Commonwealth spends on housing research.

MsWall—Theresponse | have herein front of me, question 332, is that we were asked for
forward estimates for national housing research, which is an administrative discretionary
grant, and we gave the answer that it was $0.42 million per annum. That is not inconsistent
with what | have been saying.

Senator LUNDY—Has FaCSIA met with Treasury regarding the possibility of taxation
measures, for example, being used to alleviate the unaffordability of housing?

M s Wall—We meet with Treasury on arange of issues.
Senator LUNDY—Have you met with Treasury on that i ssue?
M sWall—Not specifically on that issue.

Dr Harmer—Not specifically on that issue, Senator.
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Senator LUNDY —Has the department looked at and considered in any way some of the
innovative ideas that have been advocated by the states over the last two months: for example,
the Queensland housing minister’s Home-link policy proposal? Perhaps we could start with
that. What is your response to that proposal ?

MsWall—Yes. Our minister agreed that we would assess that proposal and we have been
doing so. We have been talking to our Queensland state counterparts to get a bit more detail
about how they see that operating.

Senator LUNDY—Have you done any modelling on this proposal yet?

Ms Wall—Queensland state officials have done some and they have given us that
modelling.

Senator LUNDY—What is your response to that modelling? Do you think it is accurate?
Has it been assessed from the Commonwealth’s perspective as yet?

Ms Wall—Yes. We have looked at the modelling and we have made comments about the
assumptions that they have made.

Senator LUNDY —What were the comments?
M sWall—In terms of briefing our minister—

Dr Harmer—Given that, if we briefed our minister on it, it would be in the nature of
policy advice, Senator, we could not argue—

Senator LUNDY —I am not asking for policy—

Dr Harmer—We could say whether we have done it or not, but we cannot give you the
content.

Senator LUNDY—OKay, but | am not asking you what you advise your minister. | am
asking if you concurred with the accuracy of the modelling done by the Queensland
government. It is a statement of fact. It does not affect policy advice.

Ms Wall—As with any modelling, you can put a range of assumptions in, and the
Queendand state government officials prepared a model with a range of assumptions. We
have sought to clarify some of those because it was not quite clear what all of their
assumptions included and we are still going through that process with them at the moment.

Senator LUNDY—You are still going through that process of clarification.
MsWall—That isright.

Senator LUNDY—But something still has gone to the minister.

M sWall—Yes. We have provided briefing to the minister.

Senator LUNDY—Has the Queensland minister had any response or any feedback from
the minister or the department about the evaluation of this proposal ?

M s Wall—The Queensland minister has met with Minister Brough, yes.
Senator LUNDY—On this?
M s Wall—Among other things, yes.
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Senator LUNDY—Have they had any formal response as yet about this ongoing
eval uation about the Queensland Home-link policy proposal?

MsWall—There is a commitment that we will continue to assess the model, yes.

Senator LUNDY—What | am getting at is: has any message or correspondence been sent
to the minister saying, ‘ Yes, we are looking at it but there are some problems we are trying to
clarify,” or, ‘Yes, we are looking at it and we will get back to you,” or, ‘We are looking at it
and we don't like it,” or something to indicate to the Queensland minister exactly what the
Commonwealth is doing?

M s Wall—We are continuing to talk to the officials and to question the details of some of
their assumptions. | cannot say much more than that because some of their assumptions—we
needed to be sure that we understood what their assumptions were before we could comment
on the validity of the model.

Senator LUNDY —Given your answer, is it reasonable to propose that the course of action
will be that, once that consultation and clarification has taken place, there will be some formal
communi cation between Minister Brough and the Queensland Minister for Housing?

Dr Har mer—That would be up to the minister, Senator.
Senator LUNDY —Would that be the normal course of events, Dr Harmer?

Dr Harmer—It would be, if the minister chooses to respond in that way. It is quite
possible he may suggest to us that we can go to the officials. We are having constant
discussions with the officials. We would be assuming, for example, that they would be
passing back to their minister in the same way that we would be to ours about where we are
at. So | suspect that the Queensland minister would be reasonably apprised of the progress
and where we are up to with that, in the same way that we have been keeping our minister
apprised?

Senator LUNDY—Yes. | think from memory this proposal suggests that the
Commonwealth government pay out 10 years of Commonwealth rent assistance in advance to
investors to build affordable housing, so it has significant implications for a Commonwealth
rent assistance program. | guess some indication from the Commonwealth is being sought,
more than is currently being given.

Dr Har mer—When we meet with state officials in the Commonwealth-state arrangements
there is no shortage of suggestions from the states about what we can do with Commonwealth
financial assistance and housing money.

Senator LUNDY —Sure.

Dr Harmer—We try to press them to think up ways of being as creative with their money
aswith ours.

Senator LUNDY —Have you considered a federal government back-shared equity scheme
as part of your ddliberations on how to make housing more affordable?

M s Wall—Some of the states are actually running shared equity schemes funded through
the Commonwealth- State Housing Agreement now. We are looking at some of those schemes
and we are working with some of the state officials to look at the potential to expand those
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schemes, but there are no commitments around that. We are just looking at market indicators,
who is being assisted by the existing schemes and whether the subsidies are being used in a
transparent and cost-effective way. We are looking at a range of measures for assessing those
schemes and their potential for expansion.

Senator LUNDY—Just by your answer there it seems to me that alot of the consideration
of doing things differently, or innovative measures, seem to be in the context of the
Commonwealth-State Housing Agreement anticipated renegotiations. That is a pretty fair
observation, isit?

Ms Wall—In the last budget there was also an increased number of rent assistance
recipients as a result of the expansion of the family tax benefit income limits. That
automatically meant that there were additional people eligible for rent assistance. So there are
other measures that are happening quite separately to what we are doing with the states.

Senator LUNDY—So there are two streams of discussions. one in the context of the
renegotiations, and others in the context of things that you could do to make housing more
affordable regardless of the renegotiation process.

M s Wall—We will obviously continue to work on Commonwesalth government assistance
measures to make sure that we are getting val ue for money, and looking at the potential use of
those measures perhaps in other ways, but we just do that as internal work.

Senator LUNDY—I am just trying to pin down what those other ways are. Perhaps you
could tell meif any funding has been allocated in the forward estimates, or in the current year,
for a consultant or agency to begin work on the devel opment plan for the community housing
sector? Thisisidentified as part of the framework for national action on housing affordability.

Ms Wall—Yes, we are contributing to do that work in conjunction with the states at the
moment.

Senator LUNDY—Have there been any discussions with the community housing sector
about this devel opment plan?

Ms Wall—We are aware that there is work going on and one of the issues which is
currently being discussed between Commonwealth and state officers is how best to engage
with the sector in relation to that work. We have regular meetings with the sector
representatives ourselves, as | am sure many of our state counterparts do. But, as | said, we
are also looking at how best to engage with the sector as part of that work that has been
specifically requested by housing ministers.

Senator LUNDY—Can | take it that, because you are still talking about how best to
engage with this sector, you have not actually started engaging with the sector on that
particular issue of community housing?

Ms Wall—The sector is certainly aware that that particular piece of work has been
endorsed by housing ministers. Some members of the sector are contributing their ideas and
they are being welcomed.

Senator LUNDY —Is there a time frame or a due date for the draft plan for the community
housi ng sector?
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Ms Wall—There will be some feedback to the next housing ministers meeting currently
scheduled for June 2007.

Senator LUNDY —At what stageis that plan supposed to be at that point?

M s Wall—It will be a progress report at that point, and we are looking to have some more
substantial work done by about August 2007.

Senator LUNDY —Will you be engaging anyone for that purpose?

Ms Wall—There have been some small consultancies already which are managed jointly
by Commonwealth and state offices, and jointly funded by Commonwealth and state
governments.

Senator LUNDY—Senator Carr asked a question and got an answer on notice of two
consultancies that had been engaged with respect to housing. Are they the ones you are
referring to, or are these ones you are referring to additional ?

MsWall—I just haveto refer to which question.

Dr Har mer—Wheat is the number of your question, Senator?

Senator LUNDY —Question 328.

M sWall—That refers to one consultancy.

Senator LUNDY —It does, too.

MsWall—That is right. That is being been funded by the Australian government.
Senator LUNDY —Yes.

Ms Wall—The outcome from that consultancy will be certainly feeding into any
renegotiated CSHA, yes.

Senator LUNDY—So are there any other consultancies in relation to this community
housing sector development plan?

Ms Wall—Sorry. That consultancy is not specifically relating to the community housing
development plan.

Senator LUNDY—No, | understand that.

MsWall—Yes, there is some work going on for the community housing devel opment plan.
The consultancy is actually being managed by one of the states.

Senator LUNDY —If you could take it on notice to provide the detail ?

M s Wall—We can provide some information in relation to that.

Senator LUNDY—Yes. You mentioned earlier that there has been an increase in the
number of recipients of Commonwealth rent assistance. How many Australian househol ds—I
think the technical term is ‘income units —currently receive Commonwealth rental
assistance?

M s Wall—Families and individuals assisted in 2005-06, 954,000.

Senator LUNDY—What is the average payment of rent assistance to each household per
fortnight?
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MsWall—I just have to check that one. For the fortnight ending 9 June 2006 the average
fortnightly entitlement was $82. So that is for a fortnight.

Senator LUNDY—Do you have handy there the previous year’s average payment figures?
MsWall—No, | do not. We can certainly get those.

Senator LUNDY—Will you take that on notice and also provide the core data—that is,
how many recipients and the range?

M sWall—I can give those figures for 2004-05 now.
Senator LUNDY —Yes.

Ms Wall—The figure for the number of families and individuals assisted in 2004-05 was
950,000 and expenditure was $2.09 hillion.

Senator LUNDY —And the average?
MsWall—Sorry. | do not have that in front of me.

Senator LUNDY —If you could take that on notice. Do you have any cash estimates, or
expense estimates, for administrative and departmental payments for each of the out years, |
guess for the current financial year and for forward estimates for Commonwealth rent
assistance?

M s Wall—Commonwealth rent assistance is actually spread over a range of programs, not
al of which are within FaCSIA. The appropriation is attached to the payment rather than
being a separate appropriation. We will find what we can but | do not actually have al that
information in front of me. As | said, some of it belongs to other departments.

Senator LUNDY —Could you take that on notice. Do you have the number of 2005-06,
given we have included that in here?

MsWall—The figure for expenditure 2005-06 is $2.13 billion.

Senator LUNDY—I am looking for that equivalent figure for the current financial year.
M s Wall—For 2006-07?

Senator LUNDY —Yes. For 2007-08, 2008-09 and 2009-10.

M s Wall—We will have to take that on notice.

Senator LUNDY—Thank you. The average payment is $82.

Mr Leeper—Sorry, Senator, it actually will not be possible to provide a separate forward
estimate for rent assistance because, as Ms Wall has said, it is a by-product of the income
support status of a recipient.

Senator LUNDY—I understand that, but | figure you must have some kind of cash or
outlays estimate that you use as a working number.

Dr Har mer—I do not think we do.
MsWall—No, | am not sure that we do either.
Senator LUNDY —It isalot of money. You must have some idea.
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Dr Harmer—It is alot of money, but it is distributed across the various income support
payments. It isbuilt in.

Senator LUNDY—Yes, | appreciate that.

Dr Harmer—Itisin DEWR, in DEST and in FaCSIA, and there is no separate line in the
forward estimates.

Senator LUNDY—BuUt how do you plan for policies such as Commonwealth rent
assistance and all of the issues that we have been talking about—the unaffordability of
housing and the application of this—and not even have any idea? It is like a blank cheque,
really.

Dr Harmer—It is an entitlement if you are on one of the Commonwealth income support
payments.

Senator LUNDY —I understand that.

Dr Harmer—And it is a specia appropriation, thereis no cap onit, so, for people who are
digible to get it, unless there is a change to government policy there is no need for any
Separate accountability.

Senator LUNDY —I will quote you on that.

Dr Harmer—We do not need to, because the only time the numbers change—digibility
changes—is if there is a change to government policy. At the moment it is clear who is
digible. When people are on those payments, paying private rent, they get the assistance and
there is no cap.

Senator LUNDY—If the average payment is $82 per fortnight, and the maximum payment
| understand is $133.70 per fortnight, that might make a difference to a regional town like
Bendigo, but it does not really make a great difference to a family in an inner city suburb of
Melbourne or Sydney, experiencing accelerated rental rates. Are you able to provide details of
the portion of the average Commonwealth rent assistance in inner city areas, outer
metropolitan, regional and rural areas so that we can get an idea of the relative benefit to
familiesliving in different geographic areas?

Ms Wall—For rent assistance recipients we have a breakdown between capital city and
rest of state. We do not have a more detailed breakdown than that for rent assistance
recipients.

Senator LUNDY—That is not much use. Are you able to find that information?

M s Wall—We had fairly long discussions with Senator Carr, as | recall, around the same
issue.
Senator LUNDY —Did you? So we are going there again. Can you take it on notice?

Dr Harmer—I suspect that the work involved to produce that figure would be quite
significant. | think that is where we got to with Senator Carr.

Senator LUNDY—You gave him the brush-off, did you?

Dr Harmer—No. We applied the policy our minister has about the resources he is
prepared to divert to answer questions on notice.
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Senator LUNDY—You have $1.25 million of research money sitting there. | will place
that question on natice. If the government were serious about moving people out of poverty,
surely there would be some moves to review Commonwealth rent assistance to remove the
pretty well documented effect of the flat rate of the rent assistance on peopl€’s job-seeking
behaviour. What are you doing with respect to reviewing Commonwealth rent assistance?

MsWall—Can | clarify that question: about peopl€'s job-seeking behaviour?

Senator LUNDY—Yes. In the Productivity Commission’s Report on government services
2007 there is a discussion about an indicator of financial affordability. It talks about the effect
on housing stress because of the percentage of people who find themsel ves paying more and
more rent. | am reflecting on some of those assumptions, found in that research, that it has a
negative effect on peopl€e's job-seeking behaviour because of its flat rate nature in some aress.

Ms Wall—You mean the cut-out of rent assistance? Rent assistance cuts out when people
get into higher employment.

Senator LUNDY—Sorry, | am referencing the wrong thing. The research from the
Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute refers to:

... Commonwealth Rent Assistance recipients are 8 per cent less likely to be in employment compared
to income support recipients not receiving CRA.

They make the conclusion that:

The flat rate acts as a disincentive for Australians to find work, most often in and around capital cities
where rents are higher.

| am asking you, in the context of that observation about Commonwealth rent assistance,
whether or not you are considering or reviewing its application of the flat rate model.

Dr Harmer—No.

Senator LUNDY—What is the federal government’s position on regionally differentiated
rates of rental assistance?

M s Wall—Senator Carr has asked that question before, too, and the answer is—
Senator LUNDY —I do not think he was satisfied either.

Dr Harmer—The Commonwealth rent assistance has been raised a number of times by
jurisdictions in the Commonwealth-state negotiations context. The Commonwealth has not
made any policy decision to change the way Commonwealth rent assistance is administered
or the digibility for it.

Senator LUNDY—Yes, but because this observation has been made and obviously
commentated upon, surely the department is in a position to do some research on what the
likely effect of that would be. Have you done any of that investigation, irrespective of any
changein policy or request from the minister?

Dr Harmer—We have had this debate and discussion over the table of Commonwealth-
state officials’ meetings many times. | have not got it with me, but there are any amount of
problems with a policy which would have differential rent assistance per region. There are a
lot of problems with a differential rent assistance, a lot of potentially perverse outcomes. |

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS



Monday, 12 February 2007 Senate CA 133

have not got the information with me, but we have certainly had a lot of analysis done on
what might happen.

Senator LUNDY —Has that been the subject of discussion at Senate Estimates previously?

Ms Wall—Senator Carr has certainly asked the same question that Dr Harmer just
answered.

Senator LUNDY—Sure. Could | ask, Dr Harmer, if you could take the question on natice
and provide me with some of that insight into what the Commonwealth thinks would be so
problematic about differential rates.

Dr Harmer—We can take it on notice. We probably have information that we have used
for previous discussions that we have easily available. We will provideit.

Senator LUNDY—Thank you.

Senator Scullion—Mr Chairman, | should clarify for the record that | am not so sure that
the Commonwealth does have specifically a problem with that. As the secretary pointed out,
the discussions that he was referring to were in fact between the states and territories and
there was general recognition of those problems.

Senator LUNDY —Yes. Thank you.

Senator Scullion—So | am not saying that the Commonwealth has a particular issue or a
uniqueissue with it.

Dr Harmer—I would be giving you some arguments that we have used when the states
have pressed us from time to time to think about it.

Senator LUNDY—OKkKay. | will look forward to that. The Productivity Commission's
Report on government services shows that Commonwealth rent assistance is becoming less
effective against rent increases, and | reference that report, which shows that 66 per cent of
househol ds receive the maximum rate of rent assistance compared with only 57 per cent of
households in 2002. What is the government doing to make it easier for tenants who clearly,
because of those figures, are paying much higher rent? To give you a bit of guidance as to
where | am going here, again | want to know if there has been any research commissioned or
modelled in policies for increasing affordable rental housing? To give you a bit of guidance as
to where | am going here, again | want to know if there has been any research commissioned
or modelled in policies for increasing affordable rental housing?

Ms Wall—As | referred to earlier, a quite substantial body of research work is done,
funded jointly with the states, through the Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute.
That research is public. When it has been completed, it is available on their website, so there
would be some that would model some of that, so some of those sorts of outcomes would be
available.

Senator LUNDY —As far as that work goes and the outcomes that you are hoping to find,
what is the aim of that? Is that to assist that one-third of Commonwealth rent assistance
recipients who are suffering what is technically known as housing stress, regardiess of the fact
that they are receiving the full amount of rent assistance?
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Ms Wall—The process by which Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute
research projects are developed is a complex one. It is not quite the same process that we
would use if we were actually commissioning a separate piece of research. Basically, the
Australian government and the states and territories identify a range of areas where it would
be interesting if we had some more information. AHURI puts out to their academic
researchers the fact that we have interest in this area and funding available. The researchers
then put forward proposals that will be funded and the decisions about which proposals are
funded is donejointly; soit is not as straightforward as us commissioning a particular piece of
work.

Some of the work that is commissioned would be of no particular interest to us but might
be of particular interest to the states and territories. Some of the work might be of some
interest to us but more interest to them and vice versa. It depends a bit on which researchers
have put forward a particular proposal. It is not a straight consultancy arrangement that we
might have in other contexts. But the outcome of the research is al made public, so it isa
publicly accountable processin that sense.

Senator LUNDY —There appears to be quite a strong view that there is plenty of scope for
improvement for the Commonwealth rental assistance program to be more effectively applied,
better used and more useful in reducing housing stress. Are there any plans within the
department for broader reform of the program, or would that require policy direction from the
minister?

M s Wall—I might just say the current rent assistance program decreases the proportion of
recipients spending 30 per cent or more of their income on rent from 67 per cent of all RA
recipients to 35 per cent, so | think by most people's assessments that would be a very
efficient and effective use of funds. | do not think anybody is arguing that people who get rent
assistance do not need it.

Senator LUNDY—I do not think anyone is arguing that. | think what they are arguing is
that it could be better structured, given that the number of people under housing stress
because of high rents just keeps increasing so dramatically. As Dr Harmer pointed out earlier,
this is really a blank cheque, in a way, of more and more money, billions of dollars, being
spent while there seems to be very little happening to actually resolve the problem at its
core—that is, the availability of affordable housing for rent. It is just an obvious point that |
want to make.

Senator Scullion—It may be an obvious observation, but the Commonwealth has very
little to do with supply and demand in the housing market. Senator Lundy, you would be well
aware that it is the demand, it is the red tape, that is driven by those jurisdictions who are
fundamentally responsible for land, that are in fact responsible for those areas. It is quite clear
that the department officers at this table are not going to be able to assist you in persuading
the states to take a different view on these matters.

Senator LUNDY—You mentioned before openness and accountability of research. When
does the department plan to release the final report of the review into housing affordability
and the rent assistance program prepared by Mr Jim Hancock and Dr Kate Barnett and
delivered to FaCS in 2005?
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MsWall—There is no intention to rel ease that report.

Senator LUNDY—If not the full report, will the department consider releasing a summary
of the report?

MsWall—Not at this point, no.

Senator LUNDY—Would the department at least consider releasing information to people
who contributed to that report? Many organisations gave their time to those consultants in the
production of that report and not even they are able to see the outcome.

MsWall—The report you are referring to is subject to an FOI request at the moment.
Senator LUNDY —Yes, | am aware of that.
MsWall—That isjust going through the process at the moment.

Senator LUNDY—Sure, but my question to the department is. what are the reasons for
withholding the report? Why has it had to become subject to an FOI request?

MsWall—As | think was explained at previous estimates and perhaps the one before that
as well, the people that participated in the focus groups were given the undertaking that the
outcome would be confidential.

Senator LUNDY—I think the answers to previous questions related to you having to go
through the process of seeking their permission. | do not understand why that could not be
done.

Senator Scullion—Again, Mr Chairman, | would have thought it was pretty self-evident.
The agreement was that this would be a confidential document. The agreement was not that
we would seek to somehow alter the nature of that confidentiality at some other time. These
are processes where the Commonwealth needs to have a great deal of confidence in our
relationship with our stakeholders. When we consult with people and we do it on the basis
that it is going to be confidential, that is exactly how it has to stay.

Senator LUNDY—Hence, with due respect, Minister, my question about releasing a
summary of the outcomes of the report, which would not breach anyone's confidentiality but
provide some accountability for the expenditure of taxpayers funds, because from everything
| have seen on this in reading previous Hansard, that is really the question: it is about
accountability and seeing what was produced using taxpayers funds. There is very little
justification in fact to withhold this document, particularly because it is one of the few
reviews that have actually occurred around Commonwealth rent assistance in recent times,
with all of these other problems with it having been raised and rent going through the roof. So
| ask the minister again, why don't you just do that work? Why don’'t you talk to those groups,
if that iswhy you say it iswithheld or, aternatively, release a summary of the report that does
not cause you any problems with confidentiality? What isin it that is worth hiding like this?

Senator Scullion—What isin it is an undertaking. To ensure that the relationship we have
with our stakeholders is an enduring one, we ensure that we stick to the very letter of the
undertaking. That was, it would remain a confidential document; a very simple process.

Senator LUNDY —What about the summary question?
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Senator Scullion—I do not have enough detail in terms of any summary that may or may
not exist. Mr Chairman, there is an FOI currently about this particular document. That is a
very transparent and a very rigid process that is going to go down, and | would say that the
best way to pursue thisis to allow the FOI process to continue. As | said, the principal reason
that it has come to that is that there has been an undertaking between the Commonwealth and
the people who provided that information. That undertaking was that that would remain
confidential.

Senator LUNDY—That sounds like an excuse. How much is spent on housing by the
Commonwealth all up?

MsWall—I can go through the major programs.

Dr Har mer—Senator, do you mean across that portfolio and Treasury?
Senator LUNDY—Thereis $2.13 billionin the financial year—

M s Wall—In 2005-06, $2.13 hillion for the rent assistance program.
Senator LUNDY—What is the whole package for housing?

Ms Wall—The Commonwealth-State Housing Agreement estimate for 2006-07 is
$956.5 million and for the Supported Accommodation Assistance Program, $183 million in
2006-07. They are the biggest programs but there are a number of smaller programs.

Senator LUNDY—What isthetotal figure?

MsWall—There is some Indigenous housing, specific programs, as well.

Dr Harmer—Just in FaCSIA, Senator?

Senator LUNDY—That isright.

Dr Harmer—There is also the First Home Owners Scheme. There are all sorts of—
Senator LUNDY —It is pretty big, isn't it?

Dr Harmer—Yes.

Senator LUNDY—Why doesn’'t the Commonwealth government have a specific minister
for housing? That is not a question for you, Dr Harmer.

Dr Harmer—I was not planning to answer that, Senator.
Senator LUNDY—No, | figured not. You sat back and put your relaxed face on.
Senator Scullion—We do have a minister responsible for housing.

Senator LUNDY—Yes, | know you have a responsible minister, but it is not in their title.
It isabig budget to manage, though, isn't it? Don't you think you ought to have one?

Senator Scullion—No, | do not.

Senator LUNDY—Why am | not surprised? Those are all the questions | have, Chair. |
will place the rest on notice.

CHAIR—Thank you. Any further questions, Senator Siewert?

Senator SIEWERT—In May | asked about Building a Better Future: Indigenous Housing
to 2010, and the department said there was a review of that program being undertaken.
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Dr Harmer—If it is okay with you, Senator, | would rather deal with that under outcome
1.1, because Indigenous housing is in the Indigenous element. The people are here. They were
planning to come in at either output group 1.1 or 1.2.

Senator SIEWERT—That isfine. | will deal with it then.

Senator M OORE—Does Indigenous housing comein here or under OIPC?

Dr Harmer—Under output 1.1 or 1.2.

Senator MOORE—It isafollow-up on the La Perouse situation we had last time.

CHAIR—Are there any further questions in housing support? No? We will move on in that
case. Thank you very much to officersin this area. We will now move on, as indicated earlier,
to deal with community recovery, output group 4.3.

[7.54 pm]
CHAIR—Senator McL ucas?

Senator McLUCAS—I was wondering if | could get an explanation of the ‘savings —I
think that is the appropriate word—that are in the additional estimates on Cyclone Larry,
please. The two pages that | am interested in are 24 and 44.

M sWinzar—While Mr Moufarrige is pursuing that reference, Senator M oore asked earlier
if we could table some of the details around the community business partnership that
Mr Carmichael went through. | have them now.

Mr Moufarrige—The estimate for expenditure for Cyclone Larry in 2006-07 was
$40 million. This estimate was revised down to $4.544 million. The original estimate was
based on ABS data and also on information relating to the estimate from 2005-06. The
estimated one-off income support payment for 2005-06 was originally $40 million. The actual
expenditure for 2005-06 was $4,871,000. Based on this actual result, the estimate for 2006-07
was revised down to $4%2 million.

Senator M cL UCAS—Essentially, you are saying that $4.871 million was spent in 2005-06
for the income support component and then you are budgeting another $4.5 million for 2006-
07.

Mr Moufarrige—Yes.
Senator McLUCAS—That isjust the income support component, | understand.
Mr Moufarrige—That isright.

Senator McLUCAS—Just remind me: there were two elements to income support. Is my
recollection correct?

Mr M oufarrige—There were three elements to the Cyclone Larry related measures. There
were ex gratia payments, afuel excise rdief component and the one-off income support.

Senator McLUCAS—In relation to income support, | thought there were payments that
were given out in the weeks afterwards—those immediate payments. Are they collapsed into
that total $40 million? Basically, if people just turned up, they got $1,000.

Mr Moufarrige—Yes, they areal in that $40 million component.
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Senator McLUCAS—On what basis are we predicting that the income support will
essentially be the same in 2006-07 as in 2005-06? What are the numbers of recipients
receiving income support in each of those two financial years?

Mr M oufar rige—In the one-off income support program, there were 2,311 claims.

Senator McLUCAS—Those 2,311 claims would have been made—and correct meif | am
wrong—in the months after Cyclone Larry last year. Under the program, how long could
peopl e receive income support for?

Mr Moufarrige—It was a one-off income support program, essentially to provide short-
term income support payments.

Dr Har mer—Senator McL ucas, what was your question?

Senator McLUCAS—I am trying to understand why the budgeted amount for 2006-07 is
$4.5 million when the actual amount in 2005-06 was $4.8 million. | cannot remember the
detail of the program, but | was under the impression it is not ongoing income support ad
infinitum. | am wondering if 2,311 claimants are still on that program.

Ms M cK ay—No, the income support payment was introduced as short-term assistance, to
assist farmers and small business owners in the immediate aftermath of Cyclone Larry. In
addition to that, farmers and small business owners were likely to have been eligible for a tax-
free business grant of up to $25,000 and a wage subsidy of $200 a week for up to 26 weeks
for eligible employees.

So the income support payment would have been of very short duration. | do not havein
my briefing the duration for which it was paid but | am sure that we can get that for you, if
you need it. There was also a fixed period in which claims could be made. | think it finished
six months after the cyclone, so all payments ceased to individuals around 21 September last
year but we are still transferring money around within the Commonwealth, which is why
FaCSIA needs the amount for that estimate. | do not think there will be any further
expenditure from that estimate; effectively it is reflecting the amount of money that has been
spent for the people who were digible.

Mr M oufar rige—Senator, | have just been advised that the average period was 24 weeks.

Senator M cLUCAS—Twenty-four weeks from 20 March would have put us into the
2006-07 financial year.

Mr Moufarrige—Yes.

Senator McLUCAS—But | am trying to understand how it would be $4% million into this
financial year.

Ms McKay—I think that is because effectively 24 weeks divides itself fairly evenly
between those two financial years because the event was towards the end of March.

Senator McLUCAS—That makes sense. Essentially, out of that $40 million estimate in
2005-06, $8 million-odd—maybe $9 million—will be expended?

M s M cK ay—Across the two financial years.
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Senator McLUCAS—Yes. That is the point | am making. Can you go through the same
process with me for the ex gratia payments, please.

Mr M oufarrige—The estimate for 2005-06 was $38,099,000. The actual expenditure was
$36,120,000. There was no estimate for 2006-07.

Senator M cLUCAS—Right. Can you then explain, on page 44, the figure $95,435,000?

Mr Moufarrige—Yes. That represents the total of the estimate of the three assistance
packages.
Senator M cL UCA S—Of the three programs?

Mr Moufarrige—Yes. the $38 million for ex gratia payments; there is $17,330,000 for
fuel exciserdlief; and the one-off income support of $40 million.

Senator M cLUCAS—What was the estimate for the fuel excise for 2005-06?

Mr Moufarrige—It was $17,330,000, and the actual expenditure was $2,224,000.
Senator M cLUCAS—That was because you did not know how many generators were—
Mr Moufarrige—Yes.

Senator McLUCAS—Yes, | know that. | think that isall | need. Thank you very much.
Mr M oufarrige—Thanks.

CHAIR—Are there any other questions under output group 4.3? No. In that case, thank
you for that evidence.

Senator M cLUCAS—I should advise that we are not planning another cyclone.
Mr M oufarrige—Thanks.
[8.06 pm]

CHAIR—We will now proceed to output group 1.1—whole-of-government coordination
of policy development and service delivery for Indigenous Australians. Senator Crossin?

Senator CROSSIN—I would like to start by going to the COAG trials for Wadeye in
particular. Can you tell me what the state of the Commonwealth funding is, particularly for
housing, to the Wadeye community?

Mr Knapp—When you say the state of the housing funding, is that in terms of what the
funding is being used for or how much funds are available?

Senator CROSSIN—I understand there was a freeze put on Commonwealth housing
moneys that were to be spent at Wadeye. Is that still the case?

Mr Knapp—No, that is not the case. There has been $6 million made available for
provision of housing in the Wadeye township. That is in addition to the funds that have been
expended on houses in a couple of outstations surrounding Wadeye, a couple of homelands.

Senator CROSSI N—When was the decision to release that money made?
Mr Knapp—I believe that was made back in December by the minister.

Senator CROSSIN—So there were $6 million available for houses in the township. How
much money will be spent on housing in the outstati ons?
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Mr Knapp—The money is being spent at the moment on providing five houses in
outstations at Wudapuli, Nama and Perrederr, which are the three outstations surrounding
Wadeye.

Senator CROSSIN—What isthe total amount for the outstations funding?

Mr Knapp—I think we are looking at around $3 million for that, plus the $6 million that
will be spent in Wadeye.

Senator CROSSIN—I had some reports that last week the contractors building the houses
at the outstations managed to bog not one but three pieces of equipment. Who bears the cost
in that situation?

Mr Knapp—I am not sure about the final costs of that. Part of the issue is that the trucks
were unbogged quite quickly and it was related to the time of year when the trucks were
travelling the road. As you would appreciate, the wet season is in full bore there and a couple
of trucks managed to get bogged unfortunately.

Senator CROSSIN—So the costs are borne there by the contractor?
Mr Knapp—I believe so.

Dr Har mer—That would be the normal—

Senator CROSSIN—That would be the normal state of affairs?

Mr Knapp—Yes.

Senator CROSSIN—What about the damage to the road?

Mr Knapp—I am not sure about what is required to fix the roads but we would imagine
that the contractors would have to cover any costs that the council felt would be involved in
fixing those roads.

Dr Harmer—Senator, we need to check that. | am not sure whether that is the case,
Mr Knapp.

Senator CROSSIN—I will ask you to take that on notice, please.
Mr Knapp—Yes, | will.

Senator CROSSIN—I will take you then to the application for the Wadeye women for the
community safety and family violence program. | asked questions about this last year, | think.
Can you tell me what steps this department might have taken to advance the reapplication of
that community for that program?

M s Gumley—The Thamurrurr Regional Council has reapplied to the National Community
Crime Prevention Program and the application is currently being assessed by the Attorney-
Genera’s Department. We have provided some comments in support of the application and
decisions are still being taken.

Senator CROSSIN—That is good. You have had a positive involvement in that
reapplication?

M s Gumley—Yes, we have.
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Senator CROSSIN—Can you tell me what steps have been taken to develop or enact a
youth strategy in Wadeye, as was promised under the COAG trial?

Ms Gumley—Senator, there was a vacation care program that was funded by this
department, by FaCSIA.

Senator CROSSIN—Sorry, what was it called again?

M s Gumley—A vacation care program, so school holiday program.

Senator CROSSIN—OKkay.

Ms Gumley—Which was for young people. They had around 60 to 150 children attending
each day of the holidays.

Senator CROSSIN—What was that: up to age 12?

Ms Gumley—No. It did not have an upper limit. In terms of normal child-care
arrangements in an urban environment, it might be up to around 12-year-olds. This was
largely planned around sport and recreation, so it had quite wide community participation, but
particularly focused on young people. That one was funded for the Christmas holidays. Since
then we have also funded, for February through to the end of June this year, $124,000 for a
sport and recreation program to be conducted in the Wadeye region, again focusing on young
peopl e and looking at engaging them in school with a no school, no sport arrangement.

Senator CROSSIN—No school, no sport?

Ms Gumley—VYes.

Senator CROSSIN—When you say the ‘ Wadeye region’, what are you talking about?
M s Gumley—Wadeye and the homelands, so largely in Wadeye township.

Senator CROSSI N—Is there a coordinator based in the community to facilitate that?

Ms Gumley—The coordinator for the vacation care program has left. They were actually
university students from the University of Mebourne. With regard to a new coordinator, there
was an ad placed in the paper on the weekend and the Thamurrurr Regional Council have
been receiving support from LGANT in terms of filling that position.

Senator CROSSIN—How are they going to police the no school, no participation?

Ms Gumley—They are the sorts of details that are being negotiated with the school at the
moment, but the new high school is due to open later in February and there are also
discussions under way between the regional council, who will employ the sports coordinator,
and the local schoal. The families have actually, in Wadeye this year, made significant effort
to get more kids to school. In the first week of term they had 500 children attend on each day.

Senator CROSSIN—Did they have enough chairs and tables to sit on?

Ms Gumley—There were enough teachers and facilities there for 500 children. The day
the AFL came they peaked at 560.

Senator CROSSIN—That is because it was Essendon; you realise that.
Ms Gumley—VYes.
Senator CROSSIN—They would have been missing 560 if Carlton had been there!
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Ms Gumley—VYes.

Senator CROSSIN—What have you done since Bill Gray’s evaluation of the COAG trial?
What has the department’ s response to that been?

M s Gumley—In terms of formally in relation to the trial or—

Senator CROSSIN—NOo, in terms of what has been the department’s response to the
recommendation of Bill Gray’'s evaluation. That might not be your response. It might be
yours, Mr Gibbons.

Mr Gibbons—Our response to the evaluation report predated our receipt of the report. As
you know, the minister visited Wadeye for the first time shortly after becoming minister. He
was there in the middle of some disturbing riots that occurred as a result of conflict between
several of the clans that make up that community. As aresult, he took some decisions to take a
fairly proactive approach to resolving those tensions. We have worked closely with the
Northern Territory government in a way designed to draw the participation of as many people
as possiblein resolving many of the issues out there.

One of thefirst steps the minister took was to suspend any further funding on housing until
it was clear that the members of the community that had been involved in the destruction of
assets were prepared to participate in work to restore those. That turned out to be a very
successful intervention. Not only were the buildings, assets and houses that were destroyed
restored to near new condition but the community volunteered to proceed with work beyond
that block of houses, and we are confident now that the entire township will have al the
buildings renovated and painted invol ving members of the community.

In response to that participation, the minister has released the suspended funding for
housing to be constructed in Wadeye. In addition, we have negotiated with a number of the
clans that live in some of the satellite communities—Wudapuli, Nama and Perrederr—about
construction of housing at those locations, subject to commitments from the families involved
to vacate any houses in Wadeye and live permanently in those satellite communities, have
their children attend school et cetera. As part of that we have agreed to upgrade the road from
Palumpa to Wudapuli, Nama to make it an all-weather road. We have also committed to do
the same with the road from Peppi menarti to Perrederr.

We completed the road to Wudapuli just before the onset of the wet. We will do the
Perredderr road once the dry returns. We have built a number of display homes in Wudapuli
and Nama, and we are going to construct a number in Perrederr. These were experimental
houses designed to convince ourselves that it was possible to build quality housing at much
lower cost than has been possible in the past. To give you an example, for the cost of a four-
bedroom house with one bathroom and one toilet, in the region of Wadeye, we have been able
to build an eight-bedroom house with three tailets, a couple of bathrooms and a laundry. That
is a fairly significant improvement in return for dollar. That was despite the overheads of
building that during the wet. One of the reasons for proceeding during the wet is that we want
to be ready when the dry comes with a fairly significant housing construction program out
there. We currently have a tender in the marketplace, through our agent, to build 30 or 40 low-
cost houses out there.
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Senator CROSSIN—Mr Gibbons, | have questions about the houses but | particularly
want to know exactly what has happened inside the department. Last year in estimates—in
fact you admitted that—you said, ‘| don't believe the Department of Family and Community
Services did a fantastic job.” This was in response to our questioning. You also went on to say
that, ‘ The failure of the Wadeye trial could be attributed to a lack of coordination between
governments.” What has happened? What has the department done to lift its game in terms of
that evaluation; not what you have done in the community? | want to know what you have
done inside the department to ensure that we do not have those comments repeated at
estimates again?

Mr Gibbons—Senator, | thought | said at the outset that one of the first things we did once
the minister made his position clear was to work very closely with the Northern Territory
government. That involved reaching agreement on a coordinated approach. There are many
elements to that and it is being rolled out in a phased way. The first was to agree to upgrade
the roads. We took some roads. The Northern Territory have agreed to upgrade the main road.

We agreed to facilitate relocation of some of the clans to their homelands, where those
were accessible all year to schools and services. We worked very closely with the NT
coordinator during that period immediately after the riots and we have agreed—

Senator CROSSIN—Mr Gibbons, what does that mean, though? Does that mean that you
are now meeting with them daily, weekly? What has changed in terms of saying that you are
now working more closely with the NT government? What exactly does that mean?

Mr Gibbons—I think within a couple of weeks or a month of becoming minister, Minister
Brough met with the Chief Minister and we agreed a number of priorities. One of them was
Wadeye, and we agreed to work closely together. We have put in effect arrangements to
achieve that and we have—

Senator CROSSIN—What are they?

Mr Gibbons—First of all, our state manager and his counterparts in the Northern Territory
government are in communication on a weekly basis about what we are doing in a number of
locations, including Wadeye. We have put a permanent officer into Wadeye—lives there—so
that we are abreast of what is happening and it is not a remote operation for us. We have
upgraded our resources in the Northern Territory to deal with the investments we are making
there. We have regular senior level meetings between group managers in our national office
and their equivalents in the Northern Territory government, and | meet about once a quarter
with the deputy head of the Chief Minister’s department, the head of the housing department
€t cetera to review our progress.

Senator CROSSIN—Have there been any tripartite steering committee meetings since the
last estimates?

Mr Gibbons—The approach that was taken in the past was to work exclusively with the
regional council. We do not believe that was a very successful approach, because of the
tensions that exist in the community and the factionalism on the council, and we were not
happy with some of the activities of the council, and | do not believe the Northern Territory
government was either. Our strategy now is to engage more at the clan level and, as a resullt,
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we are making a lot more progress. | can quote from a letter written to the minister recently,
where traditional owners have said:#

We acknowledge the very proactive role you took in relation to law and order and the
positive impact created by additional police presence. We can see your commitment to the
future. We are getting more feedback in a similar vein—

Senator CROSSIN—Can you table that |etter for us.

Mr Gibbons—I do not have that letter with me. That is a quote that | have in notes here,
but | can raise that with the minister.

Senator CROSSIN—The tripartite steering committee, | take it, has not met since the last
estimates.

Mr Gibbons—I am not aware.

Senator CROSSIN—I think itisa‘yes or ‘no’ answer.

Mr Gibbons—I do not think it has, Senator.

Senator CROSSIN—'N0o’ then.

Dr Har mer—Senator, the mechanism—

Senator CROSSIN—NQo, it has not.

Mr Gibbons—BLut it is not a mechanism that we believed in.

Dr Har mer—We are not using that mechanism any more.

Senator CROSSIN—Is the changed mechanism something that the council agreed to or is
it something that has been imposed upon them by government?

Mr Gibbons—We are working with individual clans and families in the region to assist
them, and that involves negotiating what we expect of them in return for discretionary
assistance and agreeing with them what we will provide.

Senator CROSSIN—So you are bypassing the council. Is that what you are saying?

Mr Gibbons—In respect of engagement with individuals, we are. We are not going to
work through gatekeepers. We are working directly with individual families and with clan
leaders. Where we are dealing with issues that involve the council—for example, road
construction, infrastructure et cetera—we are working with the council. That is the approach
that the minister wants to take.

Senator CROSSIN—Out of the money you have allocated—the $9 million—how many
houses have actually now been built?

Mr Knapp—Currently two have been completed, three are under construction in the
outstations and design is progressi ng on the houses to be built in the Wadeye comm