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BUSINESSOF THE SENATE

Notices of Motion

Notice given 27 November 2003

1 Senator Brown: To move—Tha the provisons of the ASIO Legidation
Amendment Bill 2003 be referred to the Legal and Constitutional Legidation
Committee for inquiry and report by 31 March 2004.

2 Senator Brown: To move—That the Crimind Code Amendment (Terrorist
Organisations) Bill 2003 be referred to the Legal and Constitutional Legislation
Committee for inquiry and report by 31 March 2004.

GOVERNMENT BUSINESS

Ordersof the Day

1 Higher Education Support Bill 2003

Higher Education Support (Transtional Provisons and Consequential
Amendments) Bill 2003

Adjourned debate on the motion of the Minister for Local Government, Territories
and Roads (Senator lan Campbell)—That this bill be now read a second time.

And on the amendment moved by Senator Carr—At the end of the motion, add
“but the Senate deplores the fact that important features of the nation’s higher
education system are being fundamentally reshaped and redefined by the Higher
Education Support Bill 2003 and that such aradical assault of the fundamentals of
the system was not foreshadowed nor discussed during the review process, and
notes:

(8 further shifting of the cost of university education onto students and their
families by allowing the Higher Education Contribution Scheme to increase
by 30 per cent and doubling the number of full-fee paying places;

(b) that the education sector and the broader community do not support
discarding university autonomy and academic freedom;

(c) that these billswill initiate a regime which will shift costs to students, stifle
student choice and impose a heavy burden on families; and

(d) that these billswill degpen inequalitiesin society, and undermine economic
and social prosperity”—(adjourned, Minister for the Arts and Sport
(Senator Kemp), 25 November 2003).

2 States Grants (Primary and Secondary Education Assistance) Amendment
Bill 2003—(Miniger for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation, Senator lan
Macdonald)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Buckland, in continuation,
27 November 2003).

3 Trade Practices Legidation Amendment Bill 2003—(Minister for Local
Government, Territories and Roads, Senator lan Campbell)
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Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Crossin, 24 November
2003).

Trade Practices Amendment (Personal Injuries and Death) Bill 2003—
(Minigter for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation, Senator lan Macdonald)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (15 October 2003).

Family Law Amendment Bill 2003—(Minister representing the Minister for
Communications, Information Technology and the Arts)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Mackay, 20 August
2003).

L egidative I nstruments Bill 2003

Legidative Instruments (Transitional Provisons and Consequential
Amendments) Bill 2003—(Minigter for Local Government, Territories and
Roads, Senator lan Campbell)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Mackay, 9 September
2003).

New Business Tax System (Taxation of Financial Arrangements) Bill (No. 1)
2003—(Special Minigter of State, Senator Abetz)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Mackay, 24 June 2003).

Defence Legidation Amendment Bill 2003—(Minister for Local Government,
Territories and Roads, Senator lan Campbell)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Ludwig, 28 November
2003).

Wor kplace Relations Amendment (Transmission of Business) Bill 2002

Consideration in committee of the whole of message no. 368 from the House of
Representatives (20 August 2003).

Workplace Relations Amendment (Improved Remedies for Unprotected
Action) Bill 2002—(Minigter for Local Government, Territories and Roads,
Senator lan Campbell)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Mackay, 11 September
2003).

Family and Community Services (Closure of Student Financial Supplement
Scheme) Bill 2003

Student Assistance Amendment Bill 2003

Adjourned debate on the motion of the Minister representing the Minister for
Communications, Information Technology and the Arts—That this bill be now
read a second time.

And on the amendment moved by Senator Nettle—At the end of the motion, add
“but the abalition of the Student Financia Supplement Scheme be opposed until
such time as the Commonwealth moves to improve student financial support
measures to meet the need this scheme currently addresses and that the
Commonwealth move to improve current financial support measures in the
following ways:

(8 that the Commonwealth Government replace Youth Allowance and
Austudy with one smple payment that incorporates the following
measures:

(i) the age of independence be reduced to 18,
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(i) the eigibility criteria should not be based upon previous persond
earnings,

(iii) the persona income threshold (currently set at $236 per fortnight,
without affecting benefit payments) should be increased to a more
redistic figure,

(iv) the parental income test cut-off threshold should be increased to
allow greater access to higher education,

(v) that same sex couples be recognised as de facto relationships for the
purposes of income support measures including student income
support,

(vi) al postgraduate awards be redefined as ‘approved courses for the
purposes of rent assistance,

(vii) as a minimum, students be provided with benefits consistent with
the Henderson poverty line, and

(viii) that these benefits be indexed to the Consumer Price Index, with
reference to the Henderson poverty line; and

further, that Abstudy be maintained as a separate scheme, and that within this
payment structure:

(b) all supplementary benefits, allowances and payments available under the
Abstudy scheme be maintained;

(c) al payment structures be endorsed and approved by Indigenous community
organisations;

(d) any future rationaisation of the Abstudy allowances only occur after
sustained and authentic dialogue with Indigenous communities across
Augtralia; and

(e) the changes made to Abstudy in the 1997-98 Commonwealth Budget
should be reversed”—(Minister for Family and Community Services
(Senator Patterson), in continuation, 26 November 2003).

12 Migration Agents Registration Application Charge Amendment Bill 2003

Migration Legidation Amendment (Migration Agents Integrity Measures)
Bill 2003—(Minister for the Arts and Sport, Senator Kemp)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (8 October 2003).

*13 Aboriginal Land Grant (Jervis Bay Territory) Amendment Bill 2003—
(Minister for Local Government, Territories and Roads, Senator lan Campbell)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Ludwig, 28 November
2003).

*14 Commonwealth Electoral Amendment (Members of Local Government
Bodies) Bill 2002—(Minister for Local Government, Territories and Roads,
Senator lan Campbell)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Ludwig, 28 November
2003).

15 Health Legidation Amendment (Medicare and Private Health Insurance) Bill
2003—(Miniger for Local Government, Territories and Roads, Senator lan
Campbell)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Mackay, 17 June 2003).
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16 Workplace Redations Amendment (Compliance with Court and Tribunal
Orders) Bill 2003—(Minister for Family and Community Services, Senator
Patterson)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Mackay, 14 August
2003).

17 Workplace Relations Amendment (Codifying Contempt Offences) Bill 2003—
(Minigter representing the Minister for Communications, Information Technology
and the Arts)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Mackay, 20 August
2003).

18 Superannuation Legidation Amendment (Family Law) Bill 2002—(Minister
for Local Government, Territories and Roads, Senator |an Campbell)
Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Mackay, 15 May 2003).

19 Ausgtralian Human Rights Commission Legidation Bill 2003—(Special
Minigter of Sate, Senator Abetz)
Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Mackay, 11 August
2003).

20 Social Security Amendment (Further Smplification) Bill 2003—(Minister for
Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation, Senator lan Macdonald)
Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Buckland, in continuation,
27 November 2003).

21 Migration Legisation Amendment (lIdentification and Authentication) Bill
2003—(Minigter for Family and Community Services, Senator Patterson)
Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Mackay, 7 October
2003).

22 Communications Legidation Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2003—(Minister for
Local Government, Territories and Roads, Senator lan Campbell)
Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Moore, 19 August 2003).

23 Taxation Laws Amendment Bill (No. 7) 2003
Consideration in committee of the whole of message no. 428 from the House of
Representatives (15 October 2003).

24 Energy Grants (Cleaner Fuels) Scheme Bill 2003

Energy Grants (Cleaner Fuels) Scheme (Consequential Amendments) Bill
2003—(Miniger for Local Government, Territories and Roads, Senator lan
Campbell)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (18 Septermber 2003).

25 Migration Legidation Amendment Bill (No. 1) 2002—(Minister for Justice and
Customs, Senator Ellison)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Buckland, 5 February
2003).

26 Workplace Relations Amendment (Protecting the Low Paid) Bill 2003—
(Special Miniger of Sate, Senator Abetz)
Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Crossin, 6 March 2003).
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Criminal Code Amendment (Terrorist Organisations) Bill 2003—(Minister for
Revenue and Assistant Treasurer, Senator Coonan)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Minister for Justice and Customs
(Senator Ellison), 16 June 2003).

Family and Community Services Legidation Amendment (Further
Simplification of International Payments) Bill 2002—(Minister for Fisheries,
Forestry and Conservation, Senator lan Macdonal d)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Mackay, 13 March
2002).

Superannuation (Gover nment Co-contribution for Low Income Earners) Bill
2002

Superannuation L egislation Amendment Bill 2002

Adjourned debate on the motion of Minister for the Arts and Sport (Senator
Kemp)—That these bills be now read a second time.

And on the amendment moved by Senator Sherry in respect of the Superannuation
Legidation Amendment Bill 2002—At the end of the motion, add “but the Senate
is of the opinion that the bill should be withdrawn and redrafted to:

(8 ensure that the proposed surcharge tax reduction to high-income earners,
the splitting of superannuation contributions and the closure of the public
sector funds do not proceed; and

(b) provide for afairer contributions tax cut that will boost retirement incomes
for @l superannuation fund membersto assist in preparing the nation for the
ageing population”.

And on the amendment moved by Senator Cherry in respect of the Superannuation
(Government Co-contribution for Low Income Earners) Bill 2002—At the end of
the motion, add “but the Senate notes that analysis provided to the Select
Committee on Superannuation shows that extending the co-contribution to
workers on average earnings would have a significant positive effect on nationa
savings, and that this could be funded by better targeting of the Government’s
superannuation measures’ (adjourned, Special Minister of Sate (Senator Abetz),
18 November 2002).

Budget statement and documents 2003-04

Adjourned debate on the motion of the Minister for Finance and Administration
(Senator Minchin)—That the Senate take note of the statement and documents
(adjourned, Leader of The Nationals in the Senate (Senator Boswell), 15 May
2003).

Budget statement and documents 2002-03

Adjourned debate on the motion of the Minister for Finance and Administration
(Senator Minchin)—That the Senate take note of the statement and documents
(adjourned, Special Miniger of Sate (Senator Abetz), 16 May 2002).
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ORDERS OF THE DAY RELATING TO COMMITTEE REPORTS
AND GOVERNMENT RE’SPONSESAND
AUDITOR-GENERAL’'S REPORTS

Orders of the Day relating to Committee Reports and Government
Responses

1 Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade References Committee—Report—Voting
on trade The General Agreement on Trade in Services and an
Australia-US free trade agr eement

Adjourned debate on the motion of the chair of the committee (Senator Cook)—
That the Senate take note of the report (Senator Nettle, in continuation,
27 November 2003).

2 Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts
Legidation Committee—Report—Plastic Bag Levy (Assessment and
Cadllection) Bill 2002 [No. 2] and the Plastic Bag (Minimisation of Usage)
Education Fund Bill 2002 [No. 2]

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Brown—That the Senate take note of
thereport (Senator Lundy, in continuation, 26 November 2003).

3 Employment, Workplace Relations and Education References Committee—
Report—Hacking Australia’'s future: Threats to ingitutional autonomy,
academic freedom and student choicein Australian higher education

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Stott Despoja—That the Senate take
note of the report (Leader of the Ausralian Democrats (Senator Bartlett), in
continuation, 24 November 2003).

4 Medicare—Select Committee—Report—M edicar e — healthcare or welfare?

Adjourned debate on the motion of the chair of the committee (Senator
McLucas)—That the Senate take note of the report (Senator Humphries, in
continuation, 30 October 2003).

5 Treaties—Joint Standing Committee—55th report—Treaties tabled on
9 September 2003

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Crossin—T hat the Senate take note of
thereport (adjourned, Senator Buckland, 30 October 2003).

6 Finance and Public Administration References Committee—Report—Staff
employed under the Members of Parliament (Staff) Act 1984

Adjourned debate on the motion of the chair of the committee (Senator
Forshaw)—That the Senate take note of the report (Senator Moore, in
continuation, 30 October 2003).

7 Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts
References Committee—Report—Librariesin the online environment

Adjourned debate on the motion of the chair of the committee (Senator Cherry)—

That the Senate take note of the report (Senator Lundy, in continuation,
30 October 2003).

8 Employment, Workplace Relations and Education References Committee—
Report—Order for production of documents on univer sity finances
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Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Carr—That the Senate take note of the
report (adjourned, Senator Buckland, 30 October 2003).

9 National Capital and External Territories—Joint Standing Committee—
Report—Not a town centre: The proposal for pay parking in the
Parliamentary Zone
Adjourned debate on the motion of the chair of the committee (Senator
Lightfoot)—That the Senate take note of the report (Senator Hogg, in
continuation, 30 October 2003).

Ordersof the Day relating to Auditor-General’ sreports

1 Auditor-General—Audit report no. 10 of 2003-04—Performance audit—
Australian Defence For cerecr uiting contract: Department of Defence

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Hogg—That the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Hogg, in continuation, 30 October 2003).

2 Auditor-General—Audit report no. 13 of 2003-04—Performance audit—
ATSIS Law and Justice Program: Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
Services

Consideration (24 November 2003).

3 Auditor-General—Audit report no. 11 of 2003-04—Performance audit—
Annual performance reporting

Consideration (24 November 2003).

4 Auditor-General—Audit report no. 12 of 2003-04—Perfor mance audit—The
administration  of  telecommunications grants.  Department  of
Communications, Information Technology and the Arts, Department of
Transport and Regional Services

Consideration (24 November 2003).

GENERAL BUSINESS

Notices of Motion

Notice given 14 February 2002

17 Senator Tierney: To move—That the Senate—

(8 notes the serious problem of overcrowding in New South Wales public
schools, especially when compared with other states across the country;

(b) acknowledges the shameful results of a New South Wales Teachers
Federation survey showing 20 per cent of al classes in each of the first
3 years of primary school being over the Carr Government’s own limit, and
32 per cent of al kindergarten classes exceeding suggested class sizes
during 2001,

(¢) condemns the Carr Government for putting New South Wales children’s
education a risk by increasing class numbers and not reducing them as
other states are now doing;
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(d) congratul ates the Howard Government for increasing funding to New South
Wales government schools by 5.2 per cent in 2001, as opposed to Premier
Carr’spaltry 2.6 per cent; and

(e) recognises the low priority given to education by the Carr Government, as
evidenced by the fact that the amount spent on education as a percentage of
total state budget has dropped from 25.5 per cent to 22 per cent in the
7 years since Labor came to power in New South Wales.

Notice given 11 March 2002

23 Senator McGaur an: To move—That the Senate—

(8 notesthat:

(i) it is the 100th anniversary of the execution of Harry ‘Breaker’
Morant and Peter Handcock, killed by firing squad during the Boer
War for following the orders, take no prisoners,

(if) the court case held for Morant and Handcock was a sham, set up by
Lord Kitchener, the giver of the orders Morant and Handcock
followed,

(iii) the injustice to Breaker and Handcock has plagued Austraia’s
conscience since their execution on 27 February 1902,

(iv) in 1902 the then Federal Parliamentarian and later first Governor-
General of Australia, Issac Issacs, raised the matter of the execution
in Parliament stating that this issue was agitating the minds of the
people of this country in an amost unprecedented degree, and
guestioned the validity of the decision,

(v) thereason we need to go back 100 years to now right thiswrong, is
because Bresker Morant is one of the fathers of our ANZAC
tradition; a friend of Banjo Patterson and an inspiration for much of
his poetry and described as a man of great courage who would never
betray a mate; and a man of whom many of the young ANZACs in
World War | had heard and on whom they modelled themselves,
and

(vi) Lord Kitchener was the Commander-in-Chief of the British Military
who made the decison to commit troops to Gallipoli and is
responsible for that disastrous campaign;

(b) calls on the Government to petition directly the British Government for a
review of the case, with the aim to quash the harsh sentence of death for
Harry ‘Breaker’ Morant and Peter Handcock; and

(c) take action to include the names of these two Australians on the Roll of
Honour at the Australian War Memorial.

30 Senator Brown: To move—That the Senate—

(8 notes that the Ministerial Code in the United Kingdom includes a system
which deals with acceptance of appointments for ministers after leaving
office; and

(b) calls on the Government to:

(i) implement an advisory committee on business appointments, from
which a minister would be required to seek advice before accepting
business appointments within 5 years from the date from which he
or she ceased to be aminister, and

(if) ban any minigter from taking an appointment that is directly related
to his of her portfolio for 5 years from the date of resignation.
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Notice given 16 May 2002

78 Senator Tierney: To move—That the Senate—

@
(b)

(©

(d)

(€
(f)

(9)
(h)

notes that south-eastern Audraiais the most fire proneregion in the world;

commends the support provided by the Howard Government to New South
Wales in January 2002, in particular, the provision of aeria fire fighting
equi pment;

expresses its concern that the state government is whitewashing the causes
of the bushfire catastrophe of Christmas 2001 by just blaming pyromaniacs
during the current bushfiresinquiry;

calls on the New South Wales Government to give serious consideration to
the evidence of State Forests of NSW, which believes that inadeguate back-
burning was the primary cause of the devastating fires;

reiects cals from the Nature Conservation Council to restrict hazard
reduction;

cals on the Car Government to alow non-government committee
members to recelve witnesses' submissions without having to first request
them,

encourages the inquiry to reach a conclusion based on evidence and not
party politics resulting from pressure from extreme green groups; and

hopes that the lessons learned from the bushfire inquiry will be shared to
other state governments so all Australians can avoid such an unnecessary
disaster.

Notice given 26 June 2002

112 Senator Ridgeway: To move—That the Senate—

@

(b)

(©

notes that:

(i) the week beginning 24 June 2002 is Drug Action Week, aimed at
generating community awareness about drug and alcohol abuse and
the solutions being used to tackle these i ssues,

(if) each day of Drug Action Week highlights a different theme and the
theme on 27 June 2002 is Indigenous issues,

(iii) the misuse of alcohol and other drugs has long been linked to the
deep levels of emotional and physical harm suffered by Indigenous
communities since the colonisation of Australia,

(iv) acohol and tobacco consumption rates continue to remain high in
the Indigenous population, against declining rates in the general
population, and the increasing use of heroin in urban, regional and
rural Indigenous communitiesisalso of particular concern,

(v) substance misuse is probably the biggest chalenge facing
Indigenous communities today, as it affects almost everybody either
directly or indirectly and is now the cause as well as the symptom of
much grief and loss experienced by Indigenous communities, and

(vi) the demand for the services of existing Indigenous-controlled drug
and alcohal rehabilitation centres far exceeds the current level of
supply;

acknowledges the essential role of Indigenous community-controlled health
services in providing long-term, culturally-appropriate solutions for
substance abuse; and

calls on the Government to:
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fund the nationa substance misuse strategy, developed by the
National Aborigina Community Controlled Health Organisation,
which is designed to build the necessary capacity within the
Indigenous health sector so communities can address their hedth
and wel-being needs in a holistic and culturally-appropriate
manner, and

improve coordination between Commonwealth, state, territory and
local governments on these issues and ensure this facilitates greater
Indigenous control over the development and implementation of all
health programs.

Notice given 24 September 2002

184 Senator Stott Despoja: To move—That the Senate—

(& notes:

(i)

(if)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

the commitment of the Government and Mr John Loy, Chief
Executive Officer (CEO) of Australian Radiation Protection and
Nuclear Safety Agency (ARPANSA), to a demonstrated store for
radi oactive waste by 2005,

the commitment of the Government and Mr Loy to a second spent
fuel reprocessing pathway for spent fuel from the Lucas Heights
reactor,

the commitment in the Lucas Heights environmenta impact
statement (EIS), EIS supplementary report and EIS assessment
report to a radioactive waste store by 2005,

the ARPANSA sdite licence assessment regarding a potential
operating licence at Lucas Heightsthat, ‘A license to operate would
not be issued by ARPANSA without there being clear and definite
means available for the ultimate disposal of radioactive waste and
spend nuclear fue’,

that the recent comments by Mr Loy on the Australian Broadcasting
Corporation’s PM program indicating that the ‘new’ deadline for a
store is now 2025 and that provision for second country
reprocessing is no longer required are in direct contradiction to
previous commitments, and

that it recently passed a second reading amendment that:

(A) noted the view of the CEO of ARPANSA that arrangements
for taking the spent fuel and turning it into a reasonable
waste form need to be absolutely clear before the new
reactor at Lucas Heights commences operation, and there
needs to be clear progress on siting a store for the waste that
returnsto Australia, and

(B) expressed its opinion that until all matters relating to safety,
storage and transportation of nuclear materials associated
with the new reactor at Lucas Heights are resolved, no
operating licence related to the new reactor at Lucas Heights
should beissued by ARPANSA; and

(b) callsonthe CEO of ARPANSA to:

(i)
(i)

reaffirm commitments made to the Australian people as part of the
EIS process, and
act in conformity with the Senate' s second reading amendment.
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Notice given 17 October 2002

215 Senator Tierney: To move—That the Senate—

(8 recognisesthat the Federal Coalition Government has increased investment
in education each year, with $2.4 billion being provided for public schools
in 2002-03, an increase of 5.7 per cent over the past year and a 52 per cent
increase since 1996;

(b) expresses alam that New South Wales state government spending on
education currently lags $318 million a year below the Australian nationa
average;

(¢) notes that New South Wales primary schools have the worst student-to-
teacher ratios in Australia and some of the largest class sizesin the country;

(d) further notes that the Vinson report into public education demonstrates the
under resourcing of the public education system in New South Wales by the
Carr Government; and

(e) congratulates New South Wales Opposition Leader, John Brogden, who
vowed on 24 September 2002 to spend more on public schools and backed
the need to reduce class sizes.

Notice given 18 March 2003

393 Senator Stott Despoja: To move—That the Senate—

(8 notes, with concern, the serious hardship facing coffee producers of the

devel oping world as aresult of low coffee prices and, in particular, that:
(i) many coffee farmers are being forced to abandon their livelihoods

and sdll their land at aloss,

(i) thefinancial strain on coffee farming families reduces their capacity
to meet their basic needs, including schooling, food and medicines,

(iii) alack of money in coffee-producing communities, together with
overburdened health-care systems, threatens the stability of already
vulnerable economies, and

(iv) intensive farming methods, adopted by reason of financial necessity,
serioudy damage the natural environment;

(b) acknowledges the financial support provided by the Government through
AusAid to rural development and other assistance for coffee producing
nations; and

(¢) requests that the Government provide further political and economic
support for:

(i) the International Coffee Organisation’s Coffee Quality Scheme,
which aimsto restrict coffee exportation on the basis of quality,
(i) the destruction of lowest quality coffee stocks, and
(iii) direct poverty alleviation programs targeted at coffee producing
communities.

Notice given 8 September 2003

569 Senator Brown: To move—That the Senate—

(8 notes the current impasse in negotiations between Papua New Guinea and
Australiaregarding Australian aid to Papua New Guineg;
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(b) recognises the importance of ensuring that Austraia's aid to Papua New
Guinea is appropriately allocated and administered, and that it is subject to
proper accountability mechanisms;

(c) notes that there is widespread concern in Papua New Guinea regarding
evidence that 80 per cent of Australian aid is ultimately paid to Australian
consulting companies, construction companies and individuals earning the
aid the name ‘Boomerang aid’; and

(d) callsonthe Australian Government:

(i) to ensure that there is a review of Australia’s aid to Papua New
Guinea, incorporating an assessment of Austrdian policies
regarding the alocation of such aid, aswell as any issues associated
with its administration by Papua New Guinea, and

(if) to ensure a hilateral relationship with Papua New Guinea founded
upon respect for Papua New Guined's interests and the democratic
rights of its people, and to guard againg any form of undue pressure
in its dealings with Papua New Guinea.

Notice of motion altered on 10 September 2003 pursuant to sanding order 77.

Notice given 10 September 2003

575 Leader of the Opposition in the Senate (Senator Faulkner): To move—That
the Senate notes with grave concern:

(8 the leaking of an Office of Nationa Assessment (ONA) document dated
December 2002 and classified top-secret AUSTEOQ,;

(b) that material from the ONA classified report was published in an article by
Mr Andrew Bolt in the Herald Sun of 23 June 2003;

(c) the failure to ensure immediate and thorough investigation of the
circumstances surrounding this unprecedented lesk; and

(d) thefailure of the Prime Minister (Mr Howard) and other ministers to fully
explain their involvement in this matter.

Notice given 16 September 2003

604 Senator Brown: To move—That the Senate—

(8 notes reports in the British press that the United States of America and
Britain have decided to delay indefinitely the publication of a full report
into Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction (WMD) because the efforts of the
Irag survey group, an Anglo-American team of 1 400 scientists, have so far
failed in itstask to locate WMDs; and

(b) calls on the Prime Miniger (Mr Howard) to apologise to the Australian
people for misleading them on the reasons for going to war with Iraqg.

Notice given 13 October 2003

646 Senator Allison: To move—That the Senate—
(& notes:
(i) that the following motion was adopted unanimously at the Nationa
Party of Australia Federal Conference on Sunday, 12 October 2003:

‘That as a matter of urgency, this Conference of the National Party
of Australia
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(& Endorses the strong Federal Codition policy on
Development incentives for the ethanol industry as taken to
the last Federal Election,

(b) Supportsa 10 year excise exemption for ethanol,

(¢) Endorses a mandate of 10% Australian-produced ethanol
content for fuel sold in Australia to achieve the Federal
Government’s policy of a target of 350 million litre
production of biofuel by 2010, and

(d) Notes the ALP and minor parties opposition to ethanol,
including their opposition to mandating 10% Australian
produced ethanol content for fuel sold in Audtralia,

(i) the significant benefits derived from alternative fuelsin terms of air
quality, public heath, regional development and energy security, and

(iii) the Government’s May 2003 budget decision to impose an excise on
alternative fuels from 2008;

(b) correctsthe National Party motion with respect to (d), pointing out that the
Australian Democrats strongly support aternative fuels, induding ethanal,
and made a submission in September 2003 to Cabinet calling for targetsto
be set to increase dternative fud usein Australia; and

(¢) urgesthe Government to:

(i) reverse its budget decision and not impose an excise on ethanal,
other biofuels, LPG, CNG and LNG for at least 10 years, and

(i) conduct a review of the timetable and incentives required for
industry to meet a mandated level of 10 per cent ethanol content in
petrol.

Notice given 15 October 2003

657 Senator Conroy: To move—That the Senate—

(& notes that the Government’s draft Corporate Law Economic Reform
Program (Audit Reform and Corporate Disclosure) Bill 2003 needs to go
further in order to create a robust regulatory framework which firstly,
ensures that boards are accountable and secondly, ensures that shareholders
are empowered;

(b) condemnsthe Government for its failure to crack down on corporate greed;
and

(c) expresses its concern that the self-regulatory approach of the Howard
Government in relation to executive remuneration has failed.

Notice of motion altered on 15 October 2003 pursuant to standing order 77.

Notice given 27 October 2003

671 Senator Ray: To move—That the Senate—

(8 reects the intemperate anti-Semitic remarks made by outgoing Malaysian
Prime Minister, Dr Mahathir; and

(b) calls on the incoming Prime Minister of Maaysia to repudiate
Dr Mahathir’ s anti-Jewish tirade.

Notice given 24 November 2003
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692 Senator Ludwig: To move—That the following bill be introduced: A Bill for an
Act to amend the Crimes Act 1914, and for related purposes. Racial and Religious
Hatred Bill 2003.

Notice given 25 November 2003

704 Senator Stott Despoja: To move—That the Senate—

(8 notes that there are at least nine close relatives of Australian citizens
currently being detained by the Peopl€’' s Republic of China on the basis that
they practise Falun Gong;

(b) expresses its support for the ongoing human rights dialogue between
Australia and the Peopl€' s Republic of China;

(c) cdls on the Australian Government, in the context of the human rights
dialogue, to:
(i) raise the issue of the continued detention of Falun Gong
practitioners with close family tiesto Australia,
(i) emphasise that the release of these practitioners would help to
strengthen the existing ties between Australia and the Peopl€'s
Republic of China, and
(iii) discuss the possibility of these practitioners being reunited with
their family membersin Australia; and
(d) reaffirms its commitment to freedom of belief within Australia and
recognises the freedom of Australians to practise Falun Gong without fear
of harassment.

Notice given 27 November 2003

722 Leader of the Australian Democrats (Senator Bartlett): To move—That the
Senate—
(& notes:
(i) the numerous claims made by the Prime Minister (Mr Howard) that
Irag possessed weapons of mass destruction as justification for the
Government’s decision to commit Australia to war, including his
statement to the Parliament on 4 February 2003 tha, ‘The
Australian Government knows that Irag sill has chemical and
biological weapons and that Iraq wants to develop nuclear
weapons’,
(i) thelack of evidence to date of weapons of mass destruction in Irag,
that would support the Prime Minister’s claims, and
(iii) the establishment in June 2003 of an inquiry into intelligence on
Irag's weapons of mass destruction by the Parliamentary Joint
Committee on ASIO, ASIS and DSD, due to report on 2 December
2003, and that:

(A) the committee is comprised of 4 Government members and
3 Austraian Labor Party members, and that no other
parliamentary party is represented,

(8) in conducting the inquiry, the committee has been limited in
its powers and has not been able to review information
provided by, or by an agency of, a foreign government
where that government does not consent to the disclosure of
the information,
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(c) theinquiry has been conducted in secret, with the exception
of a single public hearing that did not hear evidence from
any member of parliament or government agency,

(D) relevant government ministers were able to censor
submissions from government agencies before they were
submitted to the committee, and the final report will not be
released without the approval of those ministers, and

() asmilar inquiry in Britain has heard public testimony from
senior members of parliament and public servants, and
defence and foreign affairs experts and officials; and

(b) condemns the lack of transparency and accountability in relation to the
Government’s claims of evidence concerning Irag and weapons of mass
destruction.

723 Senator Hutchins: To move—That the Senate—

(8 congratulates Steve Waugh on his achievements and service to Australian
cricket throughout histime as captain and player in the Australian team and
notes his decision to retire from such service;

(b) further recognises the important role that Steve Waugh has played in
fostering junior cricket in Australia, and the role of Commonwealth funding
in supporting such cricket development in Australia; and

(¢) notes the degp commitment held by Australians to cricket and supports the
Commonwealth in its endeavours to support Australian cricket.

724 Senator Buckland: To move—That the Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport
Legidation Committee be authorised to hold a public meeting during the sitting of
the Senate on Monday, 1 December 2003, from 4 pm to 9 pm, to take evidence for
the committee's inquiry into the administration of the Australian Transport Safety
Bureau in relation to the crash of Whyalla Airlines aircraft VH-MZK on 31 May
2000.

Notice given 28 November 2003

*725 Chair of the Economics Legidation Committee (Senator Brandis): To move—
That the Economics Legidation Committee be authorised to hold a public meeting
during the sitting of the Senate on Monday, 1 December 2003, from 4.30 pm, to
take evidence for the committee's inquiry into the Financial Services Reform
Amendment Bill 2003 and related matters.

*726 Senator Ferguson: To move—That the time for the presentation of the report of
the Parliamentary Joint Committee on ASIO, ASIS and DSD on intelligence
information recelved by Australia’ s intelligence services in relation to weapons of
mass destruction be extended to 1 March 2004.

*727 Senator Conroy: To move—That there be laid on the table by the Minister
representing the Treasurer, no later than 3 pm, Thursday, 4 December 2003, any
documents prepared by the Department of the Treasury in relation to:

(8 the operation of the First Home Owner Grant scheme;
(b) information on the impact of ‘bracket creep’; and

(c) basdlineinformation used in the preparation of the Intergenerationa Report
2002-03 (Budget Paper No. 5).

Ordersof the Day relating to Government Documents
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1 Aboriginal Land Commissioner—Report for 2002-03
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Crossin—T hat the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Crossin, in continuation, 30 October 2003).

2 Gene Technology Regulator—Quarterly report for the period 1 April to
30 June 2003
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Crossin—T hat the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Crossin, in continuation, 30 October 2003).

3 Indigenous L and Cor poration—Report for 2002-03
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Crossin—T hat the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Crossin, in continuation, 30 October 2003).

4 Aboriginal Hostels Limited—Report for the period 24 June 2001 to 28 June
2003
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Crossin—T hat the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Crossin, in continuation, 30 October 2003).

5 Torres Strait Regional Authority—Report for 2002-03
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Crossin—T hat the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Crossin, in continuation, 30 October 2003).

6 Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet—Report for 2002-03
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Crossin—T hat the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Crossin, in continuation, 30 October 2003).

7 Australian National Training Authority—Report for 2002-03
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator George Campbell—That the Senate
take note of the document (adjourned, Senator Crossin, 30 October 2003).

8 Australian National Training Authority—Australia’s vocational education
and training syssem—Report for 2002—Volume 1: National overview and
Volume 2: Commonwealth, state and territory reports
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator George Campbell—That the Senate
take note of the document (adjourned, Senator Crossin, 30 October 2003).

9 Australian National Training Authority—Australia’s vocational education
and training syssem—Report for 2002—Volume 3. Report on the key
performance measures for the Australian Vocational Education and Training
System

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator George Campbell—That the Senate
take note of the document (adjourned, Senator Crossin, 30 October 2003).

10 Australian Research Council—Report for 2002-03
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Crossin—T hat the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Crossin, in continuation, 30 October 2003).

11 National Gallery of Australia—Report for 2002-03
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Crossin—T hat the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Crossin, in continuation, 30 October 2003).

12 National Occupational Health and Safety Commission—Report for 2002-03

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Marshal—That the Senate take note
of the document (adjourned, Senator Crossin, 30 October 2003).
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13 Cotton Research and Development Corporation and Cotton Research and
Development Cor poration Selection Committee—Reports for 2002-03

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Crossin—T hat the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Crossin, in continuation, 30 October 2003).

14 Department of Education, Science and Training—Report for 2002-03

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Crossin—T hat the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Crossin, in continuation, 30 October 2003).

15 Department of the Environment and Heritage—Report for 2002-03, including
reports on the operation of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999, the Fuel Quality Standards Act 2000, the Hazardous
Waste (Regulation of Exports and Imports (Act) 1989, the Product Stewardship
(Qil) Act 2002, the Protection of Movable Cultural Heritage Act 1986 and the
Ozone Protection Act 1989

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Crossin—T hat the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Crossin, in continuation, 30 October 2003).

16 Supervising Scientiss—Report for 2002-03 on the operation of the
Environment Protection (Alligator Rivers Region) Act 1978
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Crossin—T hat the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Crossin, in continuation, 30 October 2003).

17 Director of National Parks—Report for 2002-03
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Crossin—T hat the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Crossin, in continuation, 30 October 2003).

18 Department of Immigration and Multicultural and Indigenous Affairs—
Report for 2002-03, including reports pursuant to the Immigration
(Education) Act 1971 and the Australian Citizenship Act 1948

Adjourned debate on the motion of the Leader of the Australian Democrats
(Senator Bartlett)—That the Senate take note of the document (adjourned, Senator
Crossin, 30 October 2003).

19 Employment Advocate—Report for 2002-03
Adjourned debate on the motion of the Senator Hutchins—That the Senate take
note of the document (adjourned, Senator Crossin, 30 October 2003).

20 Equal Opportunity for Women in the Workplace Agency—Report for 1 June
2002 to 31 May 2003
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Mackay—That the Senate take note of
the document (adjourned, Senator Crossin, 30 October 2003).

21 Wet Tropics Management Authority—Report for 2002-03

Adjourned debate on the motion of the Leader of the Australian Democrats
(Senator Bartlett)—That the Senate take note of the document (Senator Bartlett, in
continuation, 30 October 2003).

22 Grains Research and Development Corporation and Grains Research and
Development Cor poration Selection Committee—Reports for 2002-03

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator O’ Brien—T hat the Senate take note of
the document (Senator O'Brien, in continuation, 28 October 2003).
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23 Department of Transport and Regional Services—Australian Transport
Safety Bureau—Supplementary investigation report 200002157-A—
Piper PA31-350 Chieftain VH-M ZK Spencer Gulf SA, 31 May 2000

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Buckland—That the Senate take note
of the document (Senator Buckland, in continuation, 28 October 2003).

24 Department of Communications, Information Technology and the Arts—
Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

25 Australian Broadcasting Cor por ation—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

26 Audtralia Business ArtsFoundation Ltd—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

27 Public Lending Right Committee—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

28 Telstra Corporation Limited—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

29 Audtralian Heritage Commission—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

30 Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

31 National Oceans Office—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

32 Audtralian Prudential Regulation Authority—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

33 National Native Title Tribunal—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

34 Office of Film and Literature Classification—Classification Board and
Classification Review Boar d—Reportsfor 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

35 Industrial Relations Court of Australia—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

36 Audralian Centre for International Agricultural Research—Report for
2002-03

Consideration (30 October 2003).

37 Audtralian Ingtitute of Family Studies—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

38 Indigenous Business Australia—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

39 Australian Federal Police—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).
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40 National Capital Authority—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

41 Private Health I nsurance Ombudsman—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

42 Department of Health and Ageing—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

43 Australian Institute of Marine Science—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

44 Australian Submarine Cor poration Pty Limited—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (30 October 2003).

45 Veterans Review Boar d—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (24 November 2003).

46 Australian Gover nment Solicitor—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (24 November 2003).

47 Office of the Federal Privacy Commissioner—Report for 2002-03 on the
oper ation of the Privacy Act 1988
Consideration (24 November 2003).

48 CrimTrac Agency—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (24 November 2003).

49 Migration Review Tribunal—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (24 November 2003).

50 Refugee Review Tribunal—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (24 November 2003).

51 Department of Defence—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (24 November 2003).

52 Health Services Australia Ltd (HSA)—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (24 November 2003).

53 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Idander Commission—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (24 November 2003).
54 Commonwealth Ombudsman—Report for 2002-03, including a report of the

Defence Force Ombudsman and a report pursuant to the Complaints
(Australian Federal Police) Act 1981

Consideration (24 November 2003).

55 Administrative Appeals Tribunal—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (24 November 2003).

56 Federal Police Disciplinary Tribunal—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (24 November 2003).

57 Augralian Law Reform Commission—Report for 2002-03 (Report no. 97)
Consideration (24 November 2003).
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58 Family Court of Australia—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (24 November 2003).

59 Office of Parliamentary Counsel—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (24 November 2003).

60 Federal Court of Australia—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (24 November 2003).

61 Federal Magistrates Court—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (24 November 2003).

62 Commonwealth Director of Public Prosecutions—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

63 Inspector-General of Intelligence and Security—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

64 Australian Wine and Brandy Cor poration—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

65 Sugar Research and Development Cor por ation—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

66 National Standards Commission—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

67 Air Passenger Ticket Levy (Collection) Act 2001—Report for the period 1 April
2002 to 31 March 2003
Consideration (25 November 2003).

68 Airservices Australia—Equity and diver sty program—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

69 Australian Sports Drug Agency—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

70 Health Insurance Commission—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

71 Professional Services Review [Medical and phar maceutical services|—Report
for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

72 Audralian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety Agency—Quarterly
report for the period 1 April to 30 June 2003
Consideration (25 November 2003).

73 Alcohol Education and Rehabilitation Foundation Ltd—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

74 Audtralian Research Council—Report for 2002-03—Cor rigendum
Consideration (25 November 2003).

75 Bankstown Airport Limited—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).
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Camden Airport Limited—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

Hoxton Park Airport Limited—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

Australian Securitiesand I nvestments Commission—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).
Army and Air Force Canteen Service Board of Management (trading as

Frontline Defence Services)—Report for 2002-03, incor porating areport of its
equal employment opportunity program for 2002-03

Consideration (25 November 2003).

Australian Dairy Cor poration—Report for 2002-03 [Final report]
Consideration (25 November 2003).
Forest and Wood Products Research and Development Corporation and

Forest and Wood Products Research and Development Cor poration Selection
Committee—Reports for 2002-03

Consideration (25 November 2003).

Regional Forest Agreement between the Commonwealth and Victoria—
Report for 2001

Consideration (25 November 2003).

Regional Forest Agreement between the Commonwealth and Victoria—
Report for 2002

Consideration (25 November 2003).

United Nations—International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights—
Human Rights Committee—

Communication No. 776/1997—Decision
Communication No. 937/2000—Decision
Communication No. 983/2001—Views
Communication No. 987/2001—Decision
Communication No. 1053/2003—Decision

Consideration (25 November 2003).

Telstra Corporation Limited—Equal employment opportunity program—
Report for 2002-03

Consideration (25 November 2003).

Department of Employment and Workplace Relations—Report for 2002-03—
Corrigendum

Consideration (25 November 2003).

Indigenous education and training—National report to Parliament 2002
Consideration (25 November 2003).

88 Audtralian Landcare Council—Report for 2002-03

89

Consideration (25 November 2003).

Civil Aviation Safety Authority—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).
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90 Sydney Airport Demand Management Act 1997—Quarterly report on the
maximum movement limit for Sydney Airport for the period 1 July to
30 September 2003

Consideration (25 November 2003).

91 Audtralia and the International Financial Institutions—Reports for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

92 Financial Reporting Council and Australian Accounting Standards Boar d—
Reportsfor 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

93 Migration Agents Registration Authority—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

94 Administrative Review Council—Report for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

95 Australian Industrial Relations Commission and Australian Industrial
Registry—Reportsfor 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

96 Coal Mining Industry (Long Service Leave Funding) Corporation—Report
for 2002-03
Consideration (25 November 2003).

97 United Nations—Inter national Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of
Racial Discrimination—Report of the Australian Government under

Article 9—Combined 13th and 14th periodic report for the period 1 July 1998
to 30 June 2002

Consideration (25 November 2003).
Ordersof the Day

1 ABC Amendment (Online and Multichannelling Services) Bill 2001 [2002]—
(Senate hill)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (3 April 2001)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 13 February 2002).

2 Air Navigation Amendment (Extension of Curfew and Limitation of Aircraft
M ovements) Bill 1995 [2002]—(Senate hill)
Second reading—Adjourned debate (27 March 1995)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 13 February 2002).

3 Anti-Genocide Bill 1999 [2002]—(Senate bill)—(Senator Greig)
Second reading—Adjourned debate (5 April 2001)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 13 February 2002).

4 Augtralian Broadcasting Corporation Amendment Bill 1999 [2002]—(Senate
bill)
Second reading—Adjourned debate (25 March 1999)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 13 February 2002).

5 Charter of Political Honesty Bill 2000 [2002]—(Senate bills)—(Senator
Murray)
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Second reading—Adjourned debate (10 October 2000)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 13 February 2002).

Constitution Alteration (Appropriations for the Ordinary Annual Services of
the Government) 2001 [2002]—(Senate bill)—(Senators Murray and
Sott Despoja)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (26 June 2001)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 13 February 2002).

Congtitution Alteration (Electors Initiative, Fixed Term Parliaments and
Qualification of Members) 2000 [2002]—(Senate hill)—(Senator Murray)
Second reading—Adjourned debate (4 April 2000)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 13 February 2002).

Corporate Code of Conduct Bill 2000 [2002]—(Senate hill)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (6 September 2000)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 13 February 2002).

Parliamentary Approval of TreatiesBill 1995 [2002]—(Senate hill)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (31 May 1995)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 13 February 2002).

Reconciliation Bill 2001 [2002]—(Senate bill)—(Senator Ridgeway)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Heffernan, in continuation,
27 November 2003)—(restored pursuant to resol ution of 13 February 2002).
Public liability insurance premiums

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Conroy—That the Senate—

() expresses its concern about the significant increase in public liability
insurance premiums and the effect it is having on the viability of many
small businesses and community and sporting organisations;

(b) condemnsthe Government for itsinaction; and
(c) urgesthe Minister to propose a solution to this pressing issue, as quickly as
possible, not just look at the problem (Senator Ferguson, in continuation,
14 February 2002).
Ministers of State (Post-Retirement Employment Restrictions) Bill 2002—
(Senate hill)—(Senator Stott Despoja)
Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Stott Despoja, in continuation,
13 March 2002).
Lucas Heights reactor—Order for production of documents—Statement by
Minister
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Carr—That the Senate take note of the
statement (Senator Carr, in continuation, 19 March 2002).
Great Barrier Reef Marine Park (Boundary Extension) Amendment Bill
2002—(Senate bill)—(Leader of the Australian Democrats, Senator Bartlett)
Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Calvert, in continuation, 16 May
2002).

Genetic Privacy and Non-discrimination Bill 1998 [2002]—(Senate bill)—
(Senator Sott Despoja)
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Second reading—Adjourned debate (5 October 2000)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 14 May 2002).

Patents Amendment Bill 1996 [2002]—(Senate bill)—(Senator Sott Despoja)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (27 June 1996)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 14 May 2002).

Republic (Consultation of the People) Bill 2001 [2002]—(Senate bill)—
(Senator Sott Despoja)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (26 September 2001)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 14 May 2002).

Australian Broadcasting Corporation (Scrutiny of Board Appointments)
Amendment Bill 2002—(Senate bill)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (15 May 2002).

Workplace Relations Amendment (Paid M ater nity Leave) Bill 2002—(Senate
bill)—(Senator Sott Despoja)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Stott Despoja, in continuation,
16 May 2002).

Parliamentary Commission of Inquiry (Forest Practices) Bill 2002—(Senate
bill)—(Senator Brown)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Brown, in continuation, 20 June
2002).

Family Law Amendment (Joint Residency) Bill 2002—(Senate bill)—(Senator
Harris)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Harris, in continuation, 20 June
2002).

ASEAN Inter-Parliamentary Organisation (AlPO)—Report of the Australian
parliamentary delegation to the 22nd AIPO General Assembly, Thailand, 2 to
5 September 2001; Vidts and briefings, Bangkok, 6 to 8 September 2001; and
Bi-lateral visit to Singapor e, 9to 13 September 2001

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Calvert—That the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Calvert, in continuation, 27 June 2002).

Family and Community Services—Family tax benefits
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Ludwig—That the Senate—

(8 condemnsthe Howard Government’s decision to strip, without warning, the
tax returns of Australian families who have been overpaid family payments
as callous and unfair to parents trying to survive under increasing financial
pressures;

(b) notes that this is not consistent with the statement of the Minister for
Family and Community Services (Senator Vanstone) in July 2001 in which
she assured families that, ‘ The Government has also decided that it would
be easier for any family who ill had an excess payment to have it
recovered by adjusting their future payments, rather than taking it from
their tax refund. This is because people may have earmarked their refund
for use for specific things';

(c) considers that the Government’s 2-year-old family payments system is
deeply flawed, given that it delivered average debts of $850 to 650 000
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Australian families in the 2001-02 financial year and continues to punish
families who play by therules; and

(d) condemns the Howard Government and its contemptible attack on
Australian families (Senator Tierney, in continuation, 22 August 2002).

28 Health—M edicar e—Bulk billing
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Evans—That the Senate—

(8 notesthat:

(i) since the dection of the Howard Government, the rate of bulk
billing by general practitioners (GPs) has dropped from
80.6 per cent to 74.5 per cent, and that the average patient cost to
see a GP who does not bulk bill has gone up 41.8 per cent to nearly
$12, and

(i) in every year from the commencement of Medicare in 1984 through
to 1996, bulk hilling rates for GPs increased, but that, in every year
since the election of the Howard Government, bulk billing rates
have decreased;

(b) recognises that the unavailability of bulk billing hurts those Austraians
who are least able to afford therising costs of health care and those who are
at greatest risk of preventable illness and disease;

(¢) condemns the Howard Government's failure to take responsibility for
declining rates of bulk billing; and

(d) calls on the Minister for Health and Ageing (Senator Patterson) to release
publicly the June 2002 quarter bulk billing figures so that the true extent of
the problem is made known (Senator Moore, in continuation, 29 August
2002).

29 Audralian Radiation Protection and Nuclear Safety (Licence Charges)
Amendment Bill 2002—Document

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Ludwig—That the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Ludwig, in continuation, 16 September 2002).

30 Kyoto Protocol (Ratification) Bill 2002—(Senate bill)—(Senator Brown)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Brown, in continuation,
19 September 2002).

31 Communications—Regional telecommunication services—Inquiry
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Mackay—That the Senate—

(8 condemnsthe Howard Government for establishing an inquiry into regional
telecommunications services, the Estens inquiry, which is chared by a
member of the National Party and friend of the Deputy Prime Minister, and
has a former National Party MP as one of its members;

(b) condemns the Government’s decisions that the inquiry will hold no public
hearings and musgt report within little more then 2 months of its
commencement; and

(c) cdls on the Government to address all issues associated with Telstra's
performance, including rising prices, deteriorating service standards and
inadequate broadband provision (Senator Tierney in continuation,
19 September 2002).

32 Trade Practices Amendment (Public Liability Insurance) Bill 2002 [No. 2]—
(Senate bill)—(Senator Conroy)
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Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Conroy, in continuation,
23 September 2002).

Corporations Amendment (Improving Corporate Governance) Bill 2002
[No. 2]—(Senate bill)—(Senator Conroy)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Conroy, in continuation,
23 September 2002).

Trade Practices Amendment (Credit Card Reform) Bill 2002 [No. 2]—(Senate
bill)—(Senator Conroy)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Conroy, in continuation,
23 September 2002).

Superannuation

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Sherry—That the Senate notes the
Howard Government’ sthird term failures on superannuation, including:

(8 thefailureto providefor a contributions tax cut for al Australians who pay
it, rather than atax cut only to those earning more than $90 500 a year;

(b) the failure to adequately compensate victims of superannuation theft or
fraud;

(c) thefailure to accurately assess the administrative burden on small business
of the Government's third attempt a superannuation choice and
deregulation;

(d) the failure to support strong consumer protections for superannuation fund
members through capping ongoing fees and banning entry and exit fees;

(e) the failure to provide consumers with a meaningful, comprehensive and
comprehensible regime for fee disclosure; and

(f) the failure to cover unpaid superannuation contributions in the case of

corporate collapse as part of a workers entitlements scheme (Senator
Ferguson, in continuation, 26 September 2002).

Plastic Bag (Minimisation of Usage) Education Fund Bill 2002 [No. 2]—
(Senate bill)—(Senator Brown)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Brown, in continuation, 21 October
2002).

Plastic Bag Levy (Assessment and Collection) Bill 2002 [No. 2]—(Senate
bill)—(Senator Brown)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Brown, in continuation, 21 October
2002).

Parliament House security—Statement by President

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Ray—That the Senate take note of the
statement (Senator Ray, in continuation, 11 November 2002).

Convention on Climate Change (Implementation) Bill 1999 [2002]—(Senate
bill)—(Senator Brown)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (2 September 1999)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 12 November 2002).

Customs Amendment (Anti-Radioactive Waste Storage Dump) Bill 1999
[2002]—(Senate bill)—(Senator Brown)
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Second reading—Adjourned debate (20 October 1999)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 12 November 2002).

Human Rights (Mandatory Sentencing for Property Offences) Bill 2000
[2002]—(Senate bill)—(Senator Brown)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (6 September 2000)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 12 November 2002).

Parliamentary Commission of Inquiry (Bali Bombings) Bill 2002—(Senate
bill)—(Senator Brown)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Brown, in continuation, 4 December
2002).

Health—Pharmaceutical Benefits Scheme—Order for Production of
Documents—Statement by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Treasurer
(Senator lan Campbell)

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Nettle—That the Senate take note of
the statement (Senator Nettle, in continuation, 4 December 2002).

Trade—Pharmaceutical Benefits Scheme—Order for Production of
Documents—Statement by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Treasurer
(Senator lan Campbell)

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Nettle—That the Senate take note of
the statement (Senator Nettle, in continuation, 4 December 2002).

Public Interest Disclosure (Protection of Whistleblowers) Bill 2002—(Senate
bill)—(Senator Murray)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Murray, in continuation,
11 December 2002).

Uranium Mining in or near Ausralian World Heritage Properties
(Prohibition) Bill 1998 [2002]—(Senate bill)—(Senator Allison)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (28 May 1998)—(restored pursuant to
resolution of 11 December 2002).

Environment—National radioactive waste repository

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Carr—That the Senate condemns the
Government for:

(8 its failure to respect the rights of the people of South Australia in its
consultation process over the location of the planned low-level radioactive
waste repository;

(b) itsdecision to replace effective and meaningful consultation and discussion
with a $300 000 propaganda campaign, designed to sway the opinions of
South Australians towards locating the repository in that state, in the
absence of genuine efforts to provide accurate and exhaustive information
on the suitability of the selected site, close to Woomera; and

(c) itslack of athorough examination of the environmental impact of this plan,
in particular the possible dangers caused by the site's proximity to the
Woomera rocket range, and the serious concerns of both the Department of
Defence and private contractors on this issue (Senator Buckland, in
continuation, 6 February 2003).

Immigration—East Timor ese asylum seeker s—Document
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Adjourned debate on the motion of the Leader of the Australian Democrats
(Senator Bartlett)—That the Senate take note of the document (Senator Crossin, in
continuation, 3 March 2003).

50 Great Barrier Reef Marine Park (Protecting the Great Barrier Reef from QOil
Drilling and Exploration) Amendment Bill 2003 [No. 2]—(Senate bill)—
(Senator McLucas and the Leader of the Australian Democrats, Senator Bartl ett)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (6 March 2003).

51 Late Payment of Commercial Debts (Interest) Bill 2003—(Senate bill)—
(Senator Conroy)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Conroy, in continuation, 6 March
2003).

52 Isalmic Republic of Iran and the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordon—Report of
the Australian parliamentary delegation, October to November 2002

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Ferris—That the Senate take note of
the document (Senator Ferris, in continuation, 6 March 2003).

53 Taxation—Small business
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Conroy—That the Senate—

(8) cals on the Government to take action to crack down on late payments by
big business and government customers to their small business suppliers;
and

(b) notesthat:

(i) late payments by big businesses are a maor issue for smal
businesses as they create cash flow problems,

(if) this comes on top of the cumbersome adminidtrative arrangements
of the new tax system, and

(iii) the problems faced by small business are being ignored by the
Howard Government (adjourned, 20 March 2003).

54 Environment—Rehabilitation of former nuclear test sites at Emu and
Maralinga (Australia)—M inisterial statement
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Carr—That the Senate take note of the
statement (Senator Chapman, in continuation, 25 March 2003).

55 Building and Congruction Industry—Royal Commisson—Ministerial
statement and documents
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Sherry—That the Senate take note of
the documents (Senator Santoro, in continuation, 26 March 2003).

56 Defence Amendment (Parliamentary approval for Australian involvement in
overseas conflicts) Bill 2003—(Senate bill)—(Leader of the Australian
Democrats, Senator Bartlett, and Senator Sott Despoja)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Bartlett, in continuation, 27 March
2003).

57 Electoral Amendment (Political Honesty) Bill 2003—(Senate bill)—(Senator
Murray)
Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Murray, in continuation, 27 March
2003).

58 Sexuality Anti-Vilification Bill 2003—(Senate bill)—(Senator Greig)



30

No. 120—1 December 2003

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Greig, in continuation, 27 March

2003).

59 Governor-General

Adjourned debate on the motion of the Leader of the Opposition in the Senate
(Senator Faulkner)—That the Senate—

(8 noteswith concern that:

(i)
(i)

(iii)
(iv)

(v)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

(ix)
)

(b) urges:

(i)
(i)

the Government has failed to respond to evidence of sexual abuse of
children in our society and within our public ingitutions,

the independent report of the Diocesan Board of Inquiry found that
Dr Peter Hollingworth, while occupying a position of public trust as
Archbishop of Brisbane, allowed a priest to remain in the ministry
after an admission of sexual abuse, and the Board of Inquiry found
this decision to be ‘untenable’,

the Governor-General has admitted that he made a serious error in
doing so,

Dr Peter Hollingworth, through his actions while in the Office of
Governor-Generd, in particular his interview on ‘Australian Story’
and his apparent ‘reconstruction’ of evidence before the Diocesan
Board of Inquiry, has shown himself not to be a person suitable to
hold the Office of Governor-General,

members of the House of Representatives, senators, and premiers
and members of state parliaments have called upon the Governor-
General to resign, or failing that, to be dismissed by the Prime
Minister,

the Governor-General is now no longer able to fulfil his symbolic
role asafigure of unity for the Austraian people,

the Governor-General is now no longer able to exercise the
constitutional powers of the Office in a manner that will be seen as
impartial and non-partisan,

the Governor-Genera’s action in standing aside until the current
Victorian Supreme Court action is resolved, does not address any of
the issues surrounding his behaviour as Archbishop of Brisbane, and
is therefore inadequate,

the Governor-General has failed to resign and the Prime Minister
has fail ed to advise the Queen of Australiato dismisshim, and

the Australian Congtitution fails to set out any criteria for the
dismissal of a Governor-General or afair process by which this can
be achieved; and

the Prime Minister to establish a Royal Commission into child
sexua abusein Australia, and

the Governor-General to immediately resign or, if he does not do so,
the Prime Minister to advise the Queen of Australiato terminate the
Commission of the Governor-Genera—(Senator Ludwig, in
continuation, 13 May 2003).

And on the amendment moved by Senator Murphy—Omit al words after “That”,
substitute “the Senate—

(8 noteswith concern that:

(i)

Dr Peter Hollingworth, while in the Office of Governor-General,
gave in an interview on ‘Austraian Story’, a version of events
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which have been found by the diocesan Board of Inquiry to be
untrue, and

(i) the same Board of Inquiry found that they could not accept
Dr Hollingworth had a belief that the child sexua abuse was an
isolated incident and that his handling of the matters was untenabl e

(b) findsthat:

(i) the circumstances that have developed around the Office of
Governor-Genera are doing irreparable damage to the Office and
must be resolved,

(i) the conclusions of the report of the Anglican Church clearly
demonstrates that Dr Hollingworth failed in his duty as Archbishop,

(iii) such failing in a position of significant public trust renders Dr
Hollingworth an unsuitable person to fill the Office of Governor-
General,

(iv) the Governor-Generad’s action in standing aside until the current
Victorian Supreme Court action is resolved does not address any of
the issues surrounding his behaviour as Archbishop of Brisbane, and
is therefore inadequate,

(v) the Governor-General is now no longer able to fulfil his symbolic
role asafigure of unity for the Australian people, and

(vi) the Governor-General is now no longer able to exercise the
constitutional powers of the Office in a manner that will be seen as
impartial and non-partisan; and, therefore, in light of these
unacceptabl e circumstances

(¢) urges

(i) the Governor-General to immediately resign or, if he does not do so,
the Prime Minister to advise the Queen of Australiato terminate the
Commission of Governor-General, and

(if) the Prime Minister to establish a Royal Commission into child
sexual abusein Augtralia’ (Senator Collins, in continuation, 14 May
2003).

60 Textbook Subsidy Bill 2003—(Senate bill)—(Senator Sott Despoja)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Sott Despoja, in continuation,
18 June 2003).

61 Health—M edicare—Bulk billing
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator McLucas—That the Senate—
(8 condemns the most damaging effects of the Government’s proposed

(b)

(©

reforms to Medicare, which will creste a user-pays, two-tiered health
system in Australia and dismantle the universality of Medicare;

acknowledges that the first of the damaging effects of the Government’s
reform package is to cause bulk-hilling rates to decline further, and that
these reforms do nothing to encourage doctors to bulk bill any Australians
other than pensioners and concession cardholders but make it clear that the
Government considers bulk billing to be a privilege that accrues only to a
subset of Australians, not an entitlement that all Australians have as a result
of the Medicare charge;

notes that the second most damaging effect of the Government’s proposed
changes to Medicare is the facilitation and encouragement of higher and
higher co-payments to be charged by medical practitioners, and that a
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central plank of the Government's package is the facilitation of
co-payments to be charged by doctors who currently bulk bill Australian
families, as well as to make it easier for doctors who currently charge a
co-payment to increase the amount of this co-payment; and

(d) notes, with concern, that the Government seeks to allow private hedth
funds to offer insurance for out-of-pocket expenses in excess of $1 000, a
measure which, if implemented, would inflate health insurance premiums
as well as be areal step towards a user-pays system in Australia where
people who can afford co-payments and insurance premiumswill be treated
when they are sick, whereas those individuals and families on lower
incomes will be forced to go without medical assistance
(Senator Eggleston, in continuation, 19 June 2003)

Freedom of Information Amendment (Open Gover nment) Bill 2003—(Senate
bill)—(Senator Murray)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Murray, in continuation, 25 June
2003).

Looking to the Future: A review of Commonwealth fisheries policy—
Ministerial statement

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator O’ Brien—T hat the Senate take note of
the statement (adjourned, Senator McGauran, 25 June 2002).

Social Security Amendment (Supporting Young Carers) Bill 2003—(Senate
bill)—(Senator Lees)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Lees, in continuation, 26 June 2003).

National Animal Welfare Bill 2003—(Senate bill}—(Leader of the Australian
Democrats, Senator Bartlett)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Bartlett, in continuation, 11 August
2003).

Transport—Ethanol—Manildra Group

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator O’ Brien—That the Senate condemns
the Prime Minister (Mr Howard) for his ongoing pattern of deceit in relation to his
dealings with the chair of the Manildra Group, Mr Dick Honan, prior to a Cabinet
decision that dedivers direct financial benefits to that company (Minister for
Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation (Senator lan Macdonald), in continuation,
14 August 2003).

Regional Australia
Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator O’ Brien—That the Senate—

(8 notes, with grave concern, the crisis enveloping rural and regiond
Augtraliag;

(b) condemns the Howard Government for its neglect of rural and regiona
Australians, in particular, its failureto:
(i) adequately respond to the growing drought,
(if) providetimely and appropriate assistance to the sugar industry, and
(iil) support essential services including hedth, banking, employment
and telecommunications; and

(c) calson the Howard Government to reverseits neglect of rural and regiond
communities (Senator Colbeck, in continuation, 11 September 2003).
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68 Financial Management and Accountability (Anti-Restrictive Software
Practices) Amendment Bill 2003—(Senate bill)—(Senator Greig)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Greig, in continuation, 18 September
2003).

69 Health—M edicare—Bulk billing
That the Senate—
(8 notes, with grave concern, the crisisin Australia’ s health system, including:
(i) bulk billing rates falling by more than 12 per cent snce 1996,

(i) 10 million fewer services being bulk-billed each year by genera
practitionersthan in 1996,

(iii) the 59 per cent rise since 1996 in the average amount patients are
required to pay to see a general practitioner (GP),

(iv) thelargely unaddressed GP workforce shortage, which government
policies have exacerbated,

(v) the unaddressed shortages in nurses, dentists, radiographers and
other vitally-needed health professionals,

(vi) emergency departments in public hospitals being strained by the
increasing numbers of patients who could have been attended to by
aGP, and

(vii) frail aged people being accommodated in acute hospital beds
because there is nowhere el se for them to go; and
(b) callson the Government to respond to community concerns about its health
policies, as evidenced by tens of thousands of petitions, by:
(i) addressing the health crisisin co-operation with the states,

(i) strengthening Medicare by taking steps to ensure universal access to
bulk-billing, and

(iii) ensuring that enough GPs, nurses, dentists, radiographers and other
vitally-needed hedlth professionals are trained and retained in the
headth system—(Senator Barnett, in continuation, 18 September
2003).

72 Sexuality and Gender ldentity Discrimination Bill 2003—(Senate bill)—
(Senator Greig)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Greig, in continuation, 25 November
2003).

BUSINESS FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION

Next day of sitting (2 December 2003)

Business of the Senate—Orders of the Day

1 ASIO, ASIS and DSD—Jaint Statutory Committee
Report to be presented on intelligence information received by Australia's
intelligence services in relation to weapons of mass destruction.

2 Rural and Regional Affairsand Transport Legislation Committee
Report to be presented on draft Aviation Trangport Security Regulations 2003.
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General Business—Notices of Motion

Notice given 15 May 2003

467 Senator Lees: To move—That the following bill be introduced: A Bill for an Act
to encourage a stronger civic culture in Audtralia, and for related purposes.
Encouraging Communities Bill 2003.

Notice given 18 August 2003

542 Senator Mackay: To move—That the Senate—

(8 notesthat:
(i) the Special Minister of State (Senator Abetz) has launched a petition
in Tasmania calling on the Australian Broadcasting Corporation
(ABC) to overturn its decision to cance the program Behind the
News, and
(if) this decison by the ABC was taken in response to insufficient
funding to allow the ABC to ddliver its full range of services; and
(b) given the Government’s direct responsibility for the lack of funding, calls
on Senator Abetz to more usefully use his ministerial influence to lobby his
colleagues, the Minister for Communications, Information Technology and
the Arts (Senator Alston) and the Prime Minister (Mr Howard), to provide
sufficient funding to the ABC to allow the show to be continued.

Notice given 24 November 2003

700 Senator Brown: To move—Tha the Senate, noting that the Australia-United
States free trade agreement is in the fina stages of negotiation, cals on the
Government to:

(8 carry out an environmental impact assessment of the agreement prior to its
signing and ratification; and

(b) ensure that the agreement does not inhibit Australia’s ability to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, including by giving United States coal and
electricity companies the right to challenge or seek compensation from
Australian governments which act to ameliorate global warming.

Notice given 25 November 2003

708 Senator Brown: To move—That the Senate—

(& notes the clear fell logging for woodchips in Tasmania's Styx Valey,
which has the world's tallest hardwood forests and is habitat for
Commonwedlth-listed rare and endangered species such as the
spotted-tailed quoll, Tasmanian wedge tailed eagle and white goshawk; and

(b) calls on the Government to:
(i) protect such habitats, and

(i) review the potential of the valley to provide more jobs and
long-term local investment through tourism.

On 3 December 2003

Business of the Senate—Orders of the Day
1 Economics L egidation Committee
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Report to be presented on the provisons of the Taxation Laws Amendment
(Superannuation Contributions Splitting) Bill 2003 and associated regulations.
(Referred pursuant to Selection of Bills Committee report.)

2 Economics L egislation Committee

Report to be presented on the Financia Services Reform Amendment Bill 2003
and related matters (Referred pursuant to Selection of Bills Committee report.)

Government Business—Orders of the Day

1 Taxation Laws Amendment (Superannuation Contributions Splitting) Bill
2003—(Miniger for Local Government, Territories and Roads, Senator lan
Campbell)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (18 Septermber 2003).

2 Financial Services Reform Amendment Bill 2003—(Miniger for Local
Government, Territories and Roads, Senator lan Campbell)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (adjourned, Senator Crossin, 24 November
2003).

General Business—Notices of Motion

Notice given 24 November 2003

702 Senator Lees: To move—That the following bill be introduced: A Bill for an Act
to amend the Broadcasting Services Act 1992 to require commercia TV licence
holders to provide locally produced and locally relevant news and current affairs,
and for related purposes. Broadcasting Services (Safeguarding Local Content
and Local Audience Needs) Amendment Bill 2003.

Notice given 25 November 2003

709 Senator Nettle: To move—That the Senate—

(8 notes that 11 December 2003 marks 12 months since the Federal Sex
Discrimination Commissioner reported on the need for a national maternity
leave scheme and recommended a modest model for such a scheme;

(b) further notes that Audraia remains one of only two Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Devel opment countries without a national paid
maternity leave scheme and that a growing number of foreign countries are
now providing paid leave for fathers; and

(c) cdls on the Prime Minister (Mr Howard) to commit to introducing a
national paid leave scheme for women and men in Australiaas a priority.

Notice given 26 Novermber 2003

721 Senator Harris; To move—

(1) Tha a select committee, to be known as the Select Committee on the
Lindeberg Grievance, be appointed to inquire into and report on the
following matters:

(8 whether any false or misleading evidence was given to the Select
Committee on Public Interest Whigtleblowing, the Select
Committee on Unresolved Whistleblower Cases or the Committee
of Privilegesin respect of its 63rd and 71st reports;
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(b) whether any contempt was committed in that regard, having regard
to previous inquiries by Senate committees relaing to the shredding
of the Heiner documents, the fresh material that has subsequently
been revealed by the Dutney Memorandum, and Exhibits 20 and 31
tabled at the Forde Commission of Inquiry into the Abuse of
Children in Queendand Ingtitutions, and any other relevant
evidence; and

() whether this matter should be taken into account in framing the
proposed legidation on whistleblower protection recommended by
the Select Committee on Public Interest Whistleblowing.

That the committee consist of 7 senators, 2 nominated by the Leader of the
Government in the Senate, 2 nominated by the Leader of the Opposition in
the Senate, 1 nominated by the Leader of the Australian Democrats,
1 nominated by the One Nation Party and 1 nominated by the Australian
Greensor Senator Harradine.

That the committee may proceed to the dispaich of business
notwithstanding that not all members have been duly nominated and
appointed and notwithstanding any vacancy.

That:

(8 the chair of the committee be elected by and from the members of
the committee;

(b) in the absence of agreement on the selection of a chair, duly notified
to the President, the allocation of the chair be determined by the
Senate;

(c) the deputy chair of the committee be elected by and from the
members of the committee immediately after the election of the
chair;

(d) the deputy chair act as chair when there is no chair or the chair is
not present at a meeting; and

(e) inthe event of the votes on any question before the committee being
equally divided, the chair, or deputy chair when acting as chair,
have a casting vote.

That the quorum of the committee be a majority of the members of the
committee.

That the committee and any subcommittee have power to send for and
examine persons and documents, to move from place to place, to sit in
public or in private, notwithstanding any prorogation of the Parliament or
dissolution of the House of Representatives, and have leave to report from
time to time its proceedings and the evidence taken, and such interim
recommendations asit may deem fit.

That the committee have power to appoint subcommittees consisting of 3 or
more of its members and to refer to any such subcommittee any of the
matters which the committee is empowered to consider, and that the
guorum of the subcommittee be a majority of the members appointed to the
subcommittee.

That the committee be provided with all necessary staff, facilities and
resources and be empowered to appoint investigative staff and persons,
including senior counsel, with specialist knowledge for the purposes of the
committee, with the approval of the President.

That the committee have access to, and have power to make use of, the
evidence and records of the Select Committee on Public Interest
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Whistleblowing, the Select Committee on Unresolved Whistleblower Cases
and the Committee of Privilegesin respect of its 63rd and 71st reports.

(10) That the committee be empowered to print from day to day such documents
and evidence as may be ordered by it, and a daily Hansard be published of
such proceedings as take place in public.

On 4 December 2003

Business of the Senate—Order of the Day

1 Economics References Committee

Report to be presented on whether the Trade Practices Act 1974 adequately
protects small business.

By thelast sitting day in 2003 (4 December 2003)

Business of the Senate—Orders of the Day

1 Rural and Regional Affairsand Transport References Committee
Report to be presented on rura water resource usage.

2 Rural and Regional Affairsand Transport Legislation Committee
Report to be presented on the administration of the Civil Aviation Safety
Authority.

3 Rural and Regional Affairsand Transport Legislation Committee
Report to be presented on the import risk assessment on New Zealand apples.

4 Rural and Regional Affairsand Transport Legislation Committee
Report to be presented on the administration of AusSAR in relation to the search
for the Margaret J.

5 Rural and Regional Affairsand Transport References Committee
Report to be presented on forestry plantations.

6 Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade References Committee

Report to be presented on an examination of the Government’s foreign and trade
policy strategy.

On thefirst sitting day in 2004 (10 February 2004)
Business of the Senate—Notice of Motion

Notice given 25 June 2003

1 Senator Tierney: To move—That the following matter be referred to the
Employment, Workplace Relations and Education References Committee for
inquiry and report by the lagt sitting day in June 2004:

Parents as educatorsin the early childhood years, with particular reference to:
(8 the extent to which parenting skills and family support are factors in
reducing educational and social risks of children in the 3 years and under
age group;
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whether current patterns of parental involvement in community and
school -based programs are adequate to respond to the challenge of assisting
children with early learning and social behaviour problems;

the current state and territory provisions and programs, whether based on
pre-schools, schools, play groups or day-care centres etc, established to
assist parentswith early childhood learning support;

best practice in home to school transition programs for children, and an
assessment as to whether they can be adapted for national implementation;
and

the most appropriate role for the Commonwealth in supporting national
programs for raising parental consciousness and levels of knowledge and
competence in relation to the early educational, social and emotional and
health needs of children.

Government Business—Order of the Day

*1 Fisheries Legidation Amendment (High Seas Fishing Activities and Other
Matters) Bill 2003—(Senate bill)—(Minister for Local Government, Territories
and Roads, Senator lan Campbell)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (28 November 2003).

On 11 February 2004

Business of the Senate—Order of the Day
1 Medicare—Select Committee

Report

to be presented on the Government’s* Medicare plus' package.

On 12 February 2004

Business of the Senate—Order of the Day

1 Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts
Refer ences Committee

Report

to be presented on the Australian telecommunications network.

By thelast day in February 2004 (27 February 2004)

Business of the Senate—Order of the Day
1 Ministerial Discretion in Migration M atter s—Select Committee

Report

to be presented.

On 1 March 2004

Business of the Senate—Order of the Day
1 Legal and Congtitutional References Committee

Report
[2002].

to be presented on the State Elections (One Vote, One Vaue) Bill 2001

General Business—Order of the Day
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13 State Elections (One Vote, One Value) Bill 2001 [2002]—(Senate bill)

Adjourned debate on the motion of Senator Murray—That this bill be now read a
second time.

And on the amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition in the Senate
(Senator Faulkner)—Omit all words after “That”, substitute “the bill be referred to
the Legal and Congtitutiona References Committee for inquiry and report by
30 October 2003”"—(Senator Murray, in continuation, 21 August 2003)—(restored
pursuant to resolution of 13 February 2002).

On 3 March 2004

Business of the Senate—Order of the Day

1 Legal and Congtitutional References Committee

Report to be presented on the capacity of current legal aid and access to justice
arrangements to meet the community need for legal assistance.

General Business—Notice of Motion

Notice given 15 May 2003

466 Senator Lees: To move—That the following bill be introduced: A Bill for an Act
to enhance the protection of biodiversity on private land, and for related purposes.
Protection of Biodiversity on Private Land Bill 2003.

By the second sitting week of 2004 (4 M arch 2004)

Business of the Senate—Order of the Day

1 Employment, Workplace Relations and Education References Committee

Report to be presented on the exposure draft of the Building and Construction
Industry Improvement Bill 2003.

On 4 March 2004

Business of the Senate—Orders of the Day
1 Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts
Legidation Committee
Report to be presented on the Kyoto Protocol Ratification Bill 2003 [No. 2].
(Referred pursuant to Selection of Bills Committee report.)
2 Community Affairs Refer ences Committee
Report to be presented on poverty and financial hardship.

General Business—Order of the Day

71 Kyoto Protocol Ratification Bill 2003 [No. 2]—(Senate bill)—(Senators Brown
and Lundy)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Santoro, in continuation, 30 October
2003).

Eleven ditting days after today (8 M arch 2004)
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Business of the Senate—Notices of Motion

Notice given 25 November 2003

1 Senator Sherry: To move—That the Superannuation Industry (Supervision)
Amendment Regulations 2003 (No. 5), as contained in Statutory Rules 2003
No. 251 and made under the Superannuation Industry (Supervision) Act 1993, be
disallowed.

Twelve sitting days remain for resolving.**

** |ndicates sitting days remaining, including today, within which the motion must be
disposed of or the Regulationswill be deemed to have been disallowed.

2 Chairman of the Standing Committee on Regulations and Ordinances
(Senator Tchen): To move—That the Migration Amendment Regulations 2003
(No. 7), as contained in Statutory Rules 2003 No. 239 and made under the
Migration Act 1958, be disall owed.

Twelve sitting days remain for resolving.**

** |ndicates sitting days remaining, including today, within which the motion must be
disposed of or the Regulationswill be deemed to have been disallowed.

On thetenth sitting day of 2004 (10 M arch 2004)

Business of the Senate—Order of the Day

1 Legidation Committees
Reports to be presented on annual reports tabled by 31 October 2003.

On 11 March 2004

Business of the Senate—Order of the Day

1 Community AffairsLegidation Committee

Report to be presented on the Truth in Food Labelling Bill 2003. (Referred
pursuant to Selection of Bills Committee report.)

General Business—Order of the Day

70 Truth in Food L abelling Bill 2003—(Senate bill}—(Senator Brown)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Brown, in continuation, 13 October
2003).

On 23 March 2004

Business of the Senate—Order of the Day

1 Treaties—Joint Standing Committee

Report to be presented on the Optional Protocol to the Convention against Torture
and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.

By thelast sitting day in March 2004 (25 M arch 2004)
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Business of the Senate—Orders of the Day

1 Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts
Refer ences Committee
Report to be presented on competition in broadband services.

2 Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts
Refer ences Committee
Report to be presented on the regulation, control and management of invasive
SPECi€s.

3 Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts
Refer ences Committee

Report to be presented on the Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Amendment (Invasive Species) Bill 2002. (Referred pursuant to
Selection of Bills Committee report.)

4 Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade References Committee

Report to be presented on the performance of government agencies in the
assessment and dissemination of security threats in South East Asia in the period
11 September 2001 to 12 October 2002.

General Business—Order of the Day

42 Environment Protection and Biodiver sity Conservation Amendment (Invasive
Species) Bill 2002—(Senate bill)—(Leader of the Australian Democrats, Senator
Bartlett)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (Senator Bartlett, in continuation,
19 November 2002).

On 30 April 2004

Business of the Senate—Order of the Day

1 Community Affairs References Committee
Report to be presented on children in ingtitutiona care.

On 12 May 2004

Business of the Senate—Order of the Day

1 Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade References Committee

Report to be presented on the effectiveness of the Australian military justice
system.

On 17 June 2004

Business of the Senate—Order of the Day

1 Community Affairs References Committee
Report to be presented on Hepatitis Cin Australia

By thelast sitting day in June 2004 (24 June 2004)
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Business of the Senate—Order of the Day

1 Economics References Committee

Report to be presented on the structure and distributive effects of the Australian
taxation system.

On 1 September 2004

Business of the Senate—Order of the Day

1 Legal and Congtitutional References Committee
Report to be presented on the needs of expatriate Australians.

On thenext day of sitting after the government fully complies with the
order for the production of documentsrelating to a proposed excise
and production subsidy on ethanol made on 16 October 2002

Government Business—Order of the Day

1 Customs Tariff Amendment Bill (No. 2) 2003

Excise Tariff Amendment Bill (No. 1) 2003—(Special Minister of State, Senator
Abetz)

Second reading—Adjourned debate (12 August 2003).

BiLLSREFERRED TO COMMITTEES

Billscurrently referredt

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Amendment (Invasive
Species) Bill 2002t

Referred to the Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts
References Committee (referred 26 March 2003; order varied 26 June 2003; reporting
date varied 16 September 2003; reporting date: last sitting day in March 2004).

Financial Services Reform Amendment Bill 2003

Referred to the Economics Legislation Committee (referred 26 November 2003; reporting
date: 3 December 2003).

Kyaoto Protocol Ratification Bill 2003 [No. 2]

Referred to the Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts
Legidation Committee (referred 26 November 2003; reporting date: 4 March 2004).

State Elections (One Vote, One Value) Bill 2001 [2002]

Referred to the Legal and Congitutiona References Committee (referred 9 September
2003; reporting date varied 28 October 2003; reporting date: 1 March 2004).

Truth in Food L abelling Bill 2003%

Referred to the Community Affairs Legidation Committee (referred 29 October 2003;
reporting date: 11 March 2004).

Provisions of bills currently referredt
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Taxation Laws Amendment (Superannuation Contributions Splitting) Bill 2003+

Referred to the Economics Legidation Committee (referred 17 September 2003;
reporting date varied 27 October 2003; reporting date: 3 December 2003).

tFurther information about the progress of these bills may be found in the Department of
the Senate’ s Billsto Committees Update.

FPursuant to adoption of report of Sdection of Bills Committee.

BILLS DISCHARGED, L AID ASIDE OR NEGATIVED

Government Bills

Family and Community Services Legidation Amendment (Australians Working
Together and other 2001 Budget M easur es) Bill 2002

Redundant order relating to the bill discharged from Notice Paper, 12 December 2002.
Family and Community Services Legidation Amendment (Disability Reform) Bill
(No. 2) 2002

Second reading negatived, 19 November 2002.

Family and Community Services Legidation Amendment (Disability Reform) Bill
(No. 2) 2002 [No. 2]

Second reading negatived, 24 June 2003.

Migration Legidation Amendment (Further Border Protection M easur es) Bill 2002
Second reading negatived, 9 December 2002.

Migration Legidation Amendment (Further Border Protection Measures) Bill 2002
[No. 2]

Second reading negatived, 16 June 2003.
National Health Amendment (Phar maceutical Benefits—Budget M easur es) Bill 2002
Second reading negatived, 20 June 2002.

National Health Amendment (Phar maceutical Benefits—Budget M easur es) Bill 2002
[No. 2]

Second reading negatived, 4 March 2003.

Superannuation (Sur char ge Rate Reduction) Amendment Bill 2003
Second reading negatived, 24 June 2003.

Restored to Notice Paper pursuant to resolution of 10 September 2003.
Telstra (Transition to Full Private Owner ship) Bill 2003

Second reading negatived, 30 October 2003.

Trade Practices Amendment (Small Business Protection) Bill 2002

Third reading negatived, 19 August 2002.

Trade Practices Amendment (Small Business Protection) Bill 2002 [No. 2]
Third reading negatived, 3 March 2003.

Wor kplace Relations Amendment (Secret Ballots for Protected Action) Bill 2002
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Third reading negatived, 25 September 2002.

Workplace Relations Amendment (Secret Ballots for Protected Action) Bill 2002
[No. 2]

Third reading negatived, 24 March 2003.

Wor kplace Relations Amendment (Ter mination of Employment) Bill 2002
Third reading negatived, 11 August 2003.

Private Senator’s Bills

Congtitution Alteration (Right to Stand for Parliament—Qualification of Members
and Candidates) 1998 (No. 2) [2002]

Laid aside pursuant to standing order 135, 15 May 2003.

Electoral Amendment (Palitical Honesty) Bill 2000 [2002]

Discharged from Notice Paper, 27 March 2003.

Freedom of Information Amendment (Open Gover nment) Bill 2000 [2002]
Discharged from Notice Paper, 25 June 2003.

Public Interest Disclosure Bill 2001 [2002]
Discharged from Notice Paper, 11 December 2002.

QUESTIONSON NOTICE

Question Nos, as shown, from 55 to 2335 remain unanswered for 30 or more days (see
standing order 74(5)).

Notice given 12 February 2002

55 Senator Allison: To ask the Minister for Revenue and Assistant Treasurer—

(1) Is it the case that the Medbourne office of the Australian Prudentia
Regulation Authority (APRA) failed to notify trustees of pre-existing
pool ed superannuation trusts (PSTs) that, under new regulations, they were
required to notify APRA in writing that they wished their trusts to continue
to be treated as PSTs by 31 October 2000.

(2) Is it the case that trusts that have failed to so notify APRA will become
non-complying superannuation funds, attracting a tax rate of 48.5 per cent
on fund earnings instead of the concessional 15 per cent.

(3) How long has APRA been aware of the failureto notify outlined in (1).

(4) How long has the Minister or the department been aware of the failure to
notify.

(5) Has APRA or the Government taken any action to resolve this matter.

(6) What action will the Government and APRA be taking to resolve this
matter.

Notice given 15 March 2002



No. 120—1 December 2003 45

196 Senator Allison: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—Did Mr Ron Walker attend the recent Commonwealth Heads of
Government Meeting; if so, in what capacity.

Notice given 8 April 2002

222 Senator Faulkner: To ask the Special Minister of State—With reference to travel
undertaken to Melbourne between 1 October 2001 and 18 November 2001, by all
staff employed under the Members of Parliament (Saff) Act 1984, in each instance
can the following detail s be provided:

D
2
3
(4)
()

(6)
(7)

The name of each staff member, and the name of the member or senator for
whom that staff member worked.

The dates for which travel allowance (TA) was claimed, including whether
the claim was for consecutive nights.

Therate of TA paid and the total amount of TA paid to each staff member
relating to that period.

The dates of airline flights taken to and from Melbourne by that staff
member during that period.

Whether the staff member claimed for commercial or non-commercial
accommodation, and the name of hotels stayed at by the staff member (if
known).

The cost of any Cabcharge and/or other hire car charges, including Comcar.

The name and position of the person who certified the TA claim form
and/or acquittal submitted to the Department of Finance and
Administration.

Notice given 18 April 2002

Senator O’Brien: To ask the Ministers listed below (Question Nos 247-273)—

D
@
3

What programs and/or grants administered by the department provide
assistance to people living in the federal electorate of Kennedy.

What was the level of funding provided through these programs and/or
grantsfor the 2000-01 and 2001-02 financia years.

Where specific projects were funded: (a) what was the location of each
project; (b) what was the nature of each project; and (c) what was the level
of funding for each project.

271 Minister for Revenue and Assistant Treasurer

Notice given 2 July 2002

411 Senator Evans: To ask the Minister for Defence—With reference to all forms of
end product report by the Defence Signas Directorate (DSD reports) which
summarise raw intelligence product:

)

2
3

(4)

Which ministers received any of the DSD reports that were found by the
Inspector-General to be in breach of the Rules on Sigint and Australian
Persons.

On what precise dates did this occur.

Which minister’s offices, that is personal staff members or departmental
liaison officers, received the DSD reports that were in breach of the Rules
on Sigint and Australian Persons.

On what precise dates did this occur.
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Did any departments receive any of the DSD reports that were in breach of
the Rules on Sigint and Australian Persons; if so, which ones and on what
dates.

For both (1) and (3), were all four DSD reports that the Inspector-General
found breached the rules received by any minister or minister’s office; if
not, how many of the four reports were received by each of the ministers
and/or minister’s office.

Of those reports that were made in breach of the rules and were received by
aminigter and/or minister’s office, did they include either of the two reports
containing intelligence information on communications by an Australian
lawyer with aforeign client.

(Inthis question, the phrase ‘ DSD reports' refersto dl forms of end product by the
DSD which summarise raw intelligence product. Such reports are variousy
refered to in the summary of the Inspector-Genera for Security and Intelligence's
MV Tampa investigation as ‘reports summarising the results of collection activity’,
“end product reports’ and ‘ Stuation updates'.)

Notice given 22 July 2002

Senator Faulkner: To ask the Ministerslisted below (Question Nos 464-481)—

D

2

How many mobile phones has the department, or any agency within the
portfolio, provided to the following: (a) a minister (please include the name
of the minister or ministers); (b) staff of a miniser employed under the
Members of Parliament (Staff) (MoP(S) Act); (c) a departmental liaison
officer in a minister’s office; (d) a parliamentary secretary (please include
the name of the parliamentary secretary or secretaries); (e) the staff of a
parliamentary secretary employed under the MoP(S) Act; and (f) a
departmental liaison officer in the office of a parliamentary secretary.

What was the total cost of the provision of mobile phones to the above-
named persons during the 2000-01 and 2001-02 financia years.

464 Minister representing the Prime Minister

465 Minister representing the Minister for Transport and Regiona Services
466 Minister representing the Treasurer

467 Minister representing the Minister for Trade

468 Minister for Defence

469 Minister representing the Minister for Communications, Information Technology

and the Arts
470 Minister representing the Minister for Foreign Affairs

471 Minister representing the Minister for Employment and Workpl ace Relations

472 Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and Indigenous Affairs
473 Minister representing the Minister for the Environment and Heritage
474 Minister representing the Attorney-General

475 Minister for Finance and Administration

476 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry
477 Minister for Family and Community Services

478 Minister representing the Minister for Education, Science and Training
479 Minister representing the Minister for Health and Ageing

480 Minister representing the Minister for Industry, Tourism and Resources
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481 Minister representing the Minister for Veterans' Affairs

Notice given 15 August 2002

Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minigers lisged below (Question Nos 535-536)—What
action, if any, has the Minister or the department taken to protect or increase
Australian wheat sales to Irag in the 2002-03 financial year.

536 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

Notice given 20 August 2002

569 Senator Ludwig: To ask the Minigter representing the Treasurer—With reference
to Part X Bankruptcy Agreements lodged in each of the 2000-01 and 2001-02
financia years:

D
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(4)

How many barristers and lawyers applied for, and were successful in
obtaining, Part X agreementsin each Austraian state and territory.

How much tax revenue to the Australian Taxation Office was forgone
through part payments resulting from Part X agreements filed by barristers
and lawyersin each Australian state and territory.

What was the total amount of tax revenue lost to the Australian Taxation
Office through part payments resulting from Part X agreements in each
Australian state and territory.

How many Part X creditors’ meetings did officers of the department attend
in each Australian state and territory.

Notice given 13 September 2002

628 Senator McLucas. To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

D
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(4)
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(6)

(")

(8)

How many applications for exceptiona circumstances (EC) declarations
have been lodged since 1996.

How many applications have resulted in EC declarations.

With respect to EC declarations, can the following information be provided:
(a) the source of the applications (state government or peak body); (b) the
geographic regions or industries concerned; (c) the dates on which the
applications were lodged; and (d) the dates on which the declarations were
made.

Were any EC declarations made concerning geographic regions contained
wholly or partly within the el ectorates of Gwydir or Wide Bay.

With respect to unsuccessful applications, can the following information be
provided: (a) the source of the applications (state government or peak
body); (b) the geographic regions or industries concerned; (c) the dates on
which the applications were lodged; and (d) the dates on which the
decisions to refuse the declarations were made.

Of the unsuccessful applications, were any made concerning geographic
regions contained wholly or partly within the electorates of Gwydir or Wide
Bay.

With respect to all unsuccessful applications, has the Government provided
other special assistance, including ex gratia income support, to the regions
or industriesidentified in the applications.

Was any such special assistance given to geographic regions contained
wholly or partly within the el ectorates of Gwydir or Wide Bay.
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(9) Have there been any occasions since 1996 in which the Government has not
accepted the recommendation of the Rurd Adjustment Scheme Advisory
Council (RASAC) or the National Rural Advisory Council (NRAC) in
respect to EC applications; if so, can details of these occasions and the
applications concerned be provided.

(10) Have there been any occasions since 1996 in which EC applications have
not been subject to an independent assessment by the RASAC or NRAC; if
so, can details of these occasions and the applications concerned be
provided.

(11) Inthe case of each EC declaration: (a) what was the income threshold used;
(b) did al applications meet the income threshold criterion; if not, can
details be provided where applications for an EC declaration were made
despite the income threshold not being met; and (c) for each of these
applications: (i) what was the income level identified in the application, and
(i) what was the applicable income threshold.

Notice given 17 September 2002

638 Senator Nettle: To ask the Minister representing the Treasurer—
(1) Isthe Motomed, a therapeutic exerciser, subject to the goods and services
tax (GST).
(2) Hasthe Audralian Taxation Office made a ruling that the Motomed is not
GST-exempt.
(3) Does the Treasurer acknowledge that the Motomed is a medically-
prescribed movement therapy product specifically designed to treat

profound physical disabilities and is entirely unsuited for use by able-
bodied persons; if not, why not.

(4) Will the Government take steps to amend taxation legisation to make this
device GST-exempt; if so, will the Government make this amendment
retrospective and provide GST refunds to the people who have already
purchased this appliance.

Notice given 23 September 2002

678 Senator Webber: To ask the Minister representing the Treasurer—

(1) When will legidation be introduced that will allow for workers to be paid
their entitlements ahead of banks and other creditors.

(2) Will that legidation apply to any current liquidations.

(3) In the case of Computerised Holdings Pty Ltd, did the liquidator identify
the cause of liquidation as being insolvent trading; if so, why did the
Australian Securities and Investment Commission not prosecute.

(5) What are the criteria being used for making claims againg the liquidator in
the case of Computerised Holdings.

(6) Isitintended that legal advice be sought on any distribution of assets ahead
of the payment of workers' entitlements.
679 Senator Webber: To ask the Minister for Revenue and Assistant Treasurer—

(1) What is the anticipated cost of the decision to allow a corporate group to
transfer losses and be taxed as a Single entity.
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Is there any truth to the claim by some mining executives that this new
arrangement will allow them to unlock $11 billion in losses and enjoy a tax
holiday for 20 years.

Is it true that, under these new arrangements, businesses will be able to
revalue all assets to ‘market value' without having to pay capital gains tax
on therevaluations.

Isit true that for depreciation purposes the new ‘market value' can be used
as an expense over the estimated useful life of the asset.

Notice given 24 September 2002

682 Senator Sherry: To ask the Minister representing the Treasurer—For each month
of the past 2 full calendar years, what are the figures for staff absent on stress
leave in the Department of the Treasury.

687 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Treasurer—
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(4)
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Does the Augtrdian Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC)
investigate ingtances of profiteering in relation to grains, fodder and other
livestock animal feeds; if so, how many instances of profiteering in relation
to grains, fodder and other livestock animal feeds have been investigated in
each of the past 10 financia years.

How many prosecutions have been obtained in each of the past 10 financia
years for profiteering from grains, fodder or other foodstuffs used as
livestock feed.

How many convictions have been obtained in each of the past 10 financid
years for profiteering from grains, fodder or other foodstuffs used as
livestock feed.

What are the current penalties for profiteering from grains, fodder or other
foodstuffs used as livestock feed.

Have these penalties changed within the past 10 years; if so, can details of
these changes be provided.

Notice given 15 October 2002

778 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

D
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(4)
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(8) Was the Minigter or his office contacted by the proponents of a steel
profiling plant at Moruya, New South Wales, listed in the Dairy Regional
Assistance Program project summary of round 6 for the 2001-02 financial
year; and (b) was the Minister or his office contacted by any person on
behalf of the proponents of the above project.

Was the Minister or his office contacted by the Federal Member for Eden
Monaro (Mr Nairn) in relation to the above project.

Was the Minister or his office contacted by any member of the South East
New South Wales Area Consultative Committee in relation to the above
project.

Was the Minister or his office contacted by the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services, or his staff, or officers of the Department of Transport
and Regional Servicesin relation to the above project.

With reference to any contact by the persons listed above with the Minister
or his office (a) when did each communication take place; (b) who was
involved in each communication; (c) what was the nature of each
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communication; (d) what was the form of each communication; and
(e) which officers from the department were involved in any way in these
contacts.

779 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

D

@
3

(4)
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(8) Was the Minister or his office contacted by Australian Solar Timbers
about an application for funding through the Dairy Regional Assistance
Program for the development of a short floor manufacturing project in
Kempsey; and (b) was the Minister or his office contacted by any person on
behalf of the proponents of the above project.

Weas the Minister or his office contacted by the Federal Member for Lyne
(Mr Vaile) in relation to the above project.

Was the Minister or his office contacted by any member of Austrdia’s
Holiday Coast Area Consultative Committee in relation to the above
project.

Was the Minister or his office contacted by the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services, or his staff, or officers of the Department of Transport
and Regional Servicesin relation to the above project.

With reference to any contact by the persons listed above with the Minister
or his office: (a) when did each communication take place; (b) who was
involved in each communication; (c) what was the nature of each
communication; (d) what was the form of each communication; and
(e) which officers from the department were involved in any way in these
contacts.

Notice given 7 November 2002

867 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—
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What assessment has been made of Australia’s actua environmental and
economic loss from the incursion of marine pests.

What assessment has been made of the potentid environmental and
economic loss from the incursion of marine pests.

What contribution has the department made to the development of a
national management system for managing marine pests.

Which stakeholders have participated in the development of a nationa
management system.

When will anational management system be implemented.

Notice given 8 November 2002

879 Senator Sherry: To ask the Minister for Revenue and Assistant Treasurer—With
reference to the following information in the 2001-02 Annual Report of the
Australian Prudential Regulation Authority (APRA), tabled on 23 October (and
where APRA cannot disclose names and other sendtive information relating to
particular cases can as much other detail as possible be provided):

@

the statement on page 8 that in December 2001 APRA accepted an
enforceable undertaking from a superannuation fund for the first time: can
APRA provide details of: (i) that enforceable undertaking and all
subsequent  enforceable undertakings, including any breaches of the
Superannuation Industry (Supervision) Act 1993, (ii) any other problems
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involved, and (iii) the specific commitments made by the trusteg(s) in these
undertakings;

the statements on page 9 that in June 2002 APRA commenced prosecutions
againg trustees of regulated superannuation entities who failed to lodge an
annual return for 2000-01 and on page 27 that 13 trustees had been referred
to the Director of Public Prosecutions and two successfully charged:
() have any further charges been made, and (ii) have any trustees been
convicted for offences named in these charges, if so, what penalties have
been imposed;

the statement on page 21 that APRA is currently reviewing the operations
of a number of multi-employer corporate superannuation funds. can APRA
provide details of: (i) the problems it has encountered in such funds, and
(i) any enforcement actions to date, particularly in relation to the equal
representation requirements in the Superannuation Industry (Supervision)
Act 1993;

the list on page 24 of enforcement activities undertaken during the year: can
APRA provide details of the specific breaches of the Superannuation
Industry (Supervision) Act 1993, or other APRA-enforced conditions, that
gave riseto each of these enforcement activities;

the statement on page 40 that a number of joint visits to financia
ingtitutions were conducted with the Australian Securities and Investments
Commission (ASIC) in 2001 as part of an APRA review of unit pricing in
the superannuation industry: can APRA provide details of this review
including: (i) any problems encountered, (ii) actions taken by trustees to
address these problems, and (iii) enforcement actions taken by APRA or
ASIC; and

the noting on page 41 of the establishment of the International Network of
Pensions Regulators and Supervisors (INPRS): can APRA provide further
details of: (i) the INPRS activities, and (ii) APRA’s contribution to date.

Notice given 11 November 2002

886 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

)
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What recommendations were contained in the Rura Economic Services
review of the AAA-Farm Management Deposit scheme, completed in June
2002.

Have these recommendations been adopted by the Government; if so, when
were the recommended changes adopted; if not, why have the
recommendations been rejected.

What did the review cost.
Can acopy of thereview be provided; if not, why not.

Notice given 21 November 2002

954 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Prime Minister—

D

@

On what date did the Department of the Prime Minigter and Cabinet first
become aware that some Farm Management Deposit (FMD) products may
not comply with legidation applicable to the Government’s FMD scheme.

(8) What was the source of this information; and (b) in what form was this
information conveyed, for example, correspondence, e-mail, telephone
conversation or direct conversation.
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What was the nature of the problem specificaly identified in this
information.

On what date did the department inform the Prime Minister, or his office, of
this problem.

Did the Prime Minister, or his office, receive advice about this problem
from a source other than the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet;
if so: (a) on what date was thisinformation first received; (b) what was the
source of thisinformation; (c) in what form was this information conveyed;
and (d) what was the nature of the problem specifically identified in this
information.

(8) On what date, or dates, did the department take action in response to this
identified problem; and (b) what action did the department take.

(8) What departments, agencies, banks or non-bank financial ingitutions
did the department communicate with in relation to this matter; (b) on what
date, or dates, did that communication occur; and (c) what form did that
communication take.

(8) What responses, if any, has the department received in respect to those
communications; (b) in what form have those responses been received; and
(c) what was the content of those responses.

What action has the department taken in response to communications from
departments, agencies, banks or non-bank financial ingitutions.

Was the Prime Miniger aware when he spoke to the Committee for
Economic Development of Australia, on 20 November 2002, about the
FMD scheme, of:

(& the report on page 3 of the Audraian Financia Review, of
20 November 2002, gating that the Government *has been forced to
seek an Australian Taxation Office ruling over a potential legal flaw
in its $2 billion farm management deposit scheme’; and/or

(b) evidence given by the Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry to the Rural and Regiona Affairs and Transport
Legidation Committee, on 20 November 2002, that the department
had been aware of uncertainty over some FMD products since July
2001.

957 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Treasurer—
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On what date did the Department of the Treasury and/or the Austraian
Taxation Office (ATO) first become aware that some Farm Management
Deposit (FMD) products may not comply with legidation applicable to the
Government’s FMD scheme.

What was the source of this information; and (b) in what form was this
information conveyed, for example, correspondence, e-mail, telephone
conversation or direct conversation.

What was the nature of the problem specifically identified in this
information.

On what date did the department and/or the ATO, inform the Treasurer, or
his office, or the Assistant Treasurer, or her office, of this problem.

Did the Treasurer, or his office, receive advice about this problem from a
source other than the Treasurer’ s department or the ATO; if so: (a) on what
date was this information first received; (b) what was the source of this
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information; (c) in what form was this information conveyed; and (d) what
was the nature of the problem specifically identified in thisinformation.

On what date, or dates, did the department and/or the ATO take action in
response to thisidentified problem; and (b) what action did they take.

(8) What departments, agencies, banks or non-bank financia ingtitutions
did the department and/or the ATO communicate with in relation to this
matter; (b) on what date, or dates, did that communication occur; and
(c) what form did that communication take.

(8) What responses, if any, has the department and/or the ATO received in
respect to those communications; (b) in what form have those responses
been recelved; and (c) what was the content of those responses.

What action has the department and/or the ATO taken in response to
communications from departments, agencies, banks or non-bank financia
ingtitutions.

Notice given 26 November 2002

959 Senator Conroy: To ask the Miniger for Revenue and Assistant Treasurer—With
respect to those persons who hold private health insurance which is eligible for the
30 per cent private health insurance rebate and who receive the benefit of the
rebate as arebate through the tax system:

D
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How many persons are covered by private health insurance by postcode and
by federal electorate division, as at: (a) 31 December 2000; (b) 30 June
2002; and (c) the most current date for which information has been
compiled.

How many contributor units hold private health insurance by postcode and
by federal electorate division, as at: (a) 31 December 2000; (b) 30 June
2002; and (c) the most current date for which information has been
compiled.

Notice given 29 November 2002

973 Senator Sherry: To ask the Minister for Revenue and Assistant Treasurer—

D
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How many matters relating to insolvencies or external administrations in
which applications were made for payment of entittements under the
Federal Government’s Employee Entitlements Support Scheme or Genera
Employee Entitlements and Redundancy Scheme have been referred by the
Department of Employment and Workplace Relations to each of: (a) the
Australian Securities and Investments Commission (ASIC); and (b) the
Australian Competition and Consumer Commission (ACCC).

In each matter, what concerns were identified.

What was the outcome of the ASIC's and the ACCC'’s consideration of
each of these matters.

Notice given 3 December 2002

980 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

D
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Is the Government examining options for tracking livestock via systems
such asanational livestock identification system.

Which identification systems has the Government examined in the past
5 years.
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What was the quantum of funding spent by the department during each of
the past 5 financial years on feashility studies on national livestock
identification systems.

What was the quantum of funding spent by the department on feasibility
studies of each system examined in past 5 financia years.

Is the Miniger aware of any meetings between the department, and state
and territory departments on the issue of a national approach to livestock
identification in the past 2 years.

(8 When did these meetings occur; (b) who attended each meeting;
(c) what was discussed at each meeting; and (d) what records have been
kept of the discussion at these meetings.

Notice given 10 December 2002

Senator Lundy: To ask the Minigerslisted below (Question Nos 1019-1020)—

D

2

Can the following information in the form of a spreadsheet be provided, in
both hard copy and eectronically, for each contract entered into by
agencies within the department which has not been fully performed or was
entered into during the 2001-02 financia year, and that iswhally, or in part,
information and communi cations technol ogy-rel ated with a consideration of
$20000 or more: (8) a unique identifier for the contract, for example
contract number; (b) the contractor name and Australian Business Number
or Australian Company Number; (c) the domicile of the parent company;
(d) the subject matter of the contract, including whether the contract is
substantially for hardware, software, services or a mixture, with estimated
percentages,; (€) the starting date of the contract; (f) the term of the contract,
expressed as an ending date; (f) the amount of the consideration in
Australian dollars, and (g) the amount applicable to the current budget year
in Austraian dollars and (h) whether or not there is an industry
development requirement and, if so, details of the industry devel opment
requirement (in scope and out of scope).

With reference to any contracts that meet the above criteria, can afull list of
sub-contracts valued at over $5 000 be provided, including: (a) a unique
identifier for the contract, for example contract number; (b) the contractor
name and Australian Business Number or Australian Company Number;
(c) the domicile of the parent company; (d) the subject matter of the
contract, including whether the contract is substantidly for hardware,
software, services or a mixture, with estimated percentages; (€) the starting
date of the contract; (f) the term of the contract, expressed as an ending
date; (f) the amount of the consideration in Audralian dollars; and (g) the
amount applicable to the current budget year in Australian dollars; and
(h) whether or not there is an industry development requirement and, if so,
details of the industry development requirement (in scope and out of
scope).

1019 Minister representing the Attorney-General

Notice given 11 December 2002

1026 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

)

Can a full lig be provided of rea property owned by the department,
indicating: (a) the address; (b) the type of property (for example, vacant
building etc.); (c) the size of the property; and (d) the property val uation.
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Can a full list be provided of the real property sold by or on behalf of the
department in the 2002-03 financial year, indicating: (a) the address; (b) the
type of property (for example, vacant building etc.); (c) the size of the
property; (d) the type of sale (auction or advertised price); (e) the date of
salg (f) the reason for the sale; and (g) the price obtained.

Can afull ligt be provided of the real property proposed to be sold by or on
behalf of the department in the 2002-03 financial year, indicating: () the
address; (b) the type of property (for example, vacant building etc.); (c) the
size of the property; (d) the type of sale proposed (auction or advertised
price); (€) the expected price range; and (f) thelikely timing of the sale.

Can a full list be provided of real property currently leased by the
department, indicating: (a) the owner of the property; (b) the address;
(c) the type of property; (d) the size of property; (€) the length of current
lease; (f) the value of the lease; (g) the departmental activities conducted at
the property; and (h) any sub-leases entered into at the property, including
details of: (i) the name of sub-tenants; (ii) the length of sub-leases; (iii) the
value of sub-leases; and (iv) the nature of sub-tenant activities.

Notice given 17 January 2003

Senator O’Brien: To ask the Ministers listed below (Question Nos 1090-1120)—

D
(2
3
(4)
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What programs and/or grants administered by the department provide
assistance to the people living in the federal electorate of Gippdand.

When did the delivery of these programs and/or grants commence.

What funding was provided through these programs and/or grants for the
people of Gippdand in each of the following financial years: (a) 1999-
2000; (b) 2000-01; and (c) 2001-02.

What funding has been appropriated for these programs and/or grantsin the
2002-03 financial year.

What funding has been appropriated and/or approved under these programs
and/or grants to assist organisations and individuals in the eectorate of
Gippsland in the 2002-03 financial year.

1102 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry
1116 Minister for Revenue and Assistant Treasurer
1120 Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation

Notice given 17 February 2003

1163 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

D
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3

(4)

With reference to the Minister’s media release of 19 July 2001 announcing
a 3-year project to examine the feasibility of segregating genetically-
modified products across their entire production chains. what are the
specific stated objectives of this study.

Does the study deal with issues of food safety and food quality; if so, how.

Does the study deal with making sure that products are identified to meet
labelling laws and to preserve the identity of products in the market place;
if so, how.

How specifically do the objectives of the study announced on 19 July 2001
differ from those of the four case studies announced on 10 February 2003.
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1168 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the Minister’s joint statement of
11 February 2003, reference AFFA03/023WTJ, regarding the $5.3 million water
saving pilot program in the Murrumbidgee Valley:

D
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(4)
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(6)
(7)

(8)
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(10)

What are the specific stated objectives of the pilot program as presented to
the Commonwealth by Pratt Water and upon which Commonwealth
funding was approved.

Can a copy be provided of the Pratt Water proposal upon which
Commonwealth funding was approved; if not, why not.

What isthetotal budgeted cost of the pilot program.

Which Commonwealth departments are contributing to the funding of the
pilot program; and (b) how much will each department contribute.

Which non-government organisations or individuals are contributing to the
pilot program and what istheir budgeted contribution.

(8 When will the pilot program commence; and (b) when is it due to be
completed.

In relation to the joint media statement, which quotes Mr Pratt as saying
that his ‘company has contributed significant resources to get the proposal
to its current stage of development and is contributing key staff to manage
the project’: (a) what is the quantum and exact type of resources Mr Pratt is
referring to; (b) what is the number of staff Pratt Water will contribute to
the management of this project; and (¢) what are the names and
qualifications of those staff.

Where exactly in the Murrumbidgee Valley the pilot program will be
conducted.

(8 What consultations have been undertaken with residents within the
Murrumbidgee Valley; and (b) who will be affected by the pilot program.

If no consultations have yet taken place: (a) when will these consultations
take place; and (b) how will these consultations be conducted.

Notice given 25 February 2003

1202 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the department’ s evidence to the Rural
and Regional Affairs and Transport Committee on 10 February 2003 concerning
under-reporting of executive remuneration in the department’s 2000-01 and
2001-02 financia statements:

D
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(4)
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(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

On what day did the department seek advice from the Australian Nationa
Audit Office (ANAO) about whether the under-reporting constituted a
‘materid breach’.

Which officer sought that advice.

Was the request ora or written.

On what day did the ANAO provide advice to the department.
Which officer provided this advice.

What was the content of thisadvice.

Was this advice oral or written.

If oral, can confirmation of this advice be provided; if not, why not.
If written, can a copy of this advice be provided.
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(10) Has the department sought advice from the ANAO on whether it is
necessary to issue a corrigendum to the 2000-01 and 2001-02 financid
statements (a) if so: (i) on what day was this advice sought, (ii) which
officer sought this advice, and (iii) was the request for this advice oral or
written; and (b) if not, (i) from which agency was this advice sought,
(if) which officer sought this advice, and (iii) was the request ora or
written.

(11) On what day was advice on the matter of the corrigendum received.

(12) What wasthe content of thisadvice.

(13) Wasthisadvice oral or written.

(14) Which officer and agency provided this advice.

(15) What specific change to departmental procedures has occurred since the
under-reporting of executive remuneration was revealed in November 2002.

1203 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the department’s portfolio additional
estimates statements for the 2002-03 financial year:

(1) Why has the estimate of revenue from the al milk levy increased by
$5 509 000 from $30 000 000 to $35 509 000.

(2) Can the data for the revised estimate be provided.

1204 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the Minister's media statement
AFFAQ3/033WT:

(1) To what time period does the expenditure in the ‘ EC Expenditure’ column
relate.

(2) Can an explanation of the figures, including a state and financia year
breakdown, be provided.

1208 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—What was the date of formation and what is the
composition of the following committees involving departmental staff working on
the development of a free trade agreement between the United States of America
and Australia: (8) Deputy Secretary-Level Committee; (b) Officials Committee on
Agriculture; and (¢) Industry-Government Committee.

1209 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

(1) On what date did the department first receive a request from the
Department of Finance and Administration (DOFA) for payment of
$1 144.64 reating to the Minister’s police escort during a 2002 visit to the
Philippines.

(2) On what dates have the department and DOFA communicated in relation to
this matter.

(3) Has the department complied with the request from DOFA for payment of
this account; if so, when was the account paid; if not, why not.

(4) Did the negotiation of heavy traffic facilitated by the police escort enable
the Minister to attend his key meetings on time.

1211 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—In relation to the administration of Austraia’s United
States (US) beef quota:
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Why is it that the US Customs figures do not correspond with export
figures maintained by the department for the 2002 quota year.

What arethe details of the 5 500 tonne discrepancy for the 2002 quota year,
on amonth-by-month basis.

When did the department first become aware that the Australian quota
would be under-filled for the 2002 quota year.

How will the 5 500 tonnes of quota be all ocated.

On what date or dates did the department consult with US authorities on
this proposal.

(8 On what date or dates did the department consult with Australian beef
exporters on this proposal; and (b) which exporters were consulted.

What action has been taken to ensure the discrepancy between Austraian
and US export figures does not recur in the 2003 quota year.

Notice given 18 March 2003

Senator O'Brien: To ask the Ministers listed below (Question Nos 1270-1272)—With
respect to the additional $8 per passenger increase in the Passenger Movement
Charge that came into effect on 1 July 2001 to fund increased passenger
processing costs as part of Australia' s response to the threat of the introduction of
foot and mouth disease:

D
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(8)

(9)

What was the total additional revenue raised by this extra $8 in each of the
following financia years. (a) 2001-02; and (b) 2002-03 to date.

What is the total additiona revenue estimated to be raised by this extra $8
in each of the following financia years. (a) 2002-03; (b) 2003-04;
(c) 2004-05; and (d) 2005-06.

What was the total amount of Passenger Movement Charge collected at
each airport and port for each of the following financid years: (a) 2001-02;
and (b) 2002-03 to date.

What is the total amount of Passenger Movement Charge estimated to be
collected at each airport and port for each of the following financial years:
(8) 2002-03; (b) 2003-04; (c) 2004-05; and (d) 2005-06.

How much has been spent by the Government on new quarantine screening
equipment at each airport and port since 1 July 2001.

(8 How much additional money has the Government spent on other
guarantine processing costs at each airport and port since 1 July 2001; and
(b) what services, measures or expenses comprise that additiona
expenditure at each airport and port.

How much additiona money is estimated to be spent on new quarantine
screening equipment and other processing costs respectively at each airport
and port for each of the following financial years: (a) 2002-03; (b) 2003-04;
(c) 2004-05; and (d) 2005-06.

(8 Which programs are administering costs associated with increased
passenger processing costs as part of Australia's response to the threat of
the introduction of foot and mouth disease; (b) how much has been spent,
and isit estimated will be spent, from each program in each year it hasor is
budgeted to operate; and (c) which department is responsible for the
adminigtration of each program.

Are there any outstanding claims by any organisation or individual for
expenditure on equipment or measures as part of Australia’ s response to the
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threat of foot and mouth disease; if so: (a) who are the claimants; (b) what
is each claim for; and (c) will each be paid and when.

(8) How many passengers departing Australia were exempted from paying
the Passenger Movement Charge; and (b) what is the legal basis and
number of passengers for each category of exempted passengers.

Will the $8 foot and mouth response component of the Passenger
Movement Charge be removed, increased or reduced commensurate with
the movement in costs associated with Australia’ s response to the threat of
the introduction of foot and mouth disease; if so, when; if not, why not.

1271 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

1273 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the Minigter's statement, dated
31 October 2001, concerning support for the bio-fuelsindustry:
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(20)

(21)

Did the statement announce a $50 million capital subsidy for new or
expanded bio-fuel capacity.
Did the Minister consult with any bio-fuel producers, or bio-fuel industry
organisations, prior to his announcement; if so, which producers or
organisations did he consult.

When was the capital subsidy introduced.

What department is administering this subsidy.
Under which program is the subsidy funded.
What rules apply to subsidies under the scheme.

Can a copy of an application form and the scheme rules be provided; if not,
why not.

What subsidy expenditure was budgeted for in the following financid
years. (a) 2001-02; and (b) 2002-03.

How much has been expended on the subsidy, by year, in each of the
following financia years: (a) 2001-02; and (b) 2002-03 to date.

How much is budgeted, by year, in the period 2003-04 to 2006-07.

What was the basis of the Minister’s assertion that the subsidy would
generate ‘at least five new ethanol distilleries and ‘around
2 300 construction jobs and 1 100 permanent jobs, mostly in rural arees'.

(8) What companies have received the capital subsidy; and (b) what subsidy
amount has each company received.

How many new ethanol digtilleries have been constructed.

Where have these distill eries been constructed.

Which existing distilleries have been expanded.

How many of the promised 2 300 construction jobs have been generated.
How many of the promised 1 100 permanent jobs have been generated.
What percentage of these permanent jobs has been generated in rural areas.

When did congtruction of each new digtillery, or digtillery expansion,
commence.

How many construction jobs have been created in respect to each ditillery
construction project.

When did construction of each new digtillery, or expanded didtillery,
conclude.
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(22) How many permanent jobs, full-time and part-time, have been created in
respect to each new or expanded distillery project.

(23) How much additional ethanol has each new or expanded ethanol distillery
produced.

1274 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the Minigter's statement, dated
31 October 2001, concerning support for the bio-fuelsindustry:

(1) Wasthe statement issued during the 2001 Federal Election campaign.

(2) Did the Minister promise that, ‘the current excise exemption for fue
ethanol will be retained’.

(3) Was the Miniger consulted before the Prime Miniger announced the
imposition of an excise on fuel ethanol on 12 September 2002.

1276 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minigter representing the Treasurer—How much
excise on fud ethanol has been collected, by month, since 17 September 2002.

Senator O'Brien: To ask the Ministers listed below (Question Nos 1280-1287)—What
payments, subsidies, grants, gratuities or awards have been made to the Manildra
group of companies, including but not necessarily limited to Manildra Energy
Australia Pty Ltd, since March 1996.

1285 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

1288 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

(1) What has been the measurable increase in use of sugar and/or sugar
by-products as feedstock for fuel ethanol since the introduction of the
ethanol production subsidy on 17 September 2002.

(2) What isthe projected increase in the use of sugar and/or sugar by-products
as feedstock for fuel ethanol over the 12-month life of the ethanol
production subsidy introduced on 17 September 2002.

Senator O’Brien: To ask the Ministers listed below (Question Nos 1289-1290)—

(1) What representations has the Government received from Brazil about its
decision to impose a customs duty of 38.143 cents per litre on fuel ethanol
and provide a subsidy to domestic ethanol producers.

(2) (8 When were those representations received; and (b) what was the
Government’ s response.

(3) Has the Government received representations from countries other than
Brazil about its decision to impose a customs duty of 38.143 cents per litre
on fuel ethanol and provide a subsidy to domestic ethanol producers.

(4) (8 When were those representations received; and (b) what was the
Government’ s response.
1289 Minister representing the Minister for Trade
1290 Minister representing the Minister for Foreign Affairs

1291 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Trade—

(1) Did any government seek consultations through the World Trade
Organization in relation to the Government’ s decision in September 2002 to
impose a customs duty of 38.143 cents per litre on fuel ethanol and provide
a subsidy to domestic ethanol producers; if so: (a) on what date did each
country seek consultations; and (b) on what basis were consultations
sought.
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Did any third party participatein these consultations.

In each case, has the matter been resolved; if so, on what date and how was
the matter resolved; if not, what resolution process is underway.

Senator O’Brien: To ask the Ministers listed below (Question Nos 1292-1298)—

D
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(4)

On what date or dates did: (a) the Minister; (b) the Minister’s office; and
(c) the department, become aware that Trafigura Fuels Australia Pty Ltd
proposed to import a shipment of ethanol to Australia from Brazil in
September 2002.

What was the source of this information to: (a) the Minister; (b) the
Minister’s office; and (¢) the department.

Was the Minister or his office or the department requested to investigate
and/or take action to prevent the arrival of this shipment by any ethanol
producer or distributor or industry organisation; if so: (a) who made this
request; (b) when was its made; and (c) what form did thisrequest take.

Did the Minigter or his office or the department engage in discussions
and/or activities in August 2002 or September 2002 to develop a proposal
to prevent the arrival of this shipment of ethanol from Brazil; if so, what
was the nature of these discussions and/or activities, including dates of
discussions and/or activities, personne involved and cost.

1292 Minister representing the Prime Minister

1293 Minister representing the Minister for Transport and Regiona Services
1294 Minister representing the Minister for Trade

1295 Minister representing the Minister for Foreign Affairs

1296 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

1299 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Trade—
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Did the Minister, his office and/or the department ask the Australian
Embassy in Brazil in August 2002 and/or September 2002 to make
enquiries about the proposed export of ethanol to Austrdia by Trafigura
Fuels Audtrdia Pty Ltd.

How did the Minister, his office and/or the department become aware of the
proposed shipment.

On what date did the Minister, his office and/or the department become
aware of the proposed shipment.

Who made this request.
Why was the request made.

Was the request made at the behest of the Prime Minister, another minister,
an ethanol producer, and/or an industry organi sation.

On what date was thisrequest made.
In what form was the request made.
Who received thisrequest.

Did the Australian Embassy in Brazil make this enquiry on behalf of the
Minister, his office and/or the department; if so, on what date or dates was
this enquiry made and what form did it take.

What information was provided to the Minister, his office and/or the
department.

On what date and in what form was this information provided.



62

No. 120—1 December 2003

(13) On what dates and to whom did the Minister, his office and/or the

department communicate the information provided by the Embassy.

1300 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—

D
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Did the Minister receive a request from the Minister for Trade to authorise
staff at the Australian Embassy in Brazil in August 2002 and/or September
2002 to gather and provide information about a proposed shipment of
ethanol to Australia by Trafigura Fuels Austraia Pty Ltd.

Did staff at the Australian Embassy in Brazil in August 2002 and/or
September 2002 gather and provide information about a proposed shipment
of ethanol to Australia by Trafigura Fuels Austrdia Pty Ltd; if so: (a) who
requested the staff to engage in that task; (b) who authorised staff to agree
to the request; (c) what action did staff take; (d) which staff engaged in the
task; (d) on what date or dates did staff engage in the task; (€) what was the
cost of engaging in the task; (f) to whom did the staff deliver this
information in Australia; and (g) what form did that communication take.

1301 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—
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Did the Minister meet with representatives of the Australian Ingtitute of
Petroleum on 21 August 2002; if so: (a) at what time did the meeting
commence; (b) at what time did the meeting conclude; (c) where did the
meeting take place; (d) who was present at the meeting; (€) who initiated
the meeting; (f) what was the purpose of the meeting; and (g) what matters
were discussed at that meeting.

Did the Minigter refer to a detailed record of that meeting made by his
office in answer to a question without notice in the House of
Representatives on 25 September 2002.

Can acopy of that record be provided; if not, why not.

1302 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—
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Has the Minister received written or ora representations from
representatives of the Manildra group of companies, incdluding but not
necessarily limited to Manildra Energy Australia Pty Ltd, concerning
government support for the ethanol industry; if so: (a) on what dates were
those representations received; and (b) in what form were they made.

Has the Minister recelved written or ora representations from
representatives of the Australian Bio-fuels Association concerning
government support for the ethanol industry; if so: (a) on what dates were
those representations received; and (b) in what form were they made.

Notice given 20 March 2003

1319 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—For each of the following financial years: 1996-97,
1997-98, 1999-2000, 2000-01, 2001-02 and 2002-03: (a) how many overseas trips
did the minister responsible for primary industries and agriculture undertake;
(b) what countries were visited on those trips; and (c) on how many of those trips
was the Minister accompanied by a business del egation.

Notice given 25 March 2003
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1346 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to comments by a spokesperson for the
Minister, reported in AAP story number 3132, dated 24 March 2003:

(1) Since January 2000, on how many occasions have rural groups, state
agencies and veterinary surgeons been contacted by the Government about
animal disease threats to Audralia.

(2) (a) What rural groups were contacted; (b) on how many occasions was each
group contacted; (c) when was each contact made and who made the
contact; (d) what was the nature of the disease threat that required contact
with each group; and () what action was taken by each group and by the
Government as aresult of the contact.

(3) (a) What state agencies were contacted; (b) on how many occasions was
each state agency contacted; (¢) when was each contact made and who
made the contact; (d) what was the nature of the disease threst that required
contact with each state agency; and (€) what action was taken by each state
agency and by the Government as aresult of the contact.

(4) (a) Which veterinary surgeons were contacted; (b) on how many occasions
was each veterinary surgeon contacted; (c) when was each contact made
and who made the contact; (d) what was the nature of the disease threat that
required contact with each veterinary surgeon; and (€) what action was
taken by each veterinary surgeon and by the Government as a result of the
contact.

1348 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—How many consignments of genetically-modified seeds
have been imported into Australia with an import permit in each of the following
financia years: (a) 2001-02; and (b) 2002-03.

1349 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to public quarantine alert PQA0251:

(1) How many consignments of genetically-modified seeds have been imported
into Australia without an import permit in each of the following financia
years. (a) 2001-02; and (b) 2002-03.

(2) Have al these consignments been detected by the Austrdian Quarantine
and Inspection Service.

(3) What action was taken when these unauthorised consignments were
detected.

1350 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—What are the details of the import conditions and
treatment requirements that apply to imported stock feed, induding but not limited
to conditions C5278 and C8779 and treatment T9902.

1351 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—In respect of the 2002-03 financial year:

(1) How many expressions of interest for the importation of grain for stock
feed have been received.

(2) (a) How many applications for the importation of grain for stock feed have
been received; and (b) how many tonnes have these applications concerned.

(3) (a) How many applications for the importation of grain for stock feed have
been approved; and (b) how many tonnes have these approval s concerned.
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(8) How many applications for the importation of grain for stock feed have
been rgjected; and (b) how many tonnes have these rejections concerned.
How many shipments of grain for stock feed have been imported.

How many tonnes have been imported.

In relation to each shipment: (a) what country and region was the source of
the grain; (b) how many tonnes have been imported; (c) at what port or

ports has the grain been off-loaded and on what dates; and (d) what
pre-entry and post-entry quarantine measures have been applied.

1353 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to public quarantine alert PQA0221:

D)
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When did the Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service review of
import conditionsfor frozen fruit and vegetables commence.

Was the review due to be completed by 31 December 2002.
Why was the review not completed by 31 December 2002.

Has the review been completed; if so, what changes, if any, have been
made to the import conditions for frozen fruit and vegetables; if not:
(8 why not; and (b) when will the review be completed.

Senator O’Brien: To ask the Ministers listed below (Question Nos 1355-1356)—
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Does the European Union prohibit the export of ruminant livestock from
Australig; if so, when was this prohibition applied.

Has the European Union recently moved to regularise third-country trade in
live animals.

Has a draft amendment to Council Decision 79/542/EEC been prepared.
When did the Minister become aware the draft amendment was in
preparation.

Would the application of this amendment further restrict live anima
exports from Australiato member countries of the European Union.

Has the amendment been agreed to by the European Union; if so, when was
it agreed to; if not, when isit likely to be agreed to.

Has the Minigter sought advice on the impact on Australian exporters of the
application of this amendment; if so, what is the likely impact, including
affected breeds, export volume, export value and number of affected
producers and exporters.

Has the Minister made representations to the Commission of European
Communities, or individua member countries of the European Union,
about this matter; if so: (a) when were these representations made; and
(b) what form did they take.

Has the Minister received any representations from Australian producers
and/or exporters about this matter; if so: (@) when were those
representations received; and (b) what form did they take.

1356 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

Notice given 17 April 2003

1393 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the Minister's statement
AFFA02/289WT of 17 October 2002 announcing the provision and requirements
under the Sugar Industry Reform Program relating to Sugar Enterprise Viability
Assessments (SEVAs) and Sugar Enterprise Activity Plans (SEAPS):
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How many applications have been received to date for the preparation of
SEVAs and SEAPs from: (a) cane farmers; and (b) cane harvesters.

How many SEVAs and SEAPs have been completed to date for: (a) cane
farmers; and (b) cane harvesters.

With reference to Fact Sheet SE020.0210 (page 1) accompanying the
Minister's statement: (a) what are the ‘special provisions that customers
who have accessed Farm Help within the past 12 months prior to claiming
will be subject to; (b) how many cals have been received on the
1800 050585 telephone number from: (i) cane farmers, and (i) cane
harvesters, querying their position regarding these ‘special provisions' and
the preparations of SEVAs and SEAPs, and (¢) how many, (i) cane
growers, and (ii) cane harvesters, have had their access digibility for funds
to pay for SEVAs or SEAPs reduced or regected on the basis of these
‘special provisions'.

What has been the total expenditure by the Commonwealth on SEVAS or
SEAPs to date under the Sugar Industry Reform Program.

What isthetotal projected expenditure by the Commonwealth on SEVASs or
SEAPs under the Sugar Industry Reform Program.

1394 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the Minister's statement
AFFA03/008WT of 5 February 2003 announcing the provision under the Sugar
Industry Reform Program of the availability of sugar industry exit grants:
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On what date do applications for these grants close.
How many application forms for these grants have been distributed to date.

On what date did the application form become available on a
Commonweal th website.

On what date did the printed application form become available.

On what date were the first application forms mailed to potential applicants.
To date how many applications for these grants have been: (a) received;
(b) rejected; and (c) approved.

Wr&at has been the total expenditure by the Commonwealth on these grants
to date.

What is the total projected expenditure on these grants under the Sugar
Industry Reform Program.

1395 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the Minister's statement
AFFA02/300WT of 29 October 2002 announcing the provision under the Sugar
Industry Reform Program of 50 per cent interest rate subsidies over two years on
loans of up to $50,000 taken out for replanting purposes:
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On what date do applications for these subsidies close.

How many application forms for these subsidies have been distributed to
date.

On what date did the application form become available on a
Commonweal th website.

On what date did the printed application form become available.
On what date were the first application forms mailed to potential applicants.
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To date, how many applications for these subsidies have been: (a) received;
(b) rejected; and (c) approved.

What has been the totd expenditure by the Commonwealth on these
subsidies to date.

What is the total projected expenditure on these subsidies under the Sugar
Industry Reform Program.

1396 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the Minister’s statement of
10 September 2002 (reference AFFA02/233WT) announcing the provision of
short-term income support measures to help stabilise the industry and to help those
in immediate need:
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How many applications had been received from cane farmers for these
measures as at 31 December 2002 and as at 31 March 2003.

How many applications from cane farmers had been approved for these
measures as at 31 December 2002 and as at 31 March 2003.
How many applications from cane farmers had been rejected for these
measures as at 31 December 2002 and as at 31 March 2003.
How many applications had been received from cane harvesters for these
measures as at 31 December 2002 and as at 31 March 2003.
How many applications had been approved for cane harvesters for these
measures as at 31 December 2002 and as at 31 March 2003.
How many applications from cane harvesters had been rejected for these
measures as at 31 December 2002 and as at 31 March 2003.

What has been the totd expenditure by the Commonwealth on these
measures as at 31 December 2002 and as at 31 March 2003 for: (a) cane
farmers; and (b) cane harvesters.

What is the total projected expenditure under these measures for: (@) cane
farmers; and (b) cane harvesters.

1397 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—
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(8) When did the Minister become aware that the CSIRO plant laboratories
in Canberra were suspected of being infected with wheat stresk mosaic
virus; (b) who advised the Minister; and (c) how was the Minister advised.

(8) When did the Minister become aware that the CSIRO plant laboratories
in Canberra were confirmed as being infected with wheat streak mosaic
virus; (b) who advised the Minister; and (c) how was the Minister advised.

When did CSIRO first suspect that its plant laboratories in Canberra were
infected with wheat streak mosaic virus.

With reference to the suspicion by CSIRO that its Canberra or other plant
laboratories were infected with wheat streak mosaic virus (i.e. before the
virus was confirmed as being present in the Canberra laboratories in April
2003): (a) what actions were taken by the Commonwealth (and on what
dates) to advise the following stakeholders: (i) rura industry peak bodies,
(il) state government agriculture ministers and/or their departments,
(i) individual growers, (iv) appropriate government agencies within
overseas trading nations, and (v) any other stakeholders; and (b) in each
instance: (i) who was advised, and (ii) how were they advised.
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Did the Department advise Plant Health Australia (PHA) of CSIRO's
suspicion that wheat streak mosaic virus may be present in its Canberra or
other plant laboratories; if so, when and how was PHA advised.

With reference to the confirmation by CSIRO that its Canberra plant
laboratories were infected with wheat streak mosaic virus. () what actions
were taken by the Commonwealth (and on what dates) to advise the
following stakeholders: (i) rural industry peak bodies, (ii) state government
agriculture ministers and/or their departments, (iii) individual growers,
(iv) appropriate government agencies within overseas trading nations, and
(v) any other stakeholders, and (b) in each instance: (i) who was advised,
and (ii) how were they advised.

Did the Minister's Department advise Plant Health Ausralia (PHA) of
CSIRO's confirmation that wheat stresk mosaic virus was present in their
Canberra or other plant laboratories; if so, on what day and how was PHA
advised.

With reference to the suspicion by CSIRO that its Canberra plant
laboratories were infected with wheat streak mosaic virus (i.e. before the
virus was confirmed as being present in April 2003) what actions were
taken by the Commonwealth to trace the destination of plant seeds or other
plant material from CSIRO plant |aboratoriesin Canberra.

With reference to the confirmation by CSIRO that its Canberra plant
laboratories were infected with wheat streak mosaic virus. () what actions
were taken by the Commonwealth to trace the destination of plant seeds, or
other plant material from CSIRO plant laboratories in Canberra; and (b) can
alist of confirmed destinations be provided.

On what date did the Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service (AQIS)
commence investigations to determine the source of the suspected
introduction of wheat stresk mosaic virus into the CSIRO Canberra plant
laboratories.

(8 What actions were taken by AQIS to determine the source of the
introduction of wheat stresk mosaic virus into the CSIRO Canberra plant
laboratories; and (b) wha was the outcome of those enquiries (if
completed).

If AQIS has not completed its investigations, when are those investigations
likely to be concluded.

1399 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the Minister's statement
AFFA02/300WT of 29 October 2002 announcing that a“levy will be placed on all
domestic sugar sales (for manufacturing, food service and retail uses) at 3 cents a
kilogram for approximately 5 years’ (sugar tax) and that exports of refined sugar
will be exempt from the levy, and that a rebate will be available for sugar used in
manufactured products for export (sugar tax rebate):
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How many Australian companies or other enterprises are currently paying
the sugar tax.

For each of the 5 years of its proposed existence, what isthe total projected
amount to be collected under the sugar tax.

How much has been collected under the sugar tax to date.

How many Australian companies or other enterprises have applied for a
sugar tax rebate to date.
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For each of the 5 years of its proposed existence, what isthe total projected
amount to be repaid to Australian companies or other enterprises under the
sugar tax rebate.

What steps is the Commonwealth taking to monitor the effect of the sugar
tax on Austraian companies or other enterprises in terms of:
(a) international price competitiveness of Australian manufactured products
which use sugar as an input; (b) employment growth or decline within
Australian manufacturing sectors which produce goods which use sugar as
an input; (c) the increase or decrease in sugar imports by Australian
manufacturing sectors which produce goods which use sugar as an input;
(d) the increase or decrease in sugar exports by Australian manufacturing
sectors which produce goods which use sugar as an input; (e) the
substitution of sugar with non-sugar products by Australian manufacturing
sectors which produce goods which normally use sugar as an input; and
(f) the substitution within the Australian market of the consumption of
manufactured sugar bearing products manufactured in Australia with
imported manufactured sugar bearing products.

What is the department’s current estimate of how much the sugar tax will
cost to administer for: (a) the department; and (b) industry.

What isthe department’s current estimate of how much the sugar tax rebate
will cost to administer for: (a) the department; and (b) industry.

Notice given 22 April 2003

1403 Senator Allison: To ask the Minister representing the Prime Minister—
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With reference to a claim made by the Prime Minister before the war that
only the threat of force by the United States of America (US) alowed the
United Nations Monitorings Verification and Inspection Commission
(UNMOVIC) weapons inspectors back into Irag, and given that it was the
threat of force by Washington which pulled the weapons inspectors out of
Irag in March 2003 before they could complete their work (as in December
1998), does the Prime Minister now concede that the threat of force failed
again to disarm Iraq of its weapons of mass destruction.

What is the Government’ s response to the claim of the Executive Chairman
of UNMOVIC, Dr Blix, that the US was guilty of ‘fabricating’ evidence
againg Iraq to justify the war, and his belief that the discovery of weapons
of mass destruction had been replaced by the main objective of the US of
toppling Saddam Hussein (The Guardian, 12 April 2003).

With reference to claims made by the Prime Minister before the war that
there was no doubt that Iraq had weapons of mass destruction and that that
this was the primary reason for Australia' s participation in the ‘coalition of
the willing’, what is the Prime Minister’s position now that, even after the
collapse of the regime in Baghdad, no weapons of mass destruction have
been found despite United States Defence Secretary Donald Rumsfeld’'s
claim to know where they are.

Given the Prime Minister’'s statements that ‘regime change’ was only a
secondary concern for Australia, does the Government agree that the
primary justification for the war may proveto bealie.

If, as the Prime Minigter repesatedly claimed, Irag had weapons of mass
destruction and Saddam Hussein could not be contained or deterred, what is
the Government’s analysis of why they were not used in the regime's
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terminal hours againgt the invading US, United Kingdom and Austraian
forces.

With reference to the Prime Minigter’ s argument that stopping the spread of
weapons of mass destruction was a primary motive for Australia’s
participation in a war againg Irag: (a) is the Government concerned that
one of the direct effects of the war may be the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction to third parties, including other so called ‘rogue states
and possibly terrorist groups, and (b) what analysis has the Government
done of thislikelihood, and (c) can details be provided.

Does the Prime Minister now regret saying just before the war (at the
National Press Club and elsewhere) that Saddam Hussein could stay on in
power providing he got rid of his weapons of mass destruction, thus
allowing him to continue the repression of Iragis; if so, what circumstances
altered the Prime Minister’ s view.

Notice given 7 May 2003

1441 Senator Bishop: To ask the Miniger representing the Minister for Veterans
Affairs—
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For each of the past 3 financia years, how much has been spent in
Outcome2 on: (a) chiropractry; (b) osteopathy; (c) physictherapy;
(d) ophthalmology; (d) optometrical; (€) aids and appliances; (f) dentistry;
(9) diagnostic imagery; and (h) pathol ogy.

Can an update be provided of the tables showing compensation claims
accepted for service in Timor and the Gulf, as contained in the answer to
part (6) of question on notice no. 743 (Senate Hansard, 4 December 2002,
p.7212) and part (2) of question on notice no. 744 (Senate Hansard,
12 December 2002, p. 8175).

Further to the answer to question on notice no. 747 (Senate Hansard,
13 November 2002, p. 6318): What is the current position with respect to
the review of dosimetry data from the atomic testing program.

What isthe current position with respect to tendering for transport services,
as sought in the answer to question on notice no. 748 (Senate Hansard,
15 November 2002, p. 6557).

Further to the answer to question on notice no. 802 (Senate Hansard,
15 November 2002, p. 6558): (8) what commission has been paid to
Defence Service Homes Insurance (DSHI) by QBE/Mercantile Mutual over
each of the past 3 years; and (b) what proportion has that commission been
of DSHI’ s running costs in each year.

Can an update be provided of the data in the answer to parts (4), (5), (6),
(19), (23) and (26) of question on notice no. 819 (Senate Hansard,
18 March 2003, p. 9581).

Further to the answer to question on notice no. 968 (Senate Hansard,
5 February 2003, p. 8661): Can an update be provided to March 2003 of the
data on Department of Veterans' Affairs health card usage and costs.

With reference to the answer to question on notice 1004 (Senate Hansard,
18 March 2003, p. 9621): Were prosecutions launched againgt those
medical providers identified by type in part (2); if not, why not; if so, with
what outcome in each case.

With reference to the answer to question on notice no. 697 (Senate
Hansard, 11 November 2002, p. 6042) concerning the review of tier-one
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hospitals: Can an answer be provided to those parts which remained
unanswered.

Notice given 9 May 2003

1447 Senator Harris: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—
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(8 Can the Minister advise why the Office of the Gene Technology
Regulator (OGTR) was set up with such restricted terms of reference;
(b) why is it that the OGTR can only look at aspects of the introduction of
genetically-modified (GM) material into Austrdia under the terms of
“health and environment’.

Why was the Gene Technology Grains Committee (GTGC) put together
with a magjority of ‘pro-GM’ interests; and (b) why did it ignore
submissions that do not agree with its philosophy.

(@ Is the Minister aware that the ‘ Canola Industry Stewardship Protocols
ignore any aspect of possible and very probable on-farm contamination of
GM canolainto non-GM canola, either through direct grains contamination
or, themost likely and by far the greatest source of probable contamination,
environmental transfer via pollen, bees, etc.; and (b) what steps has the
department taken to scrutinise the possibility of contamination of
non-GM canola

Can the Minister explain how and why the GTGC has been able to place
the onus, responsibility and, ultimately, liability on everyone el se except the
technology providersin its ‘ Canola Industry Stewardship Protocols'.

Can a copy of the final report relating to Bayer for Invigor Canola, Crop
Management Plan, that was passed by the OGTR, be provided to the Senate
and theindustry.

Why is it that the New South Wales Farmers Association (NSWFA) and
the Victorian Farmers Federation (VFF) refuse to survey their own
membersto gain a grass roots feeling of GM canola.

Can documentation be provided on how many members or executive
members of the NSWFA and the VFF were invited or taken on a
fact-finding tour to the United States of America by the technology
providers.

(@ Is the Minister aware that the New Zealand Agriculturd Minister said,
in late 2002, that ‘New Zealand was very unlikely to gain a Free Trade
Agreement with America because of our stance on GM crops and our
stance on nuclear ships'; and (b) what commitments has the Austraian
Government made to be able to have a free trade agreement with America

Notice given 22 May 2003

1478 Senator Brown: To ask the Minigter representing the Minister for Industry,
Tourism and Resources—Was any information prepared by consultant Rio Tinto
Ltd as part of the mining and energy biotechnology sector study, undertaken under
contract for the department in the 1999-2000 financial year; if so, what was that
information and can a copy be provided.

Notice given 6 June 2003

Senator Brown: To ask the Minigers lised below (Question Nos 1490-1493)—With
reference to the answers to questions on notice nos 1122 to 1125:
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Who contributed to and who owns. (a) the Forestry Eco Centre at
Scottsdale; (b) the centre at Freycinet National Park; and (c) each of the
centres and facilities networked in the vicinity of the Great Western Tiers.

Weas, or is, Forestry Tasmania involved in any of these centres; if so, how
and to what degree.

Have any of the centres been sold or subject to transfer of ownership; if so,
can details be provided.

If any of the centres were sold or ownership transferred was the
Government consulted; if so, how and what was the Government’ sinput.

1490 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry
1491 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry
1492 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry
1493 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

Notice given 23 June 2003

Senator Brown: To ask the Ministers listed bel ow (Question Nos 1564-1565)—
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(a) Does the Minister support the integrated management of surface run-off,
river water and ground water, recognising that these systems are physically
interconnected; and (b) will the Minister make this a pre-requisite for water
reform through the Council of Australian Governments process.

What steps are being taken to achieve integrated water management,
including protection of the environment and common systems of allocating
water so that switching between sources is accounted for.

1565 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry
Senator Webber: To ask the Ministerslisted below (Question Nos 1570-1575)—
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How many staff at the senior executive service (SES) level are employed in
the department within Western Australia.

Given Western Australia’s contribution to the nation’s economy, is the
department adequately represented in Western Australia to ensure that
devel opment opportunities are maximised.

Does the lack of senior Commonwealth departmental representatives or
SES staff have a negative impact on Commonwealth program funds in
Western Australia.

Would Western Audtralia be advantaged by an increase in the number of
SES staff located within the state.

1572 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

Notice given 3 July 2003

1600 Senator Bartlett: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—
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Has the Miniger authorised the aerial baiting of pests using 1080 on
Commonwealth land in Western Australia in the past 12 months; if so:
(a) where was the aerial baiting conducted or where will it be conducted;
and (b) when was the aeria baiting conducted or when will it be conducted.

Has the aeriad baiting program been referred to the Minister for the
Environment and Heritage under the Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999.
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Notice given 7 July 2003

1606 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—
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What was the quantum of funding provided to the Grains Research and
Development Corporation (GRDC) by the department for each of the
following financial years. (a) 1997-98; (b) 1998-99; (c) 1999-2000;
(d) 2000-01; (€) 2001-02; and (f) 2002-03.

What was the quantum of funding provided by the GRDC to the Gene
Technology Grains Council (GTGC) for each of the financial years
mentioned in (1).

What role does the department or the GRDC play in the selection of
membersto the GTGC.

In what way is the GRDC accountable to the Minister for expenditure made
tothe GTGC.

Can a synopsis be provided for each GTGC member, including: (a) full
name; (b) details of formal qualifications, (c) details of current industry
experience and employment; (d) details of past industry experience and
employment; (€) details of the process of sdection; and (f) term of
membership.

Are members of the GTGC required to disclose their financial interests to
the Government as a means of preventing any perception of a conflict of
interest; if so, can a copy of the current register of interests be supplied; if
not, why not.

Notice given 10 July 2003

1609 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—
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Was detainee Hammed Qhatani (VIL 14) ever refused delivery of postcards
handed to centre officers at Woomera by nursing staff or anyone else; if so,
why.

Was Mr Qhatani tortured asachild in Iraqg.

Did Mr Qhatani have a bullet in his body.

Did Mr Qhatani request (at Villawood or Woomera) for this bullet to be
removed.

Was a bullet removed from Mr Qhatani; if not, why not.

(8 How long was Mr Qhatani under special surveillance in detention in
Australig; and (b) why.

1612 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—With reference to asylum seekers in detention who go on
hunger strikes: () What indructions are given to staff to deal with these
circumstances; and (b) can a copy of these ingtructions be provided.

1619 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for
Communications, Information Technology and the Arts—
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What has been the total Commonwealth funding given to Telstra since the
Coalition came to government.

Given that Telstraiis 49 per cent privately-owned, does the Commonwealth
funding given to Telstra provide a benefit to these private shareholders; if
so, what istherationale for funding the private half of the company.
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Notice given 11 July 2003

1621 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Prime Minister—Given
Australia’s new interest in helping Pacific ‘friends’, such as the Solomon Idands,
and the specia concerns of the Pacific idand dates regarding the potentially
disastrous effects upon them of global warming:
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Will Australia sgn the Kyoto Protocal.

What steps will Austrdia take to reduce the impact of global warming on
Pecificidands.

Notice given 14 July 2003

1625 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—
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With reference to the Ministe’s Media Statement (reference
AFFA03/095WT, 28 April 2003), can the Minister confirm who the Chief
Executive Officer of Harvest FreshCuts Pty Ltd was at the time that this
company was provided with a Food Innovation Grant (FIG) of
$1.25 million.

When did Harvest FreshCuts Pty Ltd apply for the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant applied for by Harvest FreshCuts Pty
Ltd.

Who signed the application on behalf of Harvest FreshCuts Pty Ltd.

Which members of the Nationa Food Industry Council assessed the
Harvest FreshCuts Pty Ltd application for this grant.

Can the Minister advise whether applications for FIGs have been received
from any of the following companies or their related entities: (a) Fletcher
International Exports Pty Limited; (b) SPC Ardmona Ltd; (c) Peters and
Brownes Foods Ltd; (d) Luken and May Pty Ltd; (e) National Foods Ltd;
(f) Goodman Fielder Ltd; (g) Coca-Cola Amatil Ltd; and (h) Coles Myer
Group Ltd.

Where applications for FIGs have been received from any of the above
companies or their related entities, can the Minister advise in each casel
(a) when was the application received; (b) what was the quantum of the
grant applied for; (c) what was the stated purpose of the grant applied for;
(d) who signed the application on behalf of the applying company or their
related entity; () which members of the NFIC are assessing or have
assessed each application; and (f) what isthe status of the application.

Notice given 18 July 2003

1640 Senator Brown: To ask the Minigter for Family and Community Services—With
reference to the Carer’s Allowance:
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What adjustment did the Commonwealth make to the Carer’s Allowance in
the 2003-04 Budget.

What assessment was made of the impact of the goods and services tax in
eroding thereal value of the Carer’s Allowance.

What assessment has the Commonwealth conducted of the financial cost
savingsto government of the provision of unpaid community care.

What assessment did the Commonwealth conduct with regard to the
adequacy of the Carer’s Allowance.
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Notice given 22 July 2003

1644 Senator Bishop: To ask the Minister for Defence—
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(8 How many personnel recently deployed to Iraq were in payment of a
Department of Veterans' Affairs disability pension, under the Veterans
Entitlements Act 1986; and (b) a what level.

What physical and medical examinations were conducted prior to departure
of each person deployed to Iraqg.

In the event that there is conflict between the medical assessment and the
compensation assessment, what action has been or will be taken.

Notice given 28 July 2003

1665 Senator Evans: To ask the Minister for Defence—With reference to the F/A-18
Hornet Upgrade project (Project AIR 5376) in the Defence Capability Plan:
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Can adescription of all of the phases of this project be provided.

(8 What was the origina timeline for the completion of the project,
including the dates for each of the phases in the project; and (b) when was
the project due to be completed.

(8 What was the original budget for this project; and (b) what were the
individual budgets for each of the phasesin the project.

(8) What is the current schedule for the completion of this project; (b) what
are the completion dates for each of the phases in the project; and (c) when
isthe project due to be completed.

Has the schedule for this project changed; if so, why.

How would any schedule change with this project impact on future
capability.

(8) What is the current budget for the project; and (b) what are the the
budgets for each of the phasesin the project.

What has been the cost of this project to date.
Has the projected budget for this project increased; if so, why.

1668 Senator Evans. To ask the Minister for Defence—With reference to the Defence
and Industry Advisory Council
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When was the council established.

Who established the council.

For what purpose was the council established.

Can acopy of the council’ sterms of reference be provided.
What isthe membership of the council.

What are the reporting arrangements for the council, for example: (a) to
whom does it report; (b) how regularly are such reports made; and (c) what
do the reports contain.

Can a list be provided of meeting dates for the council since its
establishment.

Notice given 1 August 2003

1683 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—
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What is the Government’s current assessment of the situation in Zimbabwe
compared with its assessment at the time of the last Commonwealth Heads
of Government Meeting (CHOGM).

What action will the Government be requesting at the next CHOGM,
scheduled for December 2003, in relation to Zimbabwe's possible
re-admission to the Commonwealth.

Does the Government support Zimbabwe's expulson from the
Commonweal th.

What other options are open if the Commonwealth fails to take appropriate
action to improve the situation in Zimbabwe; could options include action
by the United Nations and coalitions of countries.

Would Australia be willing to send a delegation of election supervisors to
Zimbabwe if the electoral challenge by opposition leader Morgan
Tsvangirai in November 2003 is successful.

1684 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Miniger for the
Environment and Heritage—With reference to the answer to question on notice
no. 1370 concerning the northern peninsula of Research Bay, Tasmania, in which
it was stated that ‘sites are currently being assessed by the Tasmanian Heritage
Council:
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Isthe Minister aware that the Tasmanian Heritage Council has resolved that
‘the onus of providing information which would be considered in
establishing significance was a matter for the nominator(s) and accordingly
it [the Heritage Council] would not be carrying out any further research’.

Given the potential and international sgnificance of the area, does the
Minister consider it adequate for an assessment by the Tasmanian Heritage
Council to rely on the efforts of volunteer members of the community.

In relation to the assessment and protection of the northern peninsula of
Research Bay: (a) what communication has the Commonwealth had with
the Tasmanian Government, Gunns Pty Ltd and the owners of relevant
land; and (b) can details be provided of correspondence and meetings,
including the partiesinvolved, dates and the matters discussed.

1687 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—
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What is the policy of Australasian Correctiona Management (ACM)
regarding the care of children who are left unattended when their parent is,
or parents are, placed in isolation units for lengthy periods.

Areany ACM gaff trained professional child care workers.

Can the Minigter clarify why one detainee was locked into an isolation cell
that had to be drilled open, as shown on the ABC Four Corners program
during May 2003.

Why have all the Woomera DC 2000 and most of the Villawood DC 2001
medical files of the detainee Mohammad Hassan Sabbagh, who suffered a
mental breakdown and has been held in detention since December 1999,
disappeared.

(8) What istheratio of staff to detainees in all centres; and (b) isthisratio
uniform.

What does the Minister propose to do with the long-term detainees who
cannot be returned to their country of birth, for example, statel ess Kuwaitis.
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Given that the Government has been unable to deport the detainee Hassan
Sabbagh, who has been held for more than three and a half years, to Iraq,
why can he not be released into the care of willing community support
groups, such as the Jesuit Refugee Services or the Uniting Church, rather
than burdening the taxpayer unnecessarily.

1697 Senator Bishop: To ask the Minister for Defence—
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With reference to the discussion and recommendations of the March 1999
Review of Military Compensation by Mr N Tanzer AO, what progress has
been made on the development of a premium-based model for the
Australian Defence Force (ADF).

What is the current estimated liability of the Military Compensation
Scheme.

For each of the past 3 years, what tota sum has been paid by way of:
(8 lump sums for permanent impairment; and (b) incapacity payments to
current and discharged personnel.

For each of the past 3 years: (a) what total sum has been paid under
Defence Act Determinations; and (b) to how many recipients.

How many ADF personnel have died as a result of service-related injuries
in each of the past 3 years.

What claims, by injury group, for compensation by ADF personnel
deployed to the Irag operations during 2003 have been: (a) made; and
(b) accepted; under the Military Compensation Scheme.
What claims, by injury group, for compensation by ADF personnel
deployed to the Irag operations during 2003 have been: (a) made; and
(b) accepted; under the Veterans' Entitlements Act 1986.

1703 Senator Bishop: To ask the Minider representing the Minister for Veterans
Affairs—
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For each of the past 7 years, on how many occasions, and to which
commemorative events overseas, has there been official attendance by
invitation by: (a) Government ministers (can a list of names be provided),
(b) Opposition spokesmen, (c) other members of Parliament; and
(d) representatives from the veteran community by: (i) number, and
(i) organisation.

What was the cost of each commemorative ceremony referred to in
paragraph (1) above for: (8 ministerial travel and allowances;
(b) ministeria spouse travel; (c) ministerial staff travel and allowances;
(d) departmental and other officials' travel and allowances; (€) ex-service
community travel and allowances; (f) official entertainment; (g) gifts and
memorabilia; (h) Australian Defence Force personnd travel and
allowances; (i) monument construction; (j) public relations; (k) venue hire;
(1) security; and (m) insurance.

What is the current program of commemorative activity overseas for which
funds have been estimated in the budget process over the next 3 years.

What is the current proposed list of invitees for the opening of the war
memorial in London on 11 November 2003, and of those: (a) how many are
Veterans' and war widows; and (b) how were they selected.

Notice given 7 August 2003

1745 Senator Murray: To ask the Minigter representing the Prime Minister—
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Can details of all those government departments and agencies affected by
the recent decision to standardise stationery be provided.

Can details be provided of the costs and timeframe for this to occur and the
budgets from which these costs will be drawn.

Notice given 8 August 2003

1747 Senator McLucas. To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport
and Regional Services—With reference to the Sustainable Regions Programme’s
funding to the Atherton Tablelands region.
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What funds were allocated to the program.

What are the outcomes sought by the Commonwealth Government for this
funding program.

How does the level of funding for the Atherton Tablelands compare with
that allocated for other regions.

When was the funding for the Atherton Tablelands alocated.
Over what timeframe have the funds been alocated.

What processes have been put in place to determine that strategic holistic
regiona objectives areidentified and met.

Will all of the $18 million allocated which is reported to be allocated to the
Atherton Tablelands, be provided; if not: (8) how much will be allocated;
and (b) what amounts have been all ocated over what years.

If less than $18 million is provided, how will this be communicated to the
people of the Atherton Tablelands.

Who determined the management and administrative arrangements for the
Atherton Tablelands Sugtainabl e Regions Programme

What arrangements are in place to determine the alocation of funds to
particular projects.

What proportion of the funds expended by the Commonwealth have been
used for administration.

Who determined the management and administrative arrangements for the
Atherton Tablelands' Sustainable Regions Advisory Committee.

How was the membership of this committee determined and by whom.

(8) Who are the members of the committee; and (b) on what basis were they
appointed.

(8) Towhom does the committee report; (b) how frequently; and (c) in what
format.

Can copies be provided of any committee reports that have been received
detailing the funding allocation process or project approvals.

Can copies be provided of minutes of all committee meetings held to date.
Are committee members required to declare any interests they may have in
any applications being considered; if so: (a) how many occasions has this
occurred; (b) for which projects; and (¢) by whom.

In relation to funding issues. (a) what funding criteria were determined;
(b) by whom; and (c) how were these criteria applied in determining
projects to be funded.

Can a list be provided of applications for funding received by the
committee, including: (a) identification of the purpose for which funding
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was sought; (b) for what amount; (c) which were successful; (d) which have
been rgjected and why; and (€) which are still awaiting a decision.

How many full-time permanent, full-time casua, part-time permanent, part-
time casual, and construction jobs will be created by each project approved
for funding.

Is a contribution from the applicant required for the application to be
approved.

What due diligence processes were in place to assess the financia viability
of applicants.

What proportion of successful applicants to date have been private
businesses or individuals.

How many cooperative funding applications from a number of associations
or authorities have been received.

What accountability mechanisms are in place to ensure project objectives
are achieved.

Are successful applicants required to meet key performance indicators; if
so: (@) what are these; and (b) how are projects benchmarked againgt them.

What impact or evaluation processes have been put in place to measure the
success or failure of funded projects.

What evaluation processes have been put in place to measure the success or
failure of the Sustainable Regions Programme in the Atherton Tablelands
region.

Notice given 11 August 2003

1748 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Treasurer—
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With regard to the Government’s decision to provide domestic ethanol
manufacturers with a production subsidy to offset the excise of
38.143 cents per litre applying to ethanol: (a) can the Minister advise:
(i) what work was undertaken by Treasury, the Government’s Energy Task
Force or any other Commonweal th agency to mode the effects on livestock
feed grains (in terms of price and availability) within Australia as aresult of
this decision prior to the introduction of this measure in September 2002;
and (ii) what work was undertaken by Treasury, the Government’s Energy
Task Force or any other Commonwealth agency to mode the effects on
livestock feed grains (in terms of price and availability) within Australia as
a result of the decision to extend this measure to 2008; and (b) can a copy
be provided of reports by Treasury, the Government’s Energy Task Force
or any other Commonwealth agency on the effects of these measures on
livestock feed grainswithin Australia; if not, why not.

What work was or is currently being undertaken Treasury, the
Government’s Energy Task Force or any other Commonwealth agency to
model the effects on livestock feed grains (in terms of price and
availability) within Audralia as a result of the following promises
contained in the Coalition’s 2001 Election Statement entitled ‘Our Future
Action Plan Growing Stronger’: (a) setting a target that biofuels contribute
350 million litres to the total annual transport fuel supply by 2010; and
(b) introducing a capital subsidy of $0.16 for each litre of new or expanded
biofuel production capacity until the additional 310 million litres target is
reached or by the end of 2006-07.
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Notice given 12 August 2003

1751 Senator Ludwig: To ask the Minister representing the Attorney-General—

(1) What isthe total amount budgeted for the Protective Security Coordination
Centre.

(2) How much of this budget is alocated for staff wages.

(3) What isthe wage scale for staff.

(4) How many calls does the Protective Security Coordination Centre receive
each day.

(5) How is information received on the hotline forwarded to respective
agencies.

(6) Is there a criteria to determine which agency should receive incoming
information; if so, can this criteria be provided.

(7) Arethereany reporting processesin place to determine the feasibility of the
program; if so, can these details be provided; if not, why not.

(8) Isthere acounsdling service for staff who are showing signs or symptoms
of distress relating to calls they recelve during working hours; if not, why
not.

Senator Brown: To ask the Ministers listed bel ow (Question Nos 1769-1770)—

(1) (8 How many cameras watch over the Aboriginal Tent Embassy and

surrounding area; and (b) how long have these cameras been in place.

(2) (a) Were any persons identified as responsible for the fire bombing of the
Aborigina Tent Embassy on 14 June 2003; and (b) did the camera footage
show people in the vicinity who may have been responsible.

(3) Can theorigina unedited video of 14 June 2003 (24 hours) be available for
viewing by Senator Brown’s office.

1769 Minister for Local Government, Territories and Roads
1770 Minister for Local Government, Territories and Roads

Notice given 14 August 2003

1784 Senator Ludwig: To ask the Minister representing the Attorney-Genera—In
relation to the provision of security assessments for Aviation Security |dentity
cards

(1) To what will the staff level be reduced once the initid reissue has been
completed.

(2) From which areas were the staff seconded.
(3) Wereadditional staff employed to cover shortfallsin these areas.

(4) Wha was the tota cost involved in the reissuing of the cards for the
2003-04 financial year.

(5) Have any cardholders not been reissued with their cards; if so, can reasons
be provided.

1785 Senator Ludwig: To ask the Minister representing the Attorney-General—With
reference to the answer to question on notice no. 59 taken during the 2003-04
Budget estimates hearings of the Legal and Constitutional Legidation Committee
regarding to the agreement with Telstra for the provision of ahotline service:

(1) How many calls were received for each of the billing dates listed in the
answer to this question on notice.
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How many staff were originally employed to work in the centre.
Have these staff members been relocated to other call centres or retrenched.

Were these staff members employed under a certified agreement; if so, can
details of the agreement be provided.

Were there any payout costs associated with the downsizing of the
workforce; if so, can details of any payout costs be provided.

Can a comparison of calls to the 1800 service and the general 13 2400
number be provided in the form of atable.

1786 Senator Ludwig: To ask the Minister representing the Attorney-General—With
reference to the answer to question on notice no. 60 concerning calls received
following the establishment of the hotline to the National Security Information
Campaign Taskforce, taken during the 2003-04 Budget estimates hearings of the
Legal and Constitutional Legislation Committee:
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Can a breakdown be provided of the feedback that was received by:
(8) number of calls; (b) categories; and (c) the exact nature of the calls.

Can acopy of the feedback received be provided.

1788 Senator Ludwig: To ask the Minister representing the Attorney-General—

D
2
3

(4)
()

(6)
(")

What isthetotal budget for the Protective Security Coordination Centre.
Whereisthe centre located.

Is the centre open 24 hours; if not, (a) what hours is it open; and (b) to
where are calls diverted when it is not open.

How many calls does the centre receive each day.

Can a breakdown be provided of calls received each month since the
inception of the centre.

Are salaries for staff at the centre paid according to qualifications.

Of the 43 people currently employed within the centre, how many are
employed on afull-time, part-time or casual basis.

Notice given 15 August 2003

1795 Senator Greig: To ask the Minister for Justice and Customs—
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Did the Australian Federal Police (AFP) ever receive a complaint about the
investigation of theft from the Managing Director of Wylkian Pty Ltd,
Mr Harold Upton; if so: (a) what was the period of time that elapsed
between the complaint being lodged and the complaint being investigated;
(b) what was the nature and outcome of the complaint; (c) what was the
amount that Mr Upton alleged was stolen from his business; and (d) who
conducted the investigation on behalf of the AFP.

Isthat investigation considered to be open or closed and for what reasonsis
it considered as such.

Can the Minister confirm that part of the complaint from Mr Upton
included an allegation that certain cheques were stolen from his business; if
so: (@) can the Minister confirm whether the investigating officer
ascertained whether the cheques were banked and if so, by whom; and
(b) can the Minister confirm whether the identity of the person who banked
the chegues and or the account holder, were ever ascertained; if not, why
not.

Isthe Minister satisfied with the conduct of the AFP in this matter.
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Notice given 18 August 2003

Senator Nettle: To ask the Minigers listed below (Question Nos 1797-1798)—With
reference to the Regional Solutions Programme:
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Can a breakdown be provided of funding in Western Australia for the years
2001 to 2003, including: (a) local government areas receiving funding;
(b) the amount recelved by each local government area; and (c) brief
project descriptions.

Can a breakdown be provided of funding in Western Australia for the years
2001 to 2003, including: (a) electorates receiving funding; (b) the amount
received by each electorate; and (c) brief project descriptions,

1797 Minister representing the Minister for Transport and Regiona Services
1798 Minister for Local Government, Territories and Roads

1801 Senator Nettle: To ask the Minigter for Defence—With reference to the death in
1989 of Seaman Jason Solomon who was found to have ‘died by misadventure':
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Has there ever been a Royal Australian Navy board-of-inquiry held into the
death of Seaman Jason Solomon.

Has there ever been a judicial inquiry into the death of Seaman Jason
Solomon.

(8 What evidence exists to substantiate that Seaman Jason Solomon’s

death was accidental; and (b) can this evidence be corroborated and
verified.

1803 Senator Hutchins: To ask the Miniger representing the Minister for
Communications, Information Technology and the Arts—
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(8) Were official Australia Post uniforms provided to non-Australia Post
employees in the course of the recent 2003 Communications Electrical
Plumbing Union New South Wales (Postal and Telecommunications
Branch) election for the purposes of election photographs for the ‘Build a
Better Union Team’; (b) were any inquiries conducted into the
inappropriate provision of those uniforms; (c) what was the outcome of
those inquiries; (d) what disciplinary action was taken with respect to any
employees who provided the uniforms to non-Audraia Post employees;
(e) what access to the Australian postal system is afforded to the wearer of
an official Audraia Post uniform; (f) is the provision of official Australia
Post uniforms to individuals who are not employees of Australia Post a
threat to the security of our postal systems and, ultimately, the Australian
community; and (g) have official Australia Post uniforms been provided to
individuals who are not employees of Australia Post on any other
occasions.

(a) Did Australia Post sponsor a three-day Retail Managers conference at
the Menzies Hotel, Sydney on 16 to 18 June 2003; (b) were members of the
Australia Post management, who were candidates in the
2003 Communications Electrical Plumbing Union New South Wales
(Postal and Telecommunications Branch) election, permitted to canvass
retail members of the union a the conference; (c) was any disciplinary
action taken by Australia Post with respect to the candidates who canvassed
participants at the conference; (d) what was the nature of the disciplinary
action taken; (€) did a senior Audraia Post retail manager who attended the
conference threaten the future employment of a retail member if that
member did not vote or campaign for the ‘Build a Better Union Team'’;
(f) was any disciplinary action taken by Australia Post with respect to the
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senior retail manager; (g) what was the nature of the disciplinary action
taken; and (h) is it the practice for Australia Post managers to use their
position to threaten the ongoing employment of employees for exercising
their democratic right to vote in their union election free from externa
influence.

Was an officer at the Sydney West Letters Facility threatened in relaion to
his future tenure as a liaison officer and his ongoing employment with
Australia Post if he failed to campaign on behalf of the ‘Build a Better
Union Team’; if so: (a) were these threats referred to the Security and
Investigation Divison of Australia Post; (b) did the Security and
Investigation Division of Australia Post investigate the threats; if not, why
not; and (c) will the Minister direct the Security and Investigation Division
to fully investigate the threats.

(8) Were Audtralia Post vehicles and associated resources used by any staff
at the Regents Park Australia Post Business Centre for the distribution of
election material for the ‘Build a Better Union Team' during the
2003 Communications Electrical Plumbing Union New South Wales
(Postal and Telecommunications Branch) election; (b) did any such
materia distributed using Australia Post vehicles and associated resources
contain defamatory material; (c) was any disciplinary action taken with
respect to Australia Post employees who provided access to Australia Post
vehicles; (d) what was the nature of the action taken; and (€) could details
be provided of any regulations directed at preventing the misuse of
Australia Post vehicles and associated resources.

(a) Did any members of the Communications Electrical Plumbing Union
New South Waes (Postal and Telecommunications Branch) receive
telephone calls on behalf of the ‘Build a Better Union Team’ during the
2003 Communications Electrical Plumbing Union New South Wales
(Postal and Telecommunications Branch) election in the period 5 June to
22 June 2003; (b) did any members of the Communications Electrica
Plumbing Union New South Wales (Postal and Telecommunications
Branch) receive text messages on behalf of the ‘Build a Better Union
Team’ during the 2003 Communications Electrical Plumbing Union New
South Wales (Postal and Telecommunications Branch) election in the
period 5 June to 11 June 2003; (c) did any such text messages originate
from the numbers 61429687062 or 61427135121; (d) do any of the
members who received these telephone calls and messages have ‘private’ or
‘glent’ telephone numbers with Telstra; (€) is it the practice of Telstra to
provide privately listed numbers to any persons, organisations or
businesses; if so, on what basis, and (f) what organisations or businesses
have access to ‘private’ or ‘silent’ telephone numbers.

Notice given 20 August 2003

1806 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—In regard to the Port Hedland Detention Centre:
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Given that alarge proportion of inmates has attempted suicide at |east once,
do guards carry knives at al times to cut down detainees who attempt to
hang themselves.

How many attempted suicides have there been in Refugee/Asylum seeker
detention centresin the past 2 years.

How does this figure compare to the Australian average per head of
population.
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Notice given 21 August 2003

1810 Senator Lightfoot: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—In regard to the Goldfields Land and Sea Council based in
Kalgoorlie, which is not a government agency, but was funded by an Aborigina
and Torres Strait Iander Commission grant of $3 170 501 for 2002, and given the
level of federal funding received by the council gives rise to considerable concerns
regarding the apparent lack of fiscal management and public accountability:
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How much Federal funding did the council receive during the
2001-02 financial year.

With reference to the amount of $181 166 expended on ‘fares and travel
allowances' by the council in Kalgoorlie Boulder for the 2001-02 financial
year: (a) can a breakdown be provided of these costs for each journey
undertaken with specific reference to: (i) the purpose, (ii) the destination,
(iii) the total cost, (iv) the individua responsible, and (v) any persond
expenses incurred for each trip; (b) can alist be provided for each recipient
of: (i) travel allowances paid, and (ii) the capacity in which they were paid;
and (c) why did the council exceed its budgeted figure for ‘fares and travel
allowances' by $92 242.

With reference to the amount of $19 227 expended on ‘field expenses’ by
the council for the 2001-02 financial year: (a) can a breakdown be provided
of these costs with specific reference to: (i) each item or service purchased
with these monies, and (ii) the individual responsible for making those
purchases on each occasion; and (b) why did the council exceed its
budgeted figure for ‘field expenses’ by $14 161.

With reference to the amount of $29 655 expended on ‘equipment and
furniture by the council for the 2001-02 financial year: (8) can a
breakdown be provided of these costs with specific reference to: (i) each
piece of equipment and furniture purchased, (ii) its intended use, and
(ii1) the name of the individua who will predominantly use each item if itis
not a shared office resource; and (b) why did the council exceed its
budgeted figure for ‘ equipment and furniture’ by $14 988.

With reference to the amount of $150 133 expended on ‘meetings’ by the
council for the 2001-02 financial year: (a) can a breakdown be provided of
these costs with specific reference to: (i) each item, service and/or fee paid
for or purchased for each meeting, and (ii) the recipients of al monies
expended on meetings for the 2001-02 financia year; and (b) why did the
council exceed its budgeted figure for ‘meetings’ by $41 670.

With reference to the amount of $206 827 expended on *office expenses
by the council for the 2001-02 financid year: (a) can a breakdown be
provided of these costs; and (b) why did the council exceed its budgeted
figure for ‘ office expenses’ by $72 464.

Can an itemised list be provided of all monies paid by the council, the
Aborigind and Torres Strait Idander Commission or the Federa
Government to Mr Brian Wyatt, Chief Executive Officer of the council for
the past 3 financial years; including: (a) wages, (b) fees; (c) alowances;
(d) reimbursements; (€) account payments; (f) subsidies; and (g) any other
form of remuneration paid to Mr Wyatt for those 3 years.

Notice given 22 August 2003

1816 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Miniger for the
Environment and Heritage—
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Can the Minister confirm whether the proposed fish farm devel opment
planned for Moreton Bay would need full scientific certainty pursuant to
section 3A of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation
Act 1999.

Can the Minister confirm that the proposed fish farm is under
Commonwealth jurisdiction until full scientific certainty is achieved.

1818 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—With regard to the Port Hedland Detention Centre:
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Given that the local water quality is evidently poor as guards and locals
refuseto drink it and instead drink bottled water: Does the water supplied to
the centre meet Australian standards for potable water.

What isthe calcium content of the water supplied to theinmates.

Is the evening meal for inmates chicken and rice with one piece of fruit per
person per day.

Istheinmates diet monitored by a nutritionist.
Isthis nutritionist on site or does he or shejust review a menu.

If the nutritionist reviews the menu what checks are made that the menu
and the meals served are the same.

Notice given 1 September 2003

1829 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—
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Given that medica records from Australian Correctional Management’s
staff psychologist Ramesh Nair have documented the deteriorating mental
hedlth of Iragi detainee Hasan Sabbagh, who has been held in detention
since 1999: Why has the department failed to act on any of Dr Nair's
recommendations.

Given that over the past three and half years, Hassan Sabbagh has applied
four times to the Minigter to be released from detention, with no response:
How much longer will he have to wait for aresponse.

Given that Hassan Sabbagh's original case for protection againg
repatriation to Irag has never been heard and yet the department wants to
deport him back to Irag: Is this againgt the Internationa Refugee
Convention.

1830 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—Given that in the 2003-04 financia year the migrant intake is
set at between 100000 and 110000, including the refugee/humanitarian
component, and that, according to Government figures, 43 per cent of the existing
Australian population was born overseas, or are the children of overseas-born
persons:
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Is the government committed to a continuing migration and humanitarian
intake.

(8 Is the Government committed to implementing its policy as stated; and
(b) how does the Government aim to achieve this.

What responsibility does the Government have to provide effective
settlement services for peoplein Audtrdia
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In view of the accolades that Migration Resource Centres (MRC) have
received for their work; why is the Government considering removing their
funding.

(8) Why are some MRCs singled out for early termination; and (b) how will
this produce equitable results for the people served by these centres.

What aternative, if any, does the Government propose to replace these
centres and their services.

1832 Senator Faulkner: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—In relation to departmental officers across Australia and in
overseas posts considering applications for entry and/or residency visas.
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Are dl officers considering visa applications within a class required to
consider those applications strictly on the basis of the statutory
requirements for that class of visa; if not: (a) what are the exceptions;
(b) what is the reason for a differential gpproach in applying statutory
requirements, (c) how is this differentiad approach explained to
departmental officers considering applications; (d) how is the application of
this differential approach monitored by the department; and (€) what
consistency or probity safeguards apply.

Are dl officers considering visa applications within a class required to
consider those applications strictly on the basis of standard requirements for
consideration of documentary evidence to substantiate the claims made by
the applicant; if not: (a) what are the exceptions; (b) what isthe reason for a
differential approach in applying documentary requirements; (c) how isthis
differential approach explained to departmental officers considering
applications; (d) how is the application of this differential approach
monitored by the department; and (€) what consistency or probity
safeguards apply.

Are dl officers considering visa applications within a class required to
consider those applications strictly in the order of receipt of the application;
if not: () what are the exceptions; (b) what is the reason for a differential
approach in applying order of consideration requirements; (c) how is this
differential approach explained to departmental officers considering
applications; (d) how is the application of this differential approach
monitored by the department; and (€) what consistency or probity
safeguards apply.

Are dl officers considering visa applications within a class required to
consider those applications drictly on the basis of the merits of the case
before them; if not: (a) what are the exceptions; (b) what is the reason for a
differential approach in applying merit requirements; (¢) how is this
differential approach explained to departmental officers considering
applications; (d) how is the application of this differential approach
monitored by the department; and (€) what consistency or probity
safeguards apply.

Are dl officers considering visa applications within a class required to
consider those applications strictly on the basis of the case before them,
irrespective of whether the applicant is represented by a Migration Agent,
and irrespective of whether the applicant is represented by a particular
Migration Agent; if not: (a) what are the exceptions; (b) what is the reason
for a differential approach in applying relevance requirements; (c) how is
this differential approach explained to departmental officers considering
applications; (d) how is the application of this differential approach
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monitored by the department; and (€) what consistency or probity
safeguards apply.

In relation to each of the application assessment process requirements
outlined in parts(1) to (5), are these requirements applied equally when
being considered by a departmental officer in Australia or in overseas posts;
if not: (8) what are the exceptions; (b) what is the reason for a differentia
approach in applying these assessment process requirements; (c) how isthis
differential approach explained to departmental officers considering
applications; (d) how is the application of this differential approach
monitored by the department; and (€) what consistency or probity
safeguards apply.

In relation to all of the application assessment process requirements
outlined in part (6), are each of these requirements applied equally in all
departmental offices across the State of New South Wales; if not: (a) what
are the exceptions; (b) what is the reason for a differential approach in
applying these application assessment process requirements; (c) how is this
differential approach explained to departmental officers considering
applications; (d) how is the application of this differential approach
monitored by the department; and (€) what consistency or probity
safeguards apply.

Notice given 2 September 2003

1835 Senator Evans: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for the Environment
and Heritage—With reference to the ex-Defence lands managed by the Sydney
Harbour Federation Trust:

D
2
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(4)
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(6)

(")
(8)

(9)

Were there any valuations done on any of the sites prior to the transfer from
the Department of Defence to the Sydney Harbour Federation Trust.

What was the valuation for each of the sites managed by the Trust.
(8) Who undertook these valuations; and (b) when were they undertaken.

What is the estimated current valuation for each of the sites being managed
by the Trud.

(8) Was there any valuation of the cost of the remediation works that were
required at each of the ex-Defence sites being managed by the Trugt; and
(b) what was the amount of these valuations.

For each financial year to date: How much has been spent on remediation
and environmental works at each of the ex-Defence sites now managed by
the Trust.

When is it expected that al remediation work at the ex-Defence sites will
be compl eted.

What isthe process by which the ex-Defence sites will be transferred to the
State of New South Wales following completion of remediation works at
these sites.

(8 Will the sites then become part of the Sydney Harbour National Park,
under the management of the New South Wales Government; and (b) when
isit expected that thiswill occur.

1836 Senator Evans: To ask the Minister representing the Minigter for the Environment
and Heritage—
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How much funding has the Sydney Harbour Federation Trust received from
the Commonwealth Government in each financid year since its
establishment.

Does this include the initial funding of $96 million that the Trust received
as part of the Federation Fund.

Can a breakdown be provided of how this funding has been spent for each
financia year since the Trust was established.

Can a breakdown be provided of how the $96 million allocated to the Trust
as part of the Federation Fund was spent.

Can a breakdown be provided of every payment greater than $1 million
made by the Trust since it establishment.

(8) When is it expected that the work of the Trugt will be completed; and
(b) will the Trust be closed down once itswork is compl eted.

What are the forecasts for Commonwealth funding to the Trust for the next
4 financial years.

Has the New South Wales Government made any financial contributionsto
the Trust at any time since its establishment; if so, can alist be proved of
these contributions (i.e. date, amount, purpose €tc.).

Is it expected that the New South Wales Government will make any
financia contributionsto the Trust at any time over the next 4 years.

When the remediation work being undertaken at the ex-Defence sites
managed by the Trug is fully completed, and the lands are transferred to
the State of New South W es, will the New South Wales Government have
to pay any money to the Commonwealth in respect of the transfer; if not,
why not.

1840 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—

D
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Did Dr Peter Ellyard visit the Wide Bay Burnett region of Queensland in
August 2002 in connection with the Sustainable Regions Programme.

Was the visit the result of the collaboration of the department and the Wide
Bay Burnett Sustainable Region Advisory Committee.

What was the cost to the Commonwealth of Dr Ellyard’s visit to the Wide
Bay Burnett region and can this cost be itemised.

(8) What was the purpose of the visit; and (b) can a copy of the itinerary be
provided.

Did the visit include a public presentation at the Kondari Resort, Urangan,
on 8 August 2002; if so: (a) how was the presentation advertised; and
(b) how many citizens of the Wide Bay Burnett region (other than members
of the committee) attended.

On what basis was this visit considered a necessary part of the committee's
consideration of funding priorities for the region.

Has Dr Ellyard attended meetings in other regions in connection with the
Sustainable Regions Programme; if so: (a) what regions has Dr Ellyard
visted at the invitation of the department and/or Sustainable Region
Advisory committees; and (b) on what dates were those visits.

1841 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—What dtting fees, travelling allowances and motor vehicle
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allowances have been paid to each member of the Wide Bay Burnett Sustainable
Regions Advisory Committee since its establishment in April 2002.

1842 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to Sustainable Regions Programme funding
for the Wide Bay Burnett region of Queendand:

D

@

3
(4)

()

(6)

(")

Why is the Yarraman district included in the Wide Bay Burnett region for
the purposes of the Sustainable Regi ons Programme but was not included in
the same region for the purposes of the Wide Bay Burnett Structura
Adjustment Package.

(8 On what date did the Wide Bay Burnett Sustainable Region Advisory
Committee call for expressions of interest from possible candidates for
Sustainable Regions Programme funding; and (b) in what form was that call
made.

How many expressions of interest were received.

On what date did the committee report registration statigics to the
department.

Has the committee: (a) discussed the expressions of interest with each
prospective proponent; (b) assessed al expressions of interest against
program guidelines; (c) identified digible projects, (d) worked with
prospective proponents of eligible projects on the development of formal
funding applications; and (€) made a recommendation to the Minister on
funding individual projects, if so, what was the date of the
recommendation.

With reference to the 29 November 2002 media statement by the Member
for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) titled., ‘Strong Interest in Regiona Funding':
(& on what date was the contents of each expresson of interest
communicated to the Member; (b) did the committee or the department
inform the Member about the contents of each expression of interest;
(c) was the Minister or his office consulted about this communication; and
(d) was the statement by the Member that projects being considered by the
committee ‘al appeared to have potential for moving the region towards
sdlf-reliance’ based on advice from the committee or the department.

Has the committee received representations from the Member for Wide Bay
on behaf of prospective proponents or the committee.

1843 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to Regional Solutions Programme funding for
the 2002-03 financial year for projects that provide assistance to people living in
the federal electorate of Wide Bay, for each project:
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What isthe name of the project.

What isthe name of the proponent.

What isthe business address of the proponent.

What amount of funding has been alocated to the project.

On what date was the funding allocation announced.

What isthe nature of the project.

What amount of funding has the proponent received and on what dates.

1844 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $100 000 to the Tiaro Shire
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Council in the 2000-01 financial year under the Regional Solutions Programme,
for an economic development and tourism project:
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(8) What total Regional Solutions Programme funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

Can adetailed description of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent and the
Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(¢) did the funding application comply with the Regional Solutions
Programme guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(d) if applicable, when was the application varied;

() what Regional Solutions Programme funding was sought by the
proponent, including goods and services tax (if applicable);

(f) what isthe business address of the proponent;

(9) is the proponent a sponsoring organisation administering the grant
on behaf of another organisation; if so, can details be provided of
this organisation including its name, business address and main
activity;

(h) what project funding category did the proponent nominate:
(i) planning, (ii) project implementation, (iii) community
infragtructure, or (iv) resourcing a person to work for the
community; if the answer was (iv), did the proponent propose to
create anew position; if not, how had the position been funded until
the time of application;

(i) what particular issue or issues in the local community did the
proponent say would be addressed by the project;

() what expected project benefits did the proponent nominate;

(k) how did the proponent advise that the outcomes of the project would
be sustained;

(I) did the proponent advise that the project would be self-sustaining; if
s0, how;

(m) did the project arise from an earlier community planning process; if
so, how was the planning conducted and what issues and outcomes
were identified;

(n) did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided;

(0) what community involvement in project committees or working
groups existed or were proposed by the proponent a the time of
application;

(p) what experience in developing, budgeting and reporting on projects
of thistype did the proponent possess at the time of application;
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did the proponent propose to purchase consultancy services; if so,
did the proponent provide quotes with the application;

if the proposal involved community infrastructure, did the
proponent provide a feasibility study and/or business plan;

did the proponent approach other Commonwesalth or state funding
sources for the project or components of the project within 2 years
of the date of application; if so, what sources were approached and
what funding was received;

what other financial and non-financia contributions to the project
were nominated by the proponent and can a breakdown of these
proposed contributions be provided including a calculation of the
dollar value of thein-kind contributions; and

what major project milestones were nominated by the proponent,
including the commencement and compl etion dates.

(7) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©

(d)
(€
(f)

what benefits has the project realised;

what involvement does the community have in project committees
or working groups;

has the proponent purchased consultancy services with Regiona
Solutions Programme funding; if so, how much has been spent on
consultants;

what financial and non-financial contributions to the project has the
project received from other sources;

have all project milestones nominated by the proponent in the
funding application been met; if not, why not; and

(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(8) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©

(d)
(€

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent properly acquitted the project by submitting a
final report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe find payment to the proponent been made; and
has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1845 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $20 000 to the Monto Shire
Council in the 2000-01 financia year under the Regional Solutions Programme, to
employ a project development officer:

(1) (a8 What tota Regiona Solutions Programme funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingdalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(2) Can adetailed description of the project be provided.

(3) Did the department or the Minister recelve representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent.



(4)

()
(6)

No. 120—1 December 2003 91

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent and the
Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.
In relation to the application for funding:

(@
(b)
(©

(d)
(€

(f)
(9)

(h)

)
(k)

()
(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)
(9)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the Regional Solutions
Programme guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

if applicable, when was the application varied;

what Regional Solutions Programme funding was sought by the
proponent, including goods and services tax (if applicable);

what is the business address of the proponent;

is the proponent a sponsoring organisation administering the grant
on behaf of another organisation; if so, can details be provided of
this organisation including its name, business address and main
activity;

what project funding category did the proponent nominate:
(i) planning, (ii) project implementation, (iii) community
infragtructure, or (iv) resourcing a person to work for the
community; if the answer was (iv), did the proponent propose to
create anew position; if not, how had the position been funded until
the time of application;

what particular issue or issues in the local community did the
proponent say would be addressed by the project;

what expected project benefits did the proponent nominate;

how did the proponent advise that the outcomes of the project would
be sustained;

did the proponent advise that the project would be sdlf-sustaining; if
s0, how;

did the project arise from an earlier community planning process; if
so, how was the planning conducted and what issues and outcomes
were identified;

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided;

what community involvement in project committees or working
groups existed or were proposed by the proponent a the time of
application;

what experience in developing, budgeting and reporting on projects
of thistype did the proponent possess at the time of application;

did the proponent propose to purchase consultancy services; if so,
did the proponent provide quotes with the application;

if the proposal involved community infrastructure, did the
proponent provide a feasibility study and/or business plan;

did the proponent approach other Commonwealth or state funding
sources for the project or components of the project within 2 years
of the date of application; if so, what sources were approached and
what funding was received;
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(t) what other financial and non-financia contributions to the project
were nominated by the proponent and can a breakdown of these
proposed contributions be provided including a calculation of the
dollar value of thein-kind contributions; and

(u) what major project milestones were nominated by the proponent,
including the commencement and compl etion dates.

In relation to the progress of the project:

(8 what benefits hasthe project realised;

(b) what involvement does the community have in project committees
or working groups;

(c) has the proponent purchased consultancy services with Regional
Solutions Programme funding; if so, how much has been spent on
consultants;

(d) what financial and non-financial contributions to the project has the
project received from other sources;

() have all project milestones nominated by the proponent in the
funding application been met; if not, why not; and

(f) (i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

(c) has the proponent properly acquitted the project by submitting a
final report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1846 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $90 273 to the Hervey Bay City
Musicians Inc. in the 2001-02 financial year under the Regiona Solutions
Programme, for music rehearsal rooms:
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(8) What total Regional Solutions Programme funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingdalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

Can adetailed description of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent and the
Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.
When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.
In relation to the application for funding:
(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;
(b) when wasthe application approved by the Minister;

(¢) did the funding application comply with the Regional Solutions
Programme guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;
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if applicable, when was the application varied;

what Regional Solutions Programme funding was sought by the
proponent, including goods and services tax (if applicable);

what is the business address of the proponent;

is the proponent a sponsoring organisation administering the grant
on behaf of another organisation; if so, can details be provided of
this organisation including its name, business address and main
activity;

what project funding category did the proponent nominate:
(i) planning, (ii) project implementation, (iii) community
infragtructure, or (iv) resourcing a person to work for the
community; if the answer was (iv), did the proponent propose to
create anew position; if not, how had the position been funded until
the time of application;

what particular issue or issues in the local community did the
proponent say would be addressed by the project;

what expected project benefits did the proponent nominate;

how did the proponent advise that the outcomes of the project would
be sustained;

did the proponent advise that the project would be sdlf-sustaining; if
s0, how;

did the project arise from an earlier community planning process; if
so, how was the planning conducted and what issues and outcomes
were identified;

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided;

what community involvement in project committees or working
groups existed or were proposed by the proponent a the time of
application;

what experience in developing, budgeting and reporting on projects
of thistype did the proponent possess at the time of application;

did the proponent propose to purchase consultancy services; if so,
did the proponent provide quotes with the application;

if the proposal involved community infrastructure, did the
proponent provide a feasibility study and/or business plan;

did the proponent approach other Commonwesalth or state funding
sources for the project or components of the project within 2 years
of the date of application; if so, what sources were approached and
what funding was received;

what other financial and non-financia contributions to the project
were nominated by the proponent and can a breakdown of these
proposed contributions be provided including a calculation of the
dollar value of thein-kind contributions; and

what major project milestones were nominated by the proponent,
including the commencement and compl etion dates.

(7) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

what benefits has the project realised;

what involvement does the community have in project committees
or working groups,
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(c) has the proponent purchased consultancy services with Regional
Solutions Programme funding; if so, how much has been spent on
consultants;

(d) what financial and non-financial contributions to the project has the
project received from other sources;

() have all project milestones nominated by the proponent in the
funding application been met; if not, why not; and

(f) (i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

(c) has the proponent properly acquitted the project by submitting a
final report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1847 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $12 200 to the Burnett Inland
Economic Development Organisation in the 2001-02 financia year under the
Regional Solutions Programme, for the implementation of a regiona devel opment

strategy:
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() What total Regional Solutions Programme funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingaments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

Can adetailed description of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent and the
Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(¢) did the funding application comply with the Regional Solutions
Programme guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(d) if applicable, when was the application varied;

(e) what Regiona Solutions Programme funding was sought by the
proponent, including goods and services tax (if applicable);

(f) what isthe business address of the proponent;

(9) is the proponent a sponsoring organisation administering the grant
on behaf of another organisation; if so, can details be provided of
this organisation including its name, business address and main
activity;
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what project funding category did the proponent nominate:
(i) planning, (ii) project implementation, (iii) community
infragtructure, or (iv) resourcing a person to work for the
community; if the answer was (iv), did the proponent propose to
create anew position; if not, how had the position been funded until
the time of application;

what particular issue or issues in the local community did the
proponent say would be addressed by the project;

what expected project benefits did the proponent nominate;

how did the proponent advise that the outcomes of the project would
be sustained;

did the proponent advise that the project would be sdlf-sustaining; if
s0, how;

did the project arise from an earlier community planning process; if
so, how was the planning conducted and what issues and outcomes
were identified;

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided;

what community involvement in project committees or working
groups existed or were proposed by the proponent a the time of
application;

what experience in developing, budgeting and reporting on projects
of thistype did the proponent possess at the time of application;

did the proponent propose to purchase consultancy services; if so,
did the proponent provide quotes with the application;

if the proposal involved community infrastructure, did the
proponent provide a feasibility study and/or business plan;

did the proponent approach other Commonwesalth or state funding
sources for the project or components of the project within 2 years
of the date of application; if so, what sources were approached and
what funding was received;

what other financia and non-financia contributions to the project
were nominated by the proponent and can a breakdown of these
proposed contributions be provided including a calculation of the
dollar value of thein-kind contributions; and

what major project milestones were nominated by the proponent,
including the commencement and compl etion dates.

(7) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©

(d)
(€
(f)

what benefits has the project realised;

what involvement does the community have in project committees
or working groups,

has the proponent purchased consultancy services with Regional
Solutions Programme funding; if so, how much has been spent on
consultants;

what financial and non-financial contributions to the project has the
project received from other sources;

have all project milestones nominated by the proponent in the
funding application been met; if not, why not; and

(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
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In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):
(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;
(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;
(c) has the proponent properly acquitted the project by submitting a
final report; if so, on what date;
(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1848 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $5000 to the Hervey Bay
Historical Railway Village in the 2001-02 financial year under the Regional
Solutions Programme, to fund a consultant to assit the village:
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(8) What total Regional Solutions Programme funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingdaments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

Can adetailed description of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minigter receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent and the
Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the Regional Solutions
Programme guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(d) if applicable, when was the application varied;

(e) what Regional Solutions Programme funding was sought by the
proponent, including goods and services tax (if applicable);

(f) what isthe business address of the proponent;

(9) is the proponent a sponsoring organisation administering the grant
on behalf of another organisation; if so, can details be provided of
this organisation including its name, business address and main
activity;

(h) what project funding category did the proponent nominate:
(i) planning, (ii) project implementation, (iii) community
infragtructure, or (iv) resourcing a person to work for the
community; if the answer was (iv), did the proponent propose to
create anew position; if not, how had the position been funded until
the time of application;

(i) what particular issue or issues in the local community did the
proponent say would be addressed by the project;

() what expected project benefits did the proponent nominate;

(k) how did the proponent advise that the outcomes of the project would
be sustained;
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did the proponent advise that the project would be sdlf-sustaining; if
s0, how;

did the project arise from an earlier community planning process; if
so, how was the planning conducted and what issues and outcomes
were identified;

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided;

what community involvement in project committees or working
groups existed or were proposed by the proponent a the time of
application;

what experience in developing, budgeting and reporting on projects
of thistype did the proponent possess at the time of application;

did the proponent propose to purchase consultancy services; if so,
did the proponent provide quotes with the application;

if the proposal involved community infrastructure, did the
proponent provide a feasibility study and/or business plan;

did the proponent approach other Commonwealth or state funding
sources for the project or components of the project within 2 years
of the date of application; if so, what sources were approached and
what funding was received;

what other financia and non-financia contributions to the project
were nominated by the proponent and can a breakdown of these
proposed contributions be provided including a calculation of the
dollar value of thein-kind contributions; and

what major project milestones were nominated by the proponent,
including the commencement and compl etion dates.

(7) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©

(d)
(€
(f)

what benefits has the project realised;

what involvement does the community have in project committees
or working groups,

has the proponent purchased consultancy services with Regional
Solutions Programme funding; if so, how much has been spent on
consultants;

what financial and non-financial contributions to the project has the
project received from other sources;

have all project milestones nominated by the proponent in the
funding application been met; if not, why not; and

(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(8) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(@
(b)

(©

(d)
(€

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent properly acquitted the project by submitting a
final report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe find payment to the proponent been made; and
has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.
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1849 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $63 635 to the Gin Gin and
District Alliance Inc. in the 2001-02 financial year under the Regional Solutions
Programme, to employ a co-ordinator to conduct training programs:

D

2
3

(4)

()
(6)

(8) What total Regional Solutions Programme funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingdaments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

Can adetailed description of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent and the
Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the Regional Solutions
Programme guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(d) if applicable, when was the application varied;

(e) what Regional Solutions Programme funding was sought by the
proponent, including goods and services tax (if applicable);

(f) what isthe business address of the proponent;

(9) is the proponent a sponsoring organisation administering the grant
on behaf of another organisation; if so, can details be provided of
this organisation including its name, business address and main
activity;

(h) what project funding category did the proponent nominate:
(i) planning, (ii) project implementation, (iii) community
infragructure, or (iv) resourcing a person to work for the
community; if the answer was (iv), did the proponent propose to
create anew position; if not, how had the position been funded until
the time of application;

(i) what particular issue or issues in the local community did the
proponent say would be addressed by the project;

() what expected project benefits did the proponent nominate;

(k) how did the proponent advise that the outcomes of the project would
be sustained;

() did the proponent advise that the project would be self-sustaining; if
S0, how;

(m) did the project arise from an earlier community planning process; if
so, how was the planning conducted and what issues and outcomes
were identified;

(n) did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided;

(0) what community involvement in project committees or working
groups existed or were proposed by the proponent a the time of
application;
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(p) what experience in developing, budgeting and reporting on projects
of thistype did the proponent possess at the time of application;

(q) did the proponent propose to purchase consultancy services; if so,
did the proponent provide quotes with the application;

(r) if the proposal involved community infrastructure, did the
proponent provide a feasibility study and/or business plan;

(s) did the proponent approach other Commonwealth or state funding
sources for the project or components of the project within 2 years
of the date of application; if so, what sources were approached and
what funding was received;

(t) what other financial and non-financia contributions to the project
were nominated by the proponent and can a breakdown of these
proposed contributions be provided including a calculation of the
dollar value of thein-kind contributions; and

(u) what major project milestones were nominated by the proponent,
including the commencement and compl etion dates.

(7) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(8 what benefits hasthe project redlised;

(b) what involvement does the community have in project committees
or working groups,

(c) has the proponent purchased consultancy services with Regional
Solutions Programme funding; if so, how much has been spent on
consultants;

(d) what financial and non-financial contributions to the project has the
project received from other sources;

() have all project milestones nominated by the proponent in the
funding application been met; if not, why not; and

(f) (i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(8) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

(c) has the proponent properly acquitted the project by submitting a
final report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1850 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $116 500 to the Maryborough
and Hervey Bay Show Society Limited in the 2001-02 financia year under the
Regional Solutions Programme, to upgrade showground infrastructure:

(1) (a8 What total Regiona Solutions Programme funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingaments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(2) Can adetailed description of the project be provided.
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Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent and the
Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.
In relation to the application for funding:

(@
(b)
(©

(d)
(€

(f)
(9)

(h)

(i)

)
(k)

()
(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)
(9)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the Regional Solutions
Programme guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

if applicable, when was the application varied;

what Regional Solutions Programme funding was sought by the
proponent, including goods and services tax (if applicable);

what is the business address of the proponent;

is the proponent a sponsoring organisation administering the grant
on behaf of another organisation; if so, can details be provided of
this organisation including its name, business address and main
activity;

what project funding category did the proponent nominate:
(i) planning, (ii) project implementation, (iii) community
infragtructure, or (iv) resourcing a person to work for the
community; if the answer was (iv), did the proponent propose to
create anew position; if not, how had the position been funded until
the time of application;

what particular issue or issues in the local community did the
proponent say would be addressed by the project;

what expected project benefits did the proponent nominate;

how did the proponent advise that the outcomes of the project would
be sustained;

did the proponent advise that the project would be sdlf-sustaining; if
s0, how;

did the project arise from an earlier community planning process; if
so, how was the planning conducted and what issues and outcomes
were identified;

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided;

what community involvement in project committees or working
groups existed or were proposed by the proponent a the time of
application;

what experience in developing, budgeting and reporting on projects
of thistype did the proponent possess at the time of application;

did the proponent propose to purchase consultancy services; if so,
did the proponent provide quotes with the application;

if the proposal involved community infrastructure, did the
proponent provide a feasibility study and/or business plan;

did the proponent approach other Commonwesalth or state funding
sources for the project or components of the project within 2 years



(7)

(8)

(®)

(u)

No. 120—1 December 2003 101

of the date of application; if so, what sources were approached and
what funding was received;

what other financial and non-financia contributions to the project
were nominated by the proponent and can a breakdown of these
proposed contributions be provided including a calculation of the
dollar value of thein-kind contributions; and

what major project milestones were nominated by the proponent,
including the commencement and compl etion dates.

In relation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©

(d)
(€
(f)

what benefits has the project realised;

what involvement does the community have in project committees
or working groups;

has the proponent purchased consultancy services with Regiona
Solutions Programme funding; if so, how much has been spent on
consultants;

what financial and non-financial contributions to the project has the
project received from other sources;

have all project milestones nominated by the proponent in the
funding application been met; if not, why not; and

() what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(@
(b)

(©

(d)
(€

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent properly acquitted the project by submitting a
final report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe find payment to the proponent been made; and

has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1851 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $178 000 to the Theodore Sport
& Recreation Association Inc. in the 2001-02 financial year under the Regional
Solutions Programme, to provide sport and recrestion facilities:

D

@
3

(4)

()
(6)

() What total Regional Solutions Programme funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingdalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

Can adetailed description of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent and the
Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

In relation to the application for funding:

@
(b)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;
when was the application approved by the Minister;
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did the funding application comply with the Regional Solutions
Programme guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

if applicable, when was the application varied;

what Regional Solutions Programme funding was sought by the
proponent, including goods and services tax (if applicable);

what is the business address of the proponent;

is the proponent a sponsoring organisation administering the grant
on behaf of another organisation; if so, can details be provided of
this organisation including its name, business address and main
activity;

what project funding category did the proponent nominate:
(i) planning, (ii) project implementation, (iii) community
infragtructure, or (iv) resourcing a person to work for the
community; if the answer was (iv), did the proponent propose to
create anew position; if not, how had the position been funded until
the time of application;

what particular issue or issues in the local community did the
proponent say would be addressed by the project;

what expected project benefits did the proponent nominate;

how did the proponent advise that the outcomes of the project would
be sustained;

did the proponent advise that the project would be sdlf-sustaining; if
s0, how;

did the project arise from an earlier community planning process; if
so, how was the planning conducted and what issues and outcomes
were identified;

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided;

what community involvement in project committees or working
groups existed or were proposed by the proponent a the time of
application;

what experience in developing, budgeting and reporting on projects
of thistype did the proponent possess at the time of application;

did the proponent propose to purchase consultancy services; if so,
did the proponent provide quotes with the application;

if the proposal involved community infrastructure, did the
proponent provide a feasibility study and/or business plan;

did the proponent approach other Commonwealth or state funding
sources for the project or components of the project within 2 years
of the date of application; if so, what sources were approached and
what funding was received;

what other financial and non-financia contributions to the project
were nominated by the proponent and can a breakdown of these
proposed contributions be provided including a calculation of the
dollar value of thein-kind contributions; and

what major project milestones were nominated by the proponent,
including the commencement and compl etion dates.

In relation to the progress of the project:

@

what benefits has the project realised;
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(b) what involvement does the community have in project committees
or working groups,

(c) has the proponent purchased consultancy services with Regional
Solutions Programme funding; if so, how much has been spent on
consultants;

(d) what financial and non-financial contributions to the project has the
project received from other sources;

(e) have all project milestones nominated by the proponent in the
funding application been met; if not, why not; and

(f) (i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

(c) has the proponent properly acquitted the project by submitting a
final report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1852 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $100 000 to the Eidsvold Shire
Council in the 2001-02 financia year under the Regional Solutions Programme, to
add val ue to native hardwood timbers:

D

@
3

(4)

()
(6)

(8) What total Regional Solutions Programme funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingaments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

Can adetailed description of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent and the
Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the Regional Solutions
Programme guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(d) if applicable, when was the application varied;

(e) what Regiona Solutions Programme funding was sought by the
proponent, including goods and services tax (if applicable);

(f) what isthe business address of the proponent;

(9) is the proponent a sponsoring organisation administering the grant
on behaf of another organisation; if so, can details be provided of
this organisation including its name, business address and main
activity;
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what project funding category did the proponent nominate:
(i) planning, (ii) project implementation, (iii) community
infragtructure, or (iv) resourcing a person to work for the
community; if the answer was (iv), did the proponent propose to
create anew position; if not, how had the position been funded until
the time of application;

what particular issue or issues in the local community did the
proponent say would be addressed by the project;

what expected project benefits did the proponent nominate;

how did the proponent advise that the outcomes of the project would
be sustained;

did the proponent advise that the project would be sdlf-sustaining; if
S0, how;

did the project arise from an earlier community planning process; if
so, how was the planning conducted and what issues and outcomes
were identified;

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided;

what community involvement in project committees or working
groups existed or were proposed by the proponent a the time of
application;

what experience in developing, budgeting and reporting on projects
of thistype did the proponent possess at the time of application;

did the proponent propose to purchase consultancy services; if so,
did the proponent provide quotes with the application;

if the proposal involved community infrastructure, did the
proponent provide a feasibility study and/or business plan;

did the proponent approach other Commonwesalth or state funding
sources for the project or components of the project within 2 years
of the date of application; if so, what sources were approached and
what funding was received;

what other financial and non-financia contributions to the project
were nominated by the proponent and can a breakdown of these
proposed contributions be provided including a calculation of the
dollar value of thein-kind contributions; and

what major project milestones were nominated by the proponent,
including the commencement and compl etion dates.

(7) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©

(d)
(€
(f)

what benefits has the project realised;

what involvement does the community have in project committees
or working groups,

has the proponent purchased consultancy services with Regional
Solutions Programme funding; if so, how much has been spent on
consultants;

what financial and non-financial contributions to the project has the
project received from other sources;

have all project milestones nominated by the proponent in the
funding application been met; if not, why not; and

(i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
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In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):
(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;
(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;
(c) has the proponent properly acquitted the project by submitting a
final report; if so, on what date;
(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1853 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $272 727 to the Banana Shire
Community Resource Centre Reference Group in the 2001-02 financial year under
the Regional Solutions Programme, for a community resource centre:

D

2
3

(4)

()
(6)

(8) What total Regional Solutions Programme funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingaments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

Can adetailed description of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent and the
Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the Regional Solutions
Programme guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(d) if applicable, when was the application varied;

(e) what Regiona Solutions Programme funding was sought by the
proponent, including goods and services tax (if applicable);

(f) what isthe business address of the proponent;

(9) is the proponent a sponsoring organisation administering the grant
on behaf of another organisation; if so, can details be provided of
this organisation including its name, business address and main
activity;

(h) what project funding category did the proponent nominate:
(i) planning, (ii) project implementation, (iii) community
infragructure, or (iv) resourcing a person to work for the
community; if the answer was (iv), did the proponent propose to
create anew position; if not, how had the position been funded until
the time of application;

(i) what particular issue or issues in the local community did the
proponent say would be addressed by the project;

() what expected project benefits did the proponent nominate;

(k) how did the proponent advise that the outcomes of the project would
be sustained;
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did the proponent advise that the project would be sdlf-sustaining; if
s0, how;

did the project arise from an earlier community planning process; if
so, how was the planning conducted and what issues and outcomes
were identified;

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided;

what community involvement in project committees or working
groups existed or were proposed by the proponent a the time of
application;

what experience in developing, budgeting and reporting on projects
of thistype did the proponent possess at the time of application;

did the proponent propose to purchase consultancy services; if so,
did the proponent provide quotes with the application;

if the proposal involved community infrastructure, did the
proponent provide a feasibility study and/or business plan;

did the proponent approach other Commonwealth or state funding
sources for the project or components of the project within 2 years
of the date of application; if so, what sources were approached and
what funding was received;

what other financial and non-financia contributions to the project
were nominated by the proponent and can a breakdown of these
proposed contributions be provided including a calculation of the
dollar value of thein-kind contributions; and

what major project milestones were nominated by the proponent,
including the commencement and compl etion dates.

(7) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©

(d)
(€
(f)

what benefits has the project realised;

what involvement does the community have in project committees
or working groups;

has the proponent purchased consultancy services with Regional
Solutions Programme funding; if so, how much has been spent on
consultants;

what financial and non-financial contributions to the project has the
project received from other sources;

have all project milestones nominated by the proponent in the
funding application been met; if not, why not; and

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(8) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(@
(b)

(©

(d)
(€

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent properly acquitted the project by submitting a
final report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe fina payment to the proponent been made; and
has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.
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1854 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $29 263 to the Monduran
Anglers and Stocking Association in the 2001-02 financia year under the
Regional Solutions Programme, to devel op skillsin regional youth:

D

(2
3

(4)

()
(6)

(8) What total Regional Solutions Programme funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

Can adetailed description of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent and the
Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the Regional Solutions
Programme guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(d) if applicable, when was the application varied;

(e) what Regiona Solutions Programme funding was sought by the
proponent, including goods and services tax (if applicable);

(f) what isthe business address of the proponent;

(9) is the proponent a sponsoring organisation administering the grant
on behaf of another organisation; if so, can details be provided of
this organisation including its name, business address and main
activity;

(h) what project funding category did the proponent nominate:
(i) planning, (ii) project implementation, (iii) community
infragtructure, or (iv) resourcing a person to work for the
community; if the answer was (iv), did the proponent propose to
create anew position; if not, how had the position been funded until
the time of application;

(i) what particular issue or issues in the local community did the
proponent say would be addressed by the project;

() what expected project benefits did the proponent nominate;

(k) how did the proponent advise that the outcomes of the project would
be sustained;

() did the proponent advise that the project would be self-sustaining; if
s0, how;

(m) did the project arise from an earlier community planning process; if
so, how was the planning conducted and what issues and outcomes
were identified;

(n) did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided;

(0) what community involvement in project committees or working
groups existed or were proposed by the proponent a the time of
application;
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(p) what experience in developing, budgeting and reporting on projects
of thistype did the proponent possess at the time of application;

(q) did the proponent propose to purchase consultancy services; if so,
did the proponent provide quotes with the application;

(r) if the proposal involved community infrastructure, did the
proponent provide a feasibility study and/or business plan;

(s) did the proponent approach other Commonwealth or state funding
sources for the project or components of the project within 2 years
of the date of application; if so, what sources were approached and
what funding was received;

(t) what other financial and non-financia contributions to the project
were nominated by the proponent and can a breakdown of these
proposed contributions be provided including a calculation of the
dollar value of thein-kind contributions; and

(u) what major project milestones were nominated by the proponent,
including the commencement and compl etion dates.

(7) Inrelation tothe progress of the project:

(8 what benefits hasthe project realised;

(b) what involvement does the community have in project committees
or working groups,

(c) has the proponent purchased consultancy services with Regional
Solutions Programme funding; if so, how much has been spent on
consultants;

(d) what financial and non-financial contributions to the project has the
project received from other sources;

() have all project milestones nominated by the proponent in the
funding application been met; if not, why not; and

(f) (i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(8) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

(c) has the proponent properly acquitted the project by submitting a
final report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

Notice given 4 September 2003

1857 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $90 000 for the Subaxtreme
Manufacturing Facility project under the Structural Adjustment Package for the
Wide Bay Burnett Region of Queensland:

(1) (a8 What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.
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(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;

(c) was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;

(d) when did the committee make arecommendation to the Minister;

() what recommendation did the committee make;

(f) when wasthe application approved by the Minister;

(g) did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(h) what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;

(i) what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;

() how did the proponent describe the proposed project;

(k) was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;

() with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:

(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,

(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(i) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;
(m) what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
(n) if applicable, what construction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
(0) what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;
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what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operational;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;

what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;

was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;

did a business plan accompany the application form;

what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;

did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;

were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;

did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;

did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;

(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;

was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
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(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;
(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;
(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;
what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;
whdat financia contribution has the proponent made to the project;
an
has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws.

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

(f)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1858 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $500 000 for the Cooloola
Agriculture Centre project under the Structural Adjustment Package for the Wide
Bay Burnett Region of Queendand:

(1) (a8 What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit

2

basis.
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What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

(f)
(9)

(h)
(i)

)
(k)

()

(m)
(n)

(0)
(P)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;
when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;
was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;
when did the committee make a recommendation to the Minister;
what recommendeation did the committee make;
when was the application approved by the Minister;
did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;
what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;
what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;
how did the proponent describe the proposed project;
was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;
with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:

(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent

claim would be generated by the project,

(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(i) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;
what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;

what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operational;
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did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;

what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;

was the proposal local, national or export focused;

did a business plan accompany the application form;

what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;

did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;

were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;

did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;

did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;

(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;

was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact;

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation; and

(i) what exceptional characteristics did the project proposal possess,
and (ii) what significant or widespread impact on employment did
the application suggest would result from the realisation of the
project.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
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(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;
(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;
(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;
what long-term benefits for the Wide Bay Burnett region have been
generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;
has the project been local, national or export focused;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;

what financial contribution has the proponent made to the project;
has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and

what impact has the project had on other businessesin the region.

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

(f)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1859 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $160 000 for the Hervey Bay
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Thrill Seeker “Bungee’ project under the Structural Adjustment Package for the
Wide Bay Burnett Region of Queensland:

D

@

3
(4)
()

(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

(8) What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister recelve representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide

Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;

(c) was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;

(d) when did the committee make arecommendation to the Minister;

() what recommendation did the committee make;

(f) when wasthe application approved by the Minister;

(g) did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(h) what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;

(i) what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;

() how did the proponent describe the proposed project;

(k) was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;

() with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:

(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(i) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
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(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;

what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;

what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;

what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operationa;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;

what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;

was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;

did a business plan accompany the application form;

what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;

did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;

were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;

did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;

did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;

(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;

was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:
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when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;
(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;
(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;
what long-term benefits for the Wide Bay Burnett region have been
generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;
has the project been local, national or export focused;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;

what financial contribution has the proponent made to the project;
has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and

what impact has the project had on other businessesin the region.

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;
if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and
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(f) has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1860 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $240 000 for the TSG Pacific
Software Engineering Centre project under the Structural Adjustment Package for
the Wide Bay Burnett Region of Queendand:

D

2

3
(4)
(5)

(6)
(7)

(8)
(9)

(8) What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingdaments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;

(c) was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;

(d) when did the committee make arecommendation to the Minister;

() what recommendation did the committee make;

() when wasthe application approved by the Minister;

(g) did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(h) what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;

(i) what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;

() how did the proponent describe the proposed project;

(k) was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;

() with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:

(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,

(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
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(iif) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities,
what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;
what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operational;
did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;
what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;
was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;
did a business plan accompany the application form;
what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;
did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;
were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;
did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;
did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;
(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;
what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;
was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;
did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;
did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and
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did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€
(f)
(9)

(h)

(i)
()
(k)
()
(m)
(n)
(0)
(P)
(@)

when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;
(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;
(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;
what long-term benefits for the Wide Bay Burnett region have been
generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;
has the project been local, national or export focused;
what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;
what financial contribution has the proponent made to the project;
has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and
what impact has the project had on other businesses in the region.

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;
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(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(60 how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

(f) has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1861 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $294 500 for the Farmfresh
Expansion Program project under the Structural Adjustment Package for the Wide
Bay Burnett Region of Queendand:

D

2

3
(4)
©)

(6)
(7)

(8)
(9)

(8) What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minigter receive representations from the

Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;

(c) was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;

(d) when did the committee make arecommendation to the Minister;

() what recommendation did the committee make;

() when wasthe application approved by the Minister;

(g) did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(h) what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;

(i) what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;

() how did the proponent describe the proposed project;

(k) was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;

() with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:
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(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,
(il) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(i) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;
what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what construction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;
what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operational;
did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;
what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;
was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;
did a business plan accompany the application form;
what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;
did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;
were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;
did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;
did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;
(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;
what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;
was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;
did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;
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did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)
)
(f)
(9)

(h)

(i)
)
(k)
()
(m)
(n)
(0)
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when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project
i.e. skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;
(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;
(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;
what long-term benefits for the Wide Bay Burnett region have been
generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;
has the project been local, national or export focused;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;

what financial contribution has the proponent made to the project;
has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and

what impact has the project had on other businessesin the region.

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;
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(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6 how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

(f) has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
thgkaudit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1862 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $330 000 for the Neptunes
Reefworld Aquarium Development project under the Structural Adjustment
Package for the Wide Bay Burnett Region of Queendand:

D

@

3)
(4)
()

(6)
(7)

(8)
(9)

(8) What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;

(c) was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;

(d) when did the committee make arecommendation to the Minister;

() what recommendation did the committee make;

(f) when wasthe application approved by the Minister;

(g) did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(h) what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;

(i) what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;

() how did the proponent describe the proposed project;
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was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;
with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;
what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;
what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operational;
did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;
what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;
was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;
did a business plan accompany the application form;
what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;
did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;
were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;
did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;
did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;
(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;
what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;
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was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€
(f)
(9)

(h)

(i)
()
(k)
()
(m)
(n)

(0)
(P)

when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;
(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;
(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;
what long-term benefits for the Wide Bay Burnett region have been
generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;
has the project been local, national or export focused;
what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;
what financia contribution has the proponent made to the project;
has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and
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(0) what impact has the project had on other businesses in the region.
In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

(f) has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1863 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $150 000 for the B&S Classic
Doors Expansion project under the Structural Adjustment Package for the Wide
Bay Burnett Region of Queendand:

D

2

3
(4)
©)

(6)
(7)

(8)
(9)

(8) What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minigster receive representations from the

Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.
When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.
What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.
In relation to the application for funding:
(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;
(b) when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;
(c) was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;
(d) when did the committee make arecommendation to the Minister;
() what recommendation did the committee make;
(f) when wasthe application approved by the Minister;

(g) did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(h) what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;
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what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;
how did the proponent describe the proposed project;
was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;
with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent clam would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;
what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;
what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operationa;
did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;
what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;
was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;
did a business plan accompany the application form;
what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;
did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;
were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;
did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;
did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;
(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;
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what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;

was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)
)
(f)
(9)

(h)

(i)
0
(k)
()
(m)

when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project
i.e. skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;
(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and (ii)
have reporting requirements been met;
(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;
what long-term benefits for the Wide Bay Burnett region have been
generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;
has the project been local, national or export focused;
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(n) what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;

(o) what financia contribution has the proponent made to the project;

(p) has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and

(q) what impact has the project had on other businesses in the region.

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

(f) has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1864 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $24 500 for the Expansion of
Mikes Industrial Coatings project under the Structural Adjusment Package for the
Wide Bay Burnett Region of Queensland:
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(4)
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(6)
(7)

(8)
(9)

(8) What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingdaments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.
Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the

Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.
When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.
What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.
In relation to the application for funding:
(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;
(b) when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;
(c) was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;
(d) when did the committee make arecommendation to the Minister;
() what recommendation did the committee make;
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when was the application approved by the Minister;
did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;
what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;
what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;
how did the proponent describe the proposed project;
was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;
with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(iii) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;
what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;
what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operational;
did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;
what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;
was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;
did a business plan accompany the application form;
what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihbility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;
did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analysis,
were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;
did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;
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did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;

(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;

was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€
(f)
(9)

(h)
(i)
)
(k)

when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd,;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;
(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;
(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;
what long-term benefits for the Wide Bay Burnett region have been
generated by the project;
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(N what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;

(m) hasthe project been local, nationa or export focused;

(n) what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;

(o) what financia contribution has the proponent made to the project;

(p) has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and

(q) what impact has the project had on other businesses in the region.

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

(f) has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1865 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $275 000 for the Whitesnake
Ventilation Improved Underground project under the Structura Adjustment
Package for the Wide Bay Burnett Region of Queendand:

D

@

3
(4)
©)

(6)
(7)

(8)
(9)

(8) What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.
What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.
In relation to the application for funding:
(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;
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was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;
when did the committee make a recommendation to the Minister;
what recommendeation did the committee make;
when was the application approved by the Minister;
did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;
what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;
what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;
how did the proponent describe the proposed project;
was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;
with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(iii) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;
what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;
what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operational;
did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;
what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;
was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;
did a business plan accompany the application form;
what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;
did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;
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were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;

did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;

did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;

(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;

was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€
(f)
(9)

(h)

(

)

when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;
(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;
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() (i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;

(k) what long-term benefits for the Wide Bay Burnett region have been
generated by the project;

(N what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;

(m) hasthe project been local, nationa or export focused;

(n) what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;

(o) what financia contribution has the proponent made to the project;

(p) has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and

(q) what impact has the project had on other businesses in the region.

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

(f) has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1866 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $135 000 for the Queensland
Travel Wholesalers Web Development project under the Structura Adjustment
Package for the Wide Bay Burnett Region of Queendand:
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(8) What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingdalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:
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when was the funding application lodged with the department;
when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;
was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;
when did the committee make a recommendation to the Minister;
what recommendeation did the committee make;
when was the application approved by the Minister;
did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;
what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;
what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;
how did the proponent describe the proposed project;
was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;
with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(i) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;
what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;
what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operationad;
did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;
what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;
was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;
did a business plan accompany the application form;
what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;
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did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analysis;

were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;

did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;

did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;

(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;

was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)
)
(f)
(9)

when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
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(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;

what long-term benefits for the Wide Bay Burnett region have been
generated by the project;

what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;

has the project been local, national or export focused;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;

what financial contribution has the proponent made to the project;
has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and

what impact has the project had on other businesses in the region.

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

(f)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
thgkaudit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

Notice given 8 September 2003

1888 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $45 000 for the Capricorn
Crayfish Value Adding and Marketing project in round one of the Regional
Assistance Programme in the 1999-2000 financia year:

(1) (a) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

@

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an

organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit

basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the

3
(4)
©)

Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Central Queensland Area Consultative Committee.
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When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:
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when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee strategic
regiona plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;
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did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was | odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the Committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)
0
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e.self-funding or other sources,

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;
if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
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(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1889 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $45000 for the SILO
Information and Reception Centre project in round one of the Regional Assistance
Programme in the 1999-2000 financial year:

D
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(7)
(8)

(9)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Central Queensland Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee strategic
regiona plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;
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with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the Committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
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() were al nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redlised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

() () what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(9) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

(h) (i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(i) has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

() hasthe proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;

(k) has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6 how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1890 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $25 000 for the Dawson Valey
Hardwood Plantation project in round one of the Regiona Assistance Programme
in the 1999-2000 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
()

(6)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the

Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Central Queensland Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.
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When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
)
(k)

()

(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)

(9)

(®)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee strategic
regiona plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;
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did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was lodged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committee;

was the proponent and/or the Committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)
)
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e.
sdlf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;
if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;
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(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1891 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $45 000 for the Tria Herb
Processing Plant project in round three of the Regiona Assistance Programme in
the 1999-2000 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
()
(6)

(7)
(8)

(9)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Central Queensland Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.
When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee strategic
regiona plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

(k) with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;
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what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committee;

was the proponent and/or the Committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;
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() () what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(9) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

(h) (i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(i) has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

() hasthe proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;

(k) has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e
self-funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

(9) has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1892 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $49 500 for the Biloela
Economic Devel opment Strategy project in round one of the Regional Assistance
Programme in the 2001-2002 financial year:

D

2

3)
(4)
(5)

(6)

(")
(8)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Central Queensland Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.
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In relation to the application for funding:

@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
()
(k)
()
(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)

(9)

(®)
(u)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee strategic
regiona plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;
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was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was | odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the Committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)
0
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

(f)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e.
self-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and
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() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1893 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $43 460 for the Cooloola
Region Tourism Co-ordination project in round one of the Regional Assistance
Programme in the 1999-2000 financial year:

D)

2

3
(4)
(5)

(6)

(7)
(8)

(9)

(a) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Fairfax (Mr Somlyay) or the Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss)
on behaf of the proponent and/or the Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative
Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Area Consultative Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
and/or Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demongrated connection to the Wide Bay Burnett
Area Consultative Committee strategic regional plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

(k) with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;
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what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was | odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by Wide Bay Burnett Area
Consultative Committee;

was the proponent and/or Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative
Committee asked to provide advice on the primary and secondary
electorates in which the project activity would be based; if so, why
was this question asked and what answer was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redlised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;
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() () what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(9) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

(h) (i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(i) has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

() hasthe proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;

(k) has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e
sdlf-funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1894 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $30 193 for the Maryborough
CBD Revitalisation project in round one of the Regional Assistance Programmein
the 1999-2000 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
()

(6)

(")

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the

Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Area Consultative Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.
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(8) What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.
(9) Inrelation to the application for funding:

@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
0
(k)

()

(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)

(9)

(®)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demongtrated connection to the Wide Bay Burnett
Area Consultative Committee strategic regional plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;
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did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was lodged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the Wide Bay Burnett Area
Consultative Committee;

was the proponent and/or the Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative
Committee asked to provide advice on the primary and secondary
electorates in which the project activity would be based; if so, why
was this question asked and what answer was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)

)
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

(i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;
if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;
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(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1895 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $25000 for the Cooloola
Region Hardwood Value Adding Strategy project in round one of the Regional
Assistance Programme in the 1999-2000 financia year:

D

2

3
(4)
()

(6)

(")
(8)

(9)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) and/or the Member for Fairfax
(Mr Somlyay) on behalf of the proponent and/or the Wide Bay Burnett
Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay and/or the Member for Fairfax
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;
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with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was lodged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committee;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
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() were al nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redlised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

() () what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(9) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

(h) (i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(i) has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

() hasthe proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;

(k) has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e
self-funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

(9) has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1896 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $23 080 for the South Burnett
Wine Industry Development project in round one of the Regional Assistance
Programme in the 1999-2000 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
()

(6)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the

Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.
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When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
)
(k)

()

(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)

(9)

(®)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee strategic
regiona plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;
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did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)
0
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;
if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;



162

No. 120—1 December 2003

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1897 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $350 000 for the Promoting
International and National Visitation to the Bundaberg Region project in round
two of the Regional Assistance Programme in the 1999-2000 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
©)

(6)

(")
(8)

(9)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) and/or the Member for Hinkler
(Mr Neville) on behalf of the proponent and/or the Wide Bay Area
Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay and/or the Member for Hinkler
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;
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with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
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were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redlised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e.
self-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1898 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $25 000 for the Mary Valley
Heritage Raillway Development Strategy project in round two of the Regiond
Assistance Programme in the 1999-2000 financia year:

(1) (a) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit

2

basis.

(3) What isthe proponent’s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) and/or the Member for Fairfax
(Mr Somlyay) on behaf of the proponent and/or the Wide Bay Area
Consultative Committee.

(4)
()
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When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
)
(k)
()
(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)

(9)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;
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did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committee;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)

)
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redlised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e.
self-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;
if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
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(6 how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1899 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $30 000 for the Australian
Fishing Museum project in round two of the Regional Assistance Programme in
the 1999-2000 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
©)
(6)

(7)
(8)

(9)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister recelve representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;
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with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was lodged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committee;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
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were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redlised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e.
self-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1900 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $25 000 for the Bundeberg
CBD revitalisation project in round two of the Regional Assistance Programmein
the 1999-2000 financial year:

(1) (a) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit

2

basis.

(3) What isthe proponent’s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) and/or the Member for Hinkler
(Mr Neville) on behalf of the proponent and/or the Wide Bay Area
Consultative Committee.

(4)
()
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When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
)
(k)
()
(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)

(9)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;
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did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was | odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)

0
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e.
self-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;
if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
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(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1901 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $20 000 for the Eidsvold—Our
Future project in round two of the Regiona Assistance Programme in the
1999-2000 financial year:

D

2

3)
(4)
©)
(6)

(7)
(8)

(9)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;
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with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
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() were al nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redlised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

() () what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(9) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

(h) (i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(i) has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

() hasthe proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;

(k) has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e
self-funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6 how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1902 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $63 250 for the Marketing
Wide Bay Arts and Crafts project in round three of the Regiona Assistance
Programme in the 1999-2000 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
()

(6)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the

Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.
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When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
)
(k)

()

(m)
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(9)

(®)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;
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did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was lodged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committee;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)
)
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if S0, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e.
sdlf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;
if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;



No. 120—1 December 2003 177

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1903 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $22000 for the
Murgon/Wondai/Kilkivan Economic Development project in round four of the
Regional Assistance Programme in the 1999-2000 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
()
(6)

(7)
(8)

(9)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.
When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

(k) with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;
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what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committee;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;
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() () what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(9) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

(h) (i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(i) has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

() hasthe proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;

(k) has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e
self-funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

(9) has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1904 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $74 250 for the Whistle Stop
General Manager project in round four of the Regiona Assistance Programme in
the 1999-2000 financial year:

D

2

3)
(4)
(5)

(6)

(")
(8)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.
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In relation to the application for funding:

@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
()
(k)
()
(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)

(9)

(®)
(u)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;
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was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was | odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)
0
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

(f)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and
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() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1905 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $8 800 for the Childers Passport
project in round one of the Regional Assistance Programme in the 1999-2000
financial year:

D)

2

3
(4)
(5)

(6)

(7)
(8)

(9)

(a) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) and/or the Member for Hinkler (Mr
Neville) on behalf of the proponent and/or the Wide Area Consultative
Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.
When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

(k) with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;



()

(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)

(9)

(®)
(u)

v)

(w)
)

)

No. 120—1 December 2003 183

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was | odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redlised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;
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() () what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(9) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

(h) (i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(i) has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

() hasthe proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;

(k) has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e
sdlf-funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1906 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $199 700 for the Capricorn
Crayfish Value Adding and Marketing project in round one of the Regional
Assistance Programme in the 2000-2001 financia year:

D

2

3
(4)
()

(6)

(")
(8)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.



(9)

No. 120—1 December 2003 185

In relation to the application for funding:

@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
)
(k)
()
(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)

(9)

(®)
(u)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;
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was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committee;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)
)
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, realised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

(f)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e.
self-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and
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() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1907 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $38 500 for the Tarong and
Beyond E-commerce project in round one of the Regional Assistance Programme
in the 1999-2000 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
()

(6)

(7)
(8)

(9)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) and/or the Member for Blair
(Mr Thompson) on behalf of the proponent and/or the Wide Bay Burnett
Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay and/or the Member for Blair
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

(k) with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;
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what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committee;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;
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() () what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(9) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

(h) (i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(i) has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

() hasthe proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;

(k) has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

(9) has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1908 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $33 000 for the Industry Cluster
Tourism project in round two of the Regional Assistance Programme in the
2000-2001 financial year:

D

2

3)
(4)
(5)

(6)

(")
(8)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.
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In relation to the application for funding:

@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
()
(k)
()
(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)

(9)

(®)
(u)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;
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was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was | odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)
0
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

(f)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and



192

No. 120—1 December 2003

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1909 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $44 000 for the Taming the
Wild Scotchman project in round two of the Regional Assistance Programme in
the 2000-2001 financial year:

D)

2

3
(4)
(5)
(6)

(7)
(8)

(9)

(a) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.
When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

(k) with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;
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what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was | odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redlised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;
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() () what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(9) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

(h) (i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(i) has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

() hasthe proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;

(k) has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e
sdlf-funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1910 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $33 000 for the Hardwood
Sawdust Pilot Plant project in round three of the Regional Assistance Programme
in the 2000-2001 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
()

(6)

(")
(8)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.
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In relation to the application for funding:

@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
)
(k)
()
(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)

(9)

(®)
(u)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;
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was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committee;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)
)
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, realised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

(f)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and
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() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1911 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $55 000 for the Gympie Animal
Shelter project in round one of the Regional Assistance Programme in the
2001-2002 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
()

(6)

(7)
(8)

(9)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Fairfax (Mr Somlyay) or the Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss)
a on behdf of the proponent and/or the Wide Bay Burnett Area
Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Fairfax and/or the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

(k) with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;
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what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committee;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;
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() () what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(9) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

(h) (i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(i) has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

() hasthe proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;

(k) has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

(9) has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1912 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $40 700 for the Addressing the
Opportunities of Cooloola’'s Ageing Population project in round three of the
Regional Assistance Programme in the 2001-2002 financial year:

D

2

3)
(4)
(5)

(6)

(")

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Fairfax (Mr Somlyay) or the Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss)
on behalf of the proponent and/or the Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative
Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Fairfax and/or Member for Wide Bay about
the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.
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(8) What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.
(9) Inrelation to the application for funding:

(@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
()
(k)

()

(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)

(9)

(®)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;
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did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)
0
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;
if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;
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(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1913 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $44 000 for the Harvey Bay
Industry Cluster project in round three of the Regiona Assistance Programme in
the 2001-2002 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
©)
(6)

(7)
(8)

9)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.
When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

(k) with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;
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what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was | odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redlised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;
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() () what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(9) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

(h) (i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(i) has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

() hasthe proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;

(k) has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1914 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $110 000 for the Maryborough
Urban Renewal project in round three of the Regional Assistance Programme in
the 2001-2002 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
()

(6)

(")
(8)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.
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In relation to the application for funding:

@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
)
(k)
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(m)

(n)
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(9)

(®)
(u)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;
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was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committee;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)
)
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, realised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

(f)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and
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() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1915 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $138 104 for the Mary Valley
Heritage Railway Corridor Maintenance Business Enhancement project in round
three of the Regional Assistance Programme in the 2001-2002 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
()

(6)

(7)
(8)

(9)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) and/or the Member for Fairfax
(Mr Somlyay) on behalf of the proponent and/or the Wide Bay Burnett
Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay and/or Member for Fairfax about
the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

(k) with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;
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what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committee;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;
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() () what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(9) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

(h) (i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(i) has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

() hasthe proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;

(k) has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

(9) has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1916 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $13 282 for the Nanango Lee
Park Assessment and Management Plan project in round three of the Regional
Assistance Programme in the 2001-2002 financia year:

D

2

3)
(4)
(5)

(6)

(")

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) and/or the Member for Blair
(Mr Thompson) on behalf of the proponent and/or the Wide Bay Burnett
Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay and/or Member for Blair about
the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.
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(8) What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.
(9) Inrelation to the application for funding:

(@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
()
(k)

()

(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)

(9)

(®)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;
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did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)
0
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;
if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;
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(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1917 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $17 246 for the Gympie
Landcare Revegetation Nursery Development project in round four of the
Regional Assistance Programme in the 2001-2002 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
©)

(6)

(")
(8)

(9)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Fairfax (Mr Somlyay) or the Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss)
on behaf of the proponent and/or the Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative
Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Fairfax and/or Member for Wide Bay about
the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;
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with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
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() were al nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redlised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

() () what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(9) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

(h) (i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(i) has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

() hasthe proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;

(k) has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6 how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1918 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $32 613 for the Country Music
Industry Development project in round one of the Regional Assistance Programme
in the 2002-2003 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
()

(6)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the

Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.
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When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
)
(k)

()

(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)

(9)

(®)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;
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did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was lodged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committee;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)
)
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;
if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;
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(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1919 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $275000 for the Lake
Monduran Development of Recreationa Facilities project in round four of the
Regional Assistance Programme in the 2001-2002 financial year:

D

2

3
(4)
()
(6)

(7)
(8)

(9)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.
When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the application approved by the Minister;

(c) did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

(d) what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

() what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;

(f) what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

(g) what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

(h) what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

(i) what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

() what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

(k) with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;
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what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;

was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was |odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committee;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;
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() () what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(9) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

(h) (i) what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.

(i) has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

() hasthe proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;

(k) has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

(f) have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and

(9) has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1920 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $65 714 for the Implementation
of the South Burnett Regional Tourism Development Strategy project in round one
of the Regional Assistance Programmein the 2002-2003 financial year:

D

2

3)
(4)
(5)

(6)

(")
(8)

(8) What total programme funds have been paid to the proponent; and (b) if
the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the payment made; or, if
paid in instalments, what were the instalment dates and amounts paid on
each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Area Consultative Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the
committee and the Member for Wide Bay about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.
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In relation to the application for funding:

@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€
(f)

(9)

(h)
(i)
()
(k)
()
(m)

(n)

(0)

(P)
(@)
(r)

(9)

(®)
(u)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;

when was the application approved by the Minister;

did the funding application comply with the programme guidelines;
if not, can details of the non-compliance be provided;

what total funding was sought, including, if applicable, the goods
and services tax (GST) free amount, the GST-inclusive amount and
the specific GST amount;

what preferred project start date was nominated by the proponent;
what preferred project completion date was nominated by the
proponent;

what was the project rationale, including identification of need for
the project and demonstrated connection to the committee's
strategic regional plan;

what community consultation did the proponent undertake prior to
submitting the application;

what previous studies or projects did the proponent nominate as
relevant to the project;

what project objectives and outcomes did the proponent nominate
including employment outcomes and ongoing regional benefit;

with reference to employment outcomes, how many direct and
indirect full time equivalent positions did the proponent claim
would be generated;

what additional sources of funding did the proponent nominate
would be required to sustain the project at the end of the funding
period;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

(i) what project linkages were nominated by the proponent,
including federal agencies, state agencies, loca government,
community organisations and the private sector, and (ii) what was
the nature of the links;

(i) what project management structure was proposed by the
proponent, (ii) what selection process for the project manager was
proposed, and (iii) if applicable, what was the proposed
membership, role and terms of reference for the steering committee;
what progress report timing and format did the proponent propose;
what monitoring and eval uation process did the proponent propose;
what assistance did the proponent advise would be received from
other sources (identified by source and type of assistance);

did the proponent disclose receipt of other government funding in
the 3 years before the application was lodged; if so, what funding
had the proponent received;

did the proponent propose the purchase of assets with the
programme funds;

did the proponent hold workers compensation, public liability,
professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident insurance
when the application was | odged;
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was the proponent a Job Network member or involved with a New
Apprenticeship Centre or Work for the Dole at the time the
application was | odged;

was the project endorsed for funding by the committeg;

was the proponent and/or the committee asked to provide advice on
the primary and secondary electorates in which the project activity
would be based; if so, why was this question asked and what answer
was provided; and

did evidence of community support accompany the application or
was evidence otherwise provided to the department; if so, what
evidence was provided.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)

(€

(f)

(9)
(h)
(i)
0
(k)

when did the project start;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

what economic or regiona benefit hasthe project provided;

(i) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project
activity; if so, has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

were all nominated project linkages, i.e. with government agencies
and the private sector, redised; if not, which linkages were not
realised;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted; and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and
(i) have reporting requirements been met;

() what monitoring and eval uation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, on what dates.
has the project received assistance from other sources during the
programme funding period; if so, can this assistance be identified by
source and type;

has the proponent purchased assets with the programme funds; if so,
did the proponent receive written permission prior to the purchase;
has the proponent maintained workers compensation, public
liability, professional indemnity and voluntary worker accident
insurance during the funding period;

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

(f)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding
i.e. sdf-funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project;

have any assets purchased with programme funds remained the
property of the Commonwealth; and
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() has an independent evaluation been undertaken; if so: (i) who
undertook the evaluation, (ii) when was it completed, and (iii) what
findings did it make.

1921 Senator Murray: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—With reference to the Government’s policy in relation to the
Mugabe Zimbabwe African Nationa Union-Patriotic Front (ZANU-PF)
Government, can the Minister advise if there are any students attending Australian
universities who are related to current ZANU-PF members of the Government or
parliamentariansin Zimbabwe.

1923 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to the Rura Transaction Centre program:

D

(2
3

(4)
©)

(6)

(7)
(8)

(9)

(10)
(11)
(12)
(13)

When was the independent Rural Transaction Centre Advisory Committee
(RTAC) established.

Who was appointed to the RTAC.

(8 How were RTAC members selected; and (b) who made the fina
decision asto their appointment.

(8 Who is the chair of the RTAC; (b) how was the chair selected; and
(c) who made the final decision asto the chair’ s appointment.

At the time of the announcement of the original RTAC: (a) what were the
terms and conditions under which RTAC members were engaged; (b) for
each member, what payments were made including base salary or retainer
fees, ditting fees, travel costs, accommodation and other payments; and
(c) for each member: (i) what was the tenure of their contracts, and (ii) who
determined these contract terms and conditions.

In relation to the period of service of each member: (a) how many meetings
have been held; and (b) how many and which meetings has each member
attended.

Are RTAC members required to disclose to the Minister any financia
interests they or their immediate families may hold.

Can the Minister confirm that no members of the RTAC have, at any time,
held a financial interest in GRM International Pty Ltd or its associated
companies.

Since its establishment, have there been changes in the make-up of the
RTAC; if so: (a) who has left the RTAC; (b) for what reason or reasons did
they leave; (c) when did they leave; (d) who replaced them; (€) when were
they replaced; (f) how was their replacement sdected; and (g) who made
the final decision regarding the replacement’ s appointment.

How often and where hasthe RTAC met since its establishment.

What records exist of these mestings.

Who provides secretarid support to the RTAC.

What has been the cost of the RTAC, by year, since the announcement of
the program, incduding the costs of secretariat support and al other
adminidrative costs.

1924 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to the Rura Transaction Centre program:

D

(8 How are applications for preparation of business plans to enable
identification of services required by the applicant communities eval uated;
and (b) who makes the fina decision.
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(8 How are applications for the establishment and operation of Rural
Transaction Centres eval uated; and (b) who makes the final decision.

Have these processes altered since the program was first announced; if so,
how.

(8 What benchmarks are used, and methods of ongoing evaluation
employed, in monitoring and reporting on the performance of established
Rural Transaction Centres; and (b) are these reports made available to the
Minister; if so, how often.

Can a copy of the funding guidelines used by the Rural Transaction Centre
Advisory Committee to assess applications be provided; if not, why not.

1925 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to Media Rel ease M250/2000 of 18 December

2000:

D)

2
3
()
(6)
(7)

(8)
(9)

(10)

(8 What process was used to select and appoint GRM Internationa Pty
Limited (GRM International); and (b) who made the final decision.

Which other organisations expressed an interest in undertaking this work.
What was the total forecast expenditure by year under the contract.

How many full-time equivalent officers was GRM International to supply.
Did the contract specify where these officers were to be located.

(8 What, if any, changes have been made to the origina terms of the
contract; (b) why have these changes been made; and (¢) who approved
these changes.

What has been the actua expenditure, by year, in relation to the contract.

How many full-time equivalent officers has GRM International supplied for
each year since the contract was awarded.

(8) Whereis each officer supplied by GRM International located; and (b) in
which federal dectorates are they located.

1926 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to the Rurd Transaction Centre program:

)

(2
3

(4)
©)

(6)

(7)

When was the independent Rural Transaction Centre Advisory Committee
(RTAC) established.

Who was appointed to the RTAC.

(8 How were RTAC members selected; and (b) who made the fina
decision asto their appointment.

(8 Who is the chair of the RTAC; (b) how was the chair selected; and
(c) who made the final decision asto the chair’ s appointment.

At the time of the announcement of the original RTAC: (a) what were the
terms and conditions under which RTAC members were engaged; (b) for
each member, what payments were made including base salary or retainer
fees, ditting fees, travel costs, accommodation and other payments; and
(c) for each member: (i) what was the tenure of their contracts, and (ii) who
determined these contract terms and conditions.

In relation to the period of service of each member: (a) how many meetings
have been held; and (b) how many and which meetings has each member
attended.

Are RTAC members required to disclose to the Minister any financial
interests they or their immediate families may hold.
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Can the Minister confirm that no members of the RTAC have, at any time,
held a financial interest in GRM International Pty Ltd or its associated
companies.

Since its establishment, have there been changes in the make-up of the
RTAC; if so: (a) who has |eft the RTAC; (b) for what reason or reasons did
they leave; (c) when did they leave; (d) who replaced them; (€) when were
they replaced; (f) how was their replacement sdected; and (g) who made
the final decision regarding the replacement’ s appointment.

How often and where hasthe RTAC met since its establishment.
What records exigt of these mestings.
Who provides secretarid support to the RTAC.

What has been the cost of the RTAC, by year, since the announcement of
the program, incduding the costs of secretariat support and al other
adminidrative costs.

1927 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to the Rurd Transaction Centre program:

D

@
3
(4)

©)

(8 How are applications for preparation of business plans to enable
identification of services required by the applicant communities eval uated;
and (b) who makes the find decision.

(8 How are applications for the establishment and operation of Rural
Transaction Centres eval uated; and (b) who makes the final decision.

Have these processes altered since the program was first announced; if so,
how.

(8 What benchmarks are used, and methods of ongoing evaluation
employed, in monitoring and reporting on the performance of established
Rural Transaction Centres; and (b) are these reports made available to the
Minister; if so, how often.

Can a copy of the funding guidelines used by the Rural Transaction Centre
Advisory Committee to assess applications be provided; if not, why not.

1928 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to Media Rel ease M250/2000 of 18 December
2000, can the Minigter advise:
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(8) What process was used to select and appoint GRM Internationa Pty
Limited (GRM International); and (b) who made the final decision.

Which other organisations expressed an interest in undertaking this work.
What wasthe original tenure of the contract with GRM International.

What was the forecast expenditure, by year, under the contract with GRM
International.

How many full-time eguivalent officers was GRM International to supply
under the contract.

Did the contract specify where these officers were to be located.

(8 What, if any, changes have been made to the origina terms of the
contract with GRM International; (b) why have these changes been made;
and (c) who approved these changes.

What has been the expenditure, by year, under the contract with GRM
International .
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How many full-time equivalent officers has GRM International supplied for
each year since the contract was awarded.

(8) Where is each officer supplied by GRM Internationa based; and (b) in
which federal eectorates are they located.

1929 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—
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When was the Rural Transaction Centre program announced.

What was the intended outcome of the program at the time of the origina
announcement.

(8) What was the program’s forecast duration; and (b) has the forecast been
altered; if so, in what way and why.

What was the initia funding allocation to the program for each year of the
program’s origina intended duration.

Of the origina funding allocation, what quantum was allocated for: (a) the
preparation of business plans to enable identification of services required
by the applicant communities; and (b) the establishment and operation of
Rural Transaction Centres.

What has been the actual quantum of funding expended for each year of the
program for: (a) the preparation of business plans to enable identification of
services required by the applicant communities; and (b) the establishment
and operation of Rural Transaction Centres.

At the time the program was announced, what was the forecast number of
applications expected, by year, for: (a) the preparation of business plans to
enable identification of services required by the applicant communities; and
(b) the establishment and operation of Rural Transaction Centres.

How many applications have been received, by year, for: (a) the preparation
of business plans to enable identification of services required by the
applicant communities; and (b) the establishment and operation of Rura
Transaction Centres.

How many Rural Transaction Centres have been established for each year
since the program'’ s inception.

What is the location of each established Rura Transaction Centre, and in
which federal eectorate are they located.

(8) How many applications, for the preparation of business plans to enable
identification of services required by the applicant communities, are
pending; and (b) from which town or community groups have these
applications been received and in which federal eectorates are they located.

How many applications for the establishment and operation of Rural
Transaction Centres are pending and, if successful, in which towns and
federal electorates will they be located.

1930 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister for Local Government, Territories and
Roads—
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When was the Rural Transaction Centre program announced.

What was the intended outcome of the program at the time of the origina
announcement.

(8) What was the program’s forecast duration; and (b) has the forecast been
altered; if so, in what way and why.
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What was the initial funding allocation to the program for each year of the
program’s origina intended duration.

Of the origina funding allocation, what quantum was allocated for: (a) the
preparation of business plans to enable identification of services required
by the applicant communities; and (b) the establishment and operation of
Rural Transaction Centres.

What has been the actual quantum of funding expended for each year of the
program for: (a) the preparation of business plans to enable identification of
services required by the applicant communities; and (b) the establishment
and operation of Rural Transaction Centres.

At the time the program was announced, what was the forecast number of
applications expected, by year, for: (a) the preparation of business plans to
enable identification of services required by the applicant communities; and
(b) the establishment and operation of Rural Transaction Centres.

How many applications have been received, by year, for: (a) the preparation
of business plans to enable identification of services required by the
applicant communities; and (b) the establishment and operation of Rura
Transaction Centres.

How many Rural Transaction Centres have been established for each year
since the program’ s inception.

What is the location of each established Rura Transaction Centre, and in
which federal eectorate are they located.

(8) How many applications, for the preparation of business plans to enable
identification of services required by the applicant communities, are
pending; and (b) from which town or community groups have these
applications been received and in which federal eectorates are they located.

How many applications for the establishment and operation of Rural
Transaction Centres are pending and, if successful, in which towns and
federal electorates will they be located.

1931 Senator Allison: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Education,
Science and Training—
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For the calendar year 2003 to date: (a) how many staff have been made
redundant at the Commonwedlth Scientific and Industriad Research
Organisation (CSIRO); and (b) for each staff member made redundant: (i)
what Division did they work for, (ii) what was their position within the
organisation, (iii) was the nature of their redundancy voluntary or
involuntary, (iv) what was the duration of their employment with CSIRO,
and (v) what was the last project they worked on.

For the remainder of 2003: (a) how many staff will be made redundant at
the CSIRO; and (b) for each staff member: (i) what Division do they work
for, (ii) what isther position within the organisation, (iii) was the nature of
their redundancy voluntary or involuntary, (iv) what isthe duration of their
employment with CSIRO, and (v) what will be their last project.

For the calendar year 2002: (8) how many staff were made redundant at the
CSIRO; and (b) for each staff member: (i) what Division did they work for,
(i) what was their position within the organisation, (iii) was the nature of
their redundancy voluntary or involuntary, (iv) what was the duration of
their employment with CSIRO, and (v) what was the last project they
worked on.
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What consultation on the matter of redundancies has been undertaken with
affected staff, relevant unions and the CSIRO Staff Association during
2003.

(a) At what level were these staffing cut decisions made; and (b) was the
Minister involved.

What are the costs of redundancy packages for 2003, actud and planned.
What istherationale for these redundancies.

1934 Senator Carr: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Education,
Science and Training—
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Can alist be provided of al projects commissioned under the department’s
Evaluation and Investigation Program (EIP) since 1 July 2000.

In relation to each project mentioned in paragraph (1), can the following
information be provided in tabular form: (a) the title of the project; (b) who
commissioned the project; (¢) who undertook the study and research for the
project; (d) the stated purpose of the project; (e) the value of the project;
(f) the date of acquittal of payment for each project; (g) the date the report
for the project was provided to the department; (h) the date the report was
published; (i) details of whether the report was published electronically or
in hard copy; (j) confirmation that al such reports have been provided to
the Employment, Workplace Relations and Education Legidation
Committee, together with the date of provision; (k) if reports were not
published, why; and (1) if reports were not provided to the Committee, why
not.

1935 Senator Bishop: To ask the Minister for Defence—
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How many instances were there in each of the past 3 years of explosives
being stolen from Defence establishments.

In how many instances in the same years were there incomplete
reconciliations of stock holdings.

In each case, what was stolen and in what quantity.

(8) What regular process exists for the routine reconciliation of explosive
supplies; and (b) what isthe reporting and coordination process.

What quantities of explosives, by type, were purchased in each of the past 2
financia years.

In how many locations around Australia are explosives stored.

What accountability for stocks of explosives exists to security agencies at
both federal and state levels.

1936 Senator Bishop: To ask the Minister for Justice and Customs—

D
2

3
(4)
©)

How many cases of stolen explosives were reported to the Australian
Federal Police and state police forcesin each of the past 3 years.

What coordination mechanism exists at the federal level for the exchange of
information on explosive imports, local manufacture, sale and distribution
of al explosive material.

What investigations are conducted into reports of missing or stolen
explosivesin Australia.

What quantity of explosive material was manufactured within Australia in
each of the past 3 years.

How much explosive material, by type, was imported.
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(6) How much explosive material, by type: (a) was exported; and (b) to which
destination ,by quantity.

Notice given 9 September 2003

1937 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Miniger for the
Environment and Heritage—For each of the past 10 years: (a) how much federal
funding has been allocated to environment groups in Australia; and (b) how much
went to each environment group which was funded, directly or indirectly.

1941 Senator Brown: To ask the Minigter representing the Minister for Health and
Ageing—
(1) How has the Government responded to Alzheimers Audralia's cal for
dementia to be made anational health priority.

(2) What arethe age and demographic trends for dementiain Australia.

(3) What financia, respite or other government assistanceis available to people
caring for dementia suffers a home.

Senator Brown: To ask the Minigters listed below (Question Nos 1944-1945)—With
reference to wheat streak mosaic virus:

(1) Has the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation or
any other Australian research organisation, ever imported the virus for
research or any other purpose: if so; (a) who licenced and monitored
importation of the virus, (b) when was the virus imported; (c) by what
means was the virusimported; (d) by what route was the virus imported and
transported; (e) in which facilities is, or in which facilities was, the virus
stored and used; (f) has the virus been transported to other facilities; (g) has
the virus imported under OGTR/GMAC1507 been destroyed; (h) whois or
was responsible for containing and managing the virus; (i) has the Office of
the Gene Technology Regulation (OGTR) ever inspected, assessed or
approved any facilities in which the organisms licenced under GMAC1507
are stored or used; if so, what were the results of those inspections; () is
there any evidence that the virus may have escaped from storage or
research facilities into any other environments; (k) is there any evidence
that the virus, licenced by OGTR/GMAC1507 or any other research project
using the virus, may be the source of infections recently identified in wheat
plantsin various research facilities around Australia.

(2) If the virus was used for research or other purposes in Australia, what
evidence shows that this was not the source of the current infection in
wheat at various |ocations, which threatens the Australian whesat industry.

1944 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

1950 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Treasurer—

(1) Did the Government receive a legal opinion from the Australian
Government Solicitor about whether or not it was congtitutionally possible
for the Commonwealth to deliver alegally binding and enforceable right of
veto to the States in relation to the rate of a goods and services tax (GST); if
so; can a copy of that opinion be provided.

(2) Since the passage of the GST legidation, do the state and territory
governments have a legally binding and enforceable right of veto over
changes to therate of the GST now and in the future.

1960 Senator Evans: To ask the Minister for Defence—
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How many security clearance applications are currently waiting to be
processed by the Defence Security Authority.

How many security clearance re-evaluations are currently waiting to be
processed by the Defence Security Authority.

Can a breakdown be provided of how long all security clearances waiting to
be processed, including re-evaluations and new applications, have been
delayed, for example, x applications are delayed by 1 month, y applications
are delayed by 2 months etc.

What has such alarge backlog devel oped.

What is the current estimate of the length of time it will take before the
backlog isfully cleared.

What processes or initiatives are being put in place to reduce the backlog.

What processes or initiatives are being put in place to ensure that such a
backlog does not arise again in the future.

Notice given 10 September 2003

1973 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
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For each of the following financia years, 2000-01, 2001-02, and 2002-03:
(8) how many suspected illegal fishing vesselsin the Heard and McDonald
Isand (HIMI) region have been reported to Australian authorities; and
(b) in each case: (i) what was the source of the report, and (i) on what date
was the report received.

For each of the following financia years, 2000-01, 2002-02, and 2002-03:
(8 how many suspected illegal fishing vessels in the HIMI region were
reported to Australian authorities but not subsequently intercepted; and
(b) in each case where a suspected illegal fishing vessel was identified but
not intercepted, why was it not intercepted.

1974 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
With reference to the answer to paragraph (3)(a) of gquestion on notice no. 565
(Senate Hansard, 11 November 2002, p. 6016):

)
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Was the alleged broadcasting of bogus Emergency Position Indicating
Rescue Beacon signas by the Volga to assist the illegal fishing vessel the
Lena to evade hot pursuit by the Australian Fisheries Management
Authority contracted Southern Supporter subject to investigation by
Australian authorities; if so, what was the outcome of the investigation and
do current charges againg the crew of the Volga relate to this aleged
activity; if no investigation has been undertaken, why not.

Weas the alleged broadcasting of bogus Emergency Position Indicating
Rescue Beacon signals by the Florence during the Southern Supporter’ s hot
pursuit of the illega fishing vessel the Lena, and the Florence's alleged
re-fuelling of the Lena, subject to investigation by Australian authorities; if
so, what was the outcome of thisinvestigation and what legal action, if any,
has been initiated againgt the crew of the Florence; if no investigation has
been undertaken, why not.

1975 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
With reference to the answer to paragraph (3)(b) of question on notice no. 731
(Senate Hansard, 9 December 2002, p. 7520): Has the Australian Government yet
made direct representations to the Bolivian Government on Austraia’s concerns
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about illegal, unregulated and unreported fishing and flag of convenience fishing;
if s0, when and in what form were these representations made; if not, why not.

1976 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
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What companies have been issued with a licence to fish in the Heard and
McDonald Iland Fishery.

In relation to each company: (a) what isitsregistered address; and (b) when
was the licence issued and, if applicable, renewed.

(8) What total allowable catch, by species, is each licence holder allocated;
and (b) in relation to each licence holder, have catch limits been varied; if
s0, when and what is the nature of the variation.

1977 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
With reference to the report of the Twenty-First Meeting of the Commission for
the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources, held in Hobart from
October to November 2002 and, in particular, the report on illegal, unregulated
and unreported fishing:
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Has Russia complied with Australia’'s request for the provision of vehicle
monitoring system (VMS) data for the Russian-flagged vessel the Volga,
recorded prior to its apprehension; if so, when did Russia provide the data;
if not, has Australia made further representationsin this matter.

Is the Minister aware that, during the meeting, France identified the vessel
the Viarsa as a suspected illegal toothfish vessdl.

(8 What information did Australia seek from France on the alleged
activities of the Viarsa and other vesselsidentified as alleged illegal fishing
vessdls; (b) what investigation did Australia undertake upon receipt of that
information; and (c) what outcome can be attributed to that investigation.

(8) What assigance has Australia provided Uruguay in the implementation
of a ‘smart track’ VMS; and (b) what progress has Uruguay made on its
implementation.

1978 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
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Did the Minister authorise the release of the details about Operation
‘Rushcutter’ contained in his minigterial media statement AFFA03/86MJ,
issued on 12 May, including detailed vessel specifications of the Aurora
Australis, patrol duration incorporating departure and return dates, a
detailed description of crew numbers, training and operational capacity, the
area of operation and the operational command structure; if not, who
authorised the release of thisinformation.

Did the Minister authorise the release of information about the sidearms
carried by officers and larger calibre weapons available aboard the Aurora
Australis during Operation ‘ Rushcutter’, as reported in the Hobart Mercury
on 13 May 2003; if not, who authorised the release of thisinformation.

With reference to the Minister’ s media statement *$12 million Budget boost
to fight illegal fishing in Southern Ocean’ issued on 13 May 2003, can
details be provided of the Government's new program of armed
enforcement patrols, including the proposed patrol frequency and enhanced
enforcement capacity.

1979 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
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(1) For each of the following financial years; 2001-02 and 2002-03: what was
the estimated illegal catch of Patagonian toothfish and other fish species
taken from the Heard and McDonald Idands region.

(2) For each of the following financial years; 2001-02 and 2002-03: what
assessment has the Government made of incidental mortality, including
marine species and sea birds, resulting from thisillega fishing activity.

1980 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—

(1) What charges were laid against the master and crew of the vessel the
AlizaGlacial, arising from its apprehension in October 1997, for alleged
illegal fishing activity in Australian waters near the Heard and McDonad
Idands.

(2) When did the master and crew depart Audtralia.

(3) Did the departure of the master and crew stall the prosecution for alleged
illega fishing activity; if so: (a) what conditions were placed on their
departure; (b) what has the Government done to secure the return of the
accused to Austrdia; (c) what is the current location of the accused;
(d) what is the status of the outstanding charges; and (d) what future action
is proposed by the Government in this matter.

1981 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
With reference to the ‘stern warning’ to illega Southern Ocean fishers and the
nations that support illegal fishing activity issued by the Minister on 9 February
2003, in media statement AFFA03/017M:

() In what form and over what period was the warning communicated to
illega fishers.

(2) Was the warning delivered in languages other than English; if so, in which
languages; if not, why not.

(3) Was the warning ddivered to governments believed to support illega
fishers; if so: (@) when did the Minister do so; (b) what governments
received the warning; and (c) what message did the Minister deliver on
behalf of the Commonwealth.

(4) Did the Minister’s reference to nations that support illegal fishing include
countries that provide markets for illegal catches of Patagonian toothfish.

(5) What outcomes can be attributed to the warning.

1982 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
With reference to the answer to paragraph (3)(a) of question on notice no. 490
(Senate Hansard, 17 September 2002, p. 4320), concerning negotiations with key
flag states of illegal or suspected illegal fishing vessels and countries that tolerate
illegal, unreported and unregulated and flag of convenience fishing:

(1) (8 What bilateral negotiations has the Government undertaken on the
elimination of illegal fishing with Russia, Belize, Togo, Mauritius and the
Seychelles in the past 12 months, (b) have these negotiations included
ministerial-level communications, and (c) what outcomes, by country, can
be attributed to Austraia’ s negotiations.

(2) (8 What other countries, suspected to be flag states of illegal fishing
vessels or tolerant of illegal fishing, has the Government engaged
in bilateral negotiations in the past 12 months; (b) have these negotiations
included ministerial-level communications;, and (c) what outcomes, by
country, can be attributed to Australia’ s negotiations.
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1983 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
With reference to the answer to question on notice no. 730 (Senate Hansard, 10
December 2003, p. 7659):
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Has Audralia findised an agreement with France on combating illega
fishing in Australia’s sub-Antarctic excusive economic zones; if so when
was the agreement finalised and what are the details of the agreement; if
not: (a) why not; (b) what negotiations have been undertaken since the
Minister advised in his answer that a proposed draft text was agreed;
(c) were negotiations progressed during the Minister’s meeting with the
French Minister for Overseas Territories in Paris in June 2003; (d) have
negotiations included consideration of joint use of French facilities or
French patrols of Austrdian waters; (€) what future negotiations are
planned; and (f) when does the Minister expect the agreement will be
finalised and active.

Has a cooperative arrangement to combat illegal fishing been negotiated
with South Africa; if so, when was the arrangement finalised and what are
the details of the arrangement; if not: (a) what negotiations have been
undertaken since the Minister wrote to his South African counterpart in
September 2002 initiating formal discussions; (b) what future negotiations
are planned; and (c) when does the Minister expect a cooperative
arrangement will be finalised.

1984 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
With reference to the high-level policy group formed to oversee the protection of
the Heard and McDonald Idand Fishery:
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When has the group met since itsinaugural meeting on 6 August 2002.

What senior departmental officials from: (a) the Department of Foreign
Affairs and Trade; (b) the Department of Environment and Heritage; (c) the
Department of Defence; (d) the Attorney General’s Department; (€) the
Department of Treasury; (f) the Australian Customs Service (Coastwatch);
(9) the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet; (h) the Australian
Federal Police; and (i) the Department of Finance and Administration,
comprise its membership.

Who chairs the group.

Has the membership of the group, or its terms of reference, atered sinceits
inaugural meeting; if so, can details of membership changes or anendments
to the group’ sterms of reference be provided.

Is the group required to consult with non-departmental stakeholders; if so,
can details of such consultation be provided; if not, why not.

1985 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
With reference to the Audtrdian Fisheries Management Authority charter vessel
Southern Supporter:
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When was the current Standing Deed of Offer signed.

(8) What are the terms of the Standing Deed of Offer; and (b) what is the
value of the contract between the Commonwealth and P&O Maritime
Services Pty Ltd.

What assessment has been made of the performance of the
Southern Supporter in combating illegal, unreported and unregulated
fishing in the Heard and McDonald Island (HIMI) region.
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(& How many operations involving apprehension, boarding and/or
searching suspected illegal fishing vessels were undertaken by the Southern
Supporter in the HIMI region in 2002-03; and (b) for each operation:
(i) what was the name of the vessel involved, (ii) what fishing equipment
and/or catch was seized, and (iii) what legal action, if any, resulted.

What are consequences for the role of the Southern Supporter, arising from
the end of the civilian charter vessel program in June 2003, announced by
the Minister on 13 May 2003.

1986 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
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What specific outcomes beneficial to Australian fisheries management can
be attributed to the Minister's attendance at the fisheries roundtable
organised by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation, held in Parisin
June 2003.

Can an English-language communiqué of the roundtabl e be provided.

Which French Ministers did the Minister meet to discuss illegal fishing in
the Southern Ocean around Australia’s Heard and McDonald Idands and
France' s Kerguelen Idand.

What new measures did the French Ministers propose to facilitate
surveillance and apprehension of boats illegally fishing in Australian and
French watersin the Southern Ocean.

What new measures did the Minister propose to the French Ministers.
When did the Minister depart Australiafor the roundtable visit.
When did the Minister return to Australia

Who accompanied the Minister on thistrip.

Can the details of the Minister’s official itinerary be provided.

(8 What was the total cost of the Minister's visit to Paris, including
departmental officers and ministerial staff; and (b) which department or
departments met these costs.

1987 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
With reference to the Miniger’s meeting with the French Minister for Overseas
Territories in Paris on 3 June 2003:
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Did the Minister discuss aeria surveillance of the French Kerguelen Island
and Australia’ s adjacent Heard and McDonal d | lands as a means to combat
illegal fishing during the meeting.

Was agreement reached on aerial surveillance; if so, what are the details of
the agreement; if not, what future negotiations are planned and when does
the Minister expect agreement will be reached.

1988 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
With reference to the Miniger’s address to the National Press Club on 19 August
2003 concerning illegal toothfish fishing in Australian waters:
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What action has the Government taken to investigate and prosecute the 20
to 30 alleged regular illegal fishing operators known to the Government.

(8 Is the Minister aware of allegations that the operator of the so-called
‘Alphabet Boats is a well known Hong Kong-based company with a
wholly-owned Jakarta-based subsidiary that services the illega fleet;
(b) what action has the Government taken to investigate these allegations;
(c) what representations has the Government made to the Hong Kong SAR
Government, the Government of the People’'s Republic of China and the



234

No. 120—1 December 2003

Indonesian Government, in relation to this company’s alleged involvement
in the operation of the * Alphabet Boats'.

1989 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
With reference to Australia’ s 2001-02 report on its activities in the Convention on
Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR) area in
accordance with Article XX of the Convention:
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Has Australiaiinitiated any dispute resolution process involving any party to
the Convention, including fellow members of the Commission for the
Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources, for aleged failure to
undertake efforts consistent with Article XXI of the Convention.

(8 What action has Audtralia taken in respect to the 2002 failure by the
Uruguayan Government to withdraw validated Dissostichus catch
documents (DCDs), decline to validate further DCDs and stop shipments of
catch from the Uruguayan-flagged vessels Dorita and Arvisa 1 that are
subject to an illegal fishing investigation; (b) has the Uruguayan
Government responded to Australia’s concerns; if so, what was the nature
of the Uruguayan response and did the response include the outcome of an
investigation of the vessels' activitiesindde CCAMLR waters.

What reply did the Government receive from Uruguay, the Netherlands
Antilles and the Netherlands to its protest over the temporary re-flagging of
the Arvisa 1 to the Netherlands Antilles.

What response did the Government receive from each of the following
countries: (a) Japan; (b) Hong Kong; (c) China; (d) Mozambique; and
(e) Kenya, to Audtrdian reguests that the aleged illega toothfish catch
from the Dorita and Arvisa 1 be denied access to their markets.

(8) What, if any, legal action has been taken againg the master and crew of
the Arvisa 1 following its apprehension by the French in July 2002; and
(b) did the Government provide French authorities with evidence it had
gathered in January 2002, including a report of alleged illega fishing
activity, statutory statements from the captain and master of the Australian
vessdl Aurora Australis and photographic and auditory evidence; if not,
why not.

(a) Has the Government continued to send officers to monitor landings by
Australian boats unloading toothfish in Mauritius, and (b) if not, has
Mauritius implemented a monitoring and validation system for the
unloading of toothfish consistent with the requirements of CCAMLR,; if so,
when did the Mauritius implement such a system.

1990 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
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When were Australian authorities first made aware of alleged, actual or
intended illega fishing activity by the vessel the Viarsa in Australian
waters near the Heard and McDonald Idands (HIMI).

What was the source of the information.

When did Australian authorities authorise the Australian Fisheries
Management Authority-contracted vessel the Southern Supporter to
intercept the Viarsa.

Where and when did the Southern Supporter first locate the Viarsa.

(8 What action, pursuant to what international or domestic law, did the
Southern Supporter order the Viarsa to undertake; (b) when was this order
made; and (¢) what was the Viarsa's response.
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(8) Were the Viarsa's identifiers displayed at the time it was located by the
Southern Supporter; if so, were these identifiers later removed and when.

When and how did the Viarsa first identify itself to the Southern Supporter.

Was authorisation from a Minister or departmental officer required before
the Southern Supporter commenced its hot pursuit of the Viarsa; if so:
(a) when was this authorisation requested; (b) when was it provided; and
(c) who provided it.

When did the ‘hot pursuit’ of the Viarsa by the Southern Supporter
commence.

Why did the Minister not announce the commencement of the pursuit until
12 August 2003.

With reference to the Minister’s statement on 13 May 2003 concerning
armed enforcement in HIMI, was the Southern Supporter armed; if not,
what capacity did the Southern Supporter have to apprehend the Viarsa
without additional enforcement assistance.

Was the Department of Defence asked to provide logistical or enforcement
assistance in the interception of the Viarsg; if so: (a) when was the request
made; (b) what was the department’ s response; and (¢) what assistance was
provided.

(8) When did the Australian Government first make direct representations
to the Uruguayan Government urging it to exercise its flag state
responsibilities and require the Viarsa to accompany the Southern
Supporter to the nearest Audralian port; (b) wha form did those
representations take; (c) what was the Uruguayan Government’s initial
response and when was that response received; (d) did the Uruguayan
Government consent to Australia’'s request that the Viarsa be ordered to
accompany the Southern Supporter; (€) did the Uruguayan Government
order the Viarsa to accompany the Southern Supporter to an Australian
port; if so, when was that order made and what is the source of that
information.

(8) What subsequent representations did the Government make to the
Uruguayan Government prior to the vessel’s apprehension; (b) what was
the Uruguayan Government’s response to these representations; (c) when
did the Minister make direct contact with the Uruguayan Minister for
Livestock, Agriculture and Fisheries; (d) what assistance did the Minister
seek; (€) how did the Uruguayan Minigter respond to the Minister’ s request
for assistance; and (f) what assigance has the Uruguayan Embassy in
Canberra provided in the Viarsa matter.

Did the Uruguayan Government order the Viarsa to return to Montevideo;
if s0, when was that order made and what is the source of the information.

(8 When was the Minister and/or his department informed that a
Uruguayan Government official was aboard the Viarsa; (b) what was the
source of this information; (c) what is the name of the Uruguayan
Government official and what position does the officia hold; (d) what
representations has the Government made to the Uruguayan Government in
this matter; (e) what was the Uruguayan Government’s response; (f) when
did the Uruguayan official board the Viarsa.

(8) What representations has the Government received from the Uruguayan
Government since the vessd’s apprehension; and (b) how has Austraia
responded to those representations.
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When did the Government first alert the secretariat of the Commission for
the Conservation of Antarctic Marine Living Resources (CCAMLR) of the
alleged illegal fishing activity by the Viarsa.

(8 What assistance did the Government, through its secretariat, ask
members of CCAMLR to provide in relation to the Viarsa; (b) when was
that assistance sought; and (¢) what assistance, by country, was provided.

(8) When did the Government first make direct representations to the South
African Government seeking assistance in the apprehension of the Viarsa;
(b) what request did the Government make; (c) what response did the South
African Government provide and when was it received; (d) when was the
Government informed that the SA Agulhas would be directed to intercept
the Viarsa; and (d) when did the SA Agulhas join the “hot pursuit” of the
Viarsa.

(8 When did the Government initiate commercia negotiations on the hire
of the tug boat John Ross to assigt in the apprehension of the Viarsa;
(b) when did the tug commence pursuit of the Viarsa; (c) what was the
composition of the crew aboard the tug; (d) did the tug operate under
Australian command; (€) what was the total cost of the tug hire; (f) was the
cost of hiring the tug reduced as a result of Australias cooperative
relationship with the South African Government on illega fishing matters;
and (g) what total cost is payable to South African interests for assistancein
the Viarsa matter.

(8 When did the Government first make direct representations to the
United Kingdom Government seeking assistance in the apprehension of the
Viarsa; (b) what request did the Government make; (b) what response did
the United Kingdom Government provide and when was it received;
(c) what assistance did the United Kingdom Government provide; and
(d) what total cost is payable to United Kingdom interests for assistance in
the Viarsa matter.

When and where was the apprehension of the Viarsa effected.

(8) What was the number and composition of the crew aboard the Viarsa
upon its apprehension; (b) has the Government made representations to
other governments on the presence of their nationas aboard the Viarsa; if
so, what representations has the Government made and what was the
response.

What fish and equipment was allegedly found aboard the vessdl.
(8 What progress has been made in the investigation into the Viarsa's

conduct in Australian waters, and (b) where is the vessel and its crew
currently located.

What arrangements has the government made for the disposal of fish
allegedly found aboard the vessdl.

How has the Government recognised the performance of the Australian
officersinvolved in the pursuit and apprehension of the Viarsa.

What was the cost of the operation to apprehend the Viarsa.

What total cost has the Government incurred in the Viarsa matter, incuding
the cost of pre-pursuit and post-apprehens on operations.

Will the cost of the Viarsa operation be met from the $12 million budget
allocation for Southern Ocean fisheries enforcement in the 2003-04
financia year, announced by the Minister on 13 May 2003; if so, how will
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the operational plan for the 2003-04 financia year be amended to account
for the Viarsa operation.

(32) What provison has the Government made for Southern Ocean fisheries
enforcement beyond 2003-04.

1998 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

(1) Does the Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service (AQIS) receive
advice from Livecorp on al withdrawals of accreditation and accreditation
downgrades under the Live Export Accreditation Program (LEAP).

(2) Can details of all such accreditation withdrawals be provided for each of
the following financial years; 2000-01, 2001-02 and 2002-03, including for
each withdrawal: () the name of the company; (b) reason for withdrawal;
and (c) consequentia action by AQIS.

(3) Can details of all such accreditation downgrades be provided for each of the
following financial years: 2000-01, 2001-02 and 2002-03, including for
each downgrade: (a) the name of the company; (b) change in accreditation
level; (d) reason for downgrade; and (d) consequential action by AQIS.

1999 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—Which countries have banned, suspended or varied
conditions of export for Australian live animals since 1996; and in each case, can
details of the ban, suspension or variation, including date of action and basis of
action, be provided.

2000 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

(1) What action has been taken to investigate claims of serious animal cruelty
involving Australian export cattle daughtered at the abattoir in Bassatin,
Egypt.

(2) When did the Miniger, his office and his department become aware of
claims of animal cruelty at the abattoir involving Australian export cattle.

(3) (a8 What action has been taken to improve animal welfare practices at the
abattoir; (b) what improved animal welfare practices have resulted from
this action; and (c) what is the source of information about these improved
practices.

2001 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to alegations of misreporting of live
export mortality numbers aboard a journey of the Al-Khalegj in 2001, aired on
60 Minutes on 27 July 2003:

(1) (a) When did the Minister, his office and his department first become aware
of alegations of misreporting of mortality numbers relating to this
shipment; and (b) in each case, what was the source of this information.

(2) (a) When did the Minister, his office and his department first become aware
that Livecorp has ingigated an independent investigation of the allegations;
and (b) in each case, what was the source of the information.

(3) (a) When did the Livecorp investigation commence and what are its terms
of reference; and (b) what was the source of thisinformation.

(4) If applicable: (a) when did the Livecorp investigation conclude; (b) when
did the Minister receive the report; (c) what is the outcome of the
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investigation; (d) can a copy of the investigation report be provided; and (e)
what consequentia action has Livecorp and/or the Minister taken.

When did the Minister direct the Australian Quarantine Inspection Service
(AQIS) Compliance Unit to undertake an inquiry into the allegations
concerning the Al-Khaleg).

(8) What terms of reference did the Minister establish for the inquiry; and
(b) when were these terms of reference established.

When did the inquiry commence.

If applicable: (a) when did the inquiry conclude; (b) what findings and
recommendations did it make; and (c) what consequentia action has the
Minister taken.

If the inquiry has concluded, can a copy of the report be provided; if not,
why not.

If the inquiry has not concluded, when does the Minister expect it will
conclude and will a copy of the inquiry report be made available; if not,
why not.

In respect to the journey of the Al-Khaleef subject to inquiry: (a) can the
following information be provided: (i) date of departure, (ii) export licence
holder, (iii) loading port/s, (iii) destination port/s, (iv) voyage length,
(V) number and type of animals exported, (vi) reported mortality number,
(vii) reported mortdity rate, and (viii) reported explanation for mortality;
(b) what is the source of this information; and (c) when was the mortality
data reported to the Australian Maritime Safety Authority (AMSA) and/or
AQIS.

What mortality number and rate was initialy reported to: (a) Saudi
authorities; (b) the export licence holder; and (c) Livecorp, and, in each
case, when were these reports made and when did the department become
aware of the report figures.

What, if any, revised mortality data was reported to: (a) Saudi authorities;
(b) the export licence holder and (c) Livecorp and in each case, when were
these reports made and on what date did the department become aware of
thereport figures.

What was the actual mortality number and rate aboard the Al-Khalegj; and,
if different from the reported mortality data, what is the explanation for the
difference.

2002 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the suspension of Austraian livestock
exports to Saudi Arabiain August 2003:

D
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3
(4)

(8) When did the Minister, his office and his department become aware that
the health of sheep aboard the MV Cormo Express was subject to a dispute
with the Saudi authorities; (b) what was the source of thisinformation.

(8 When did Saudi authorities first inspect the livestock aboard the
MV Cormo Express; and (b) what isthe source of thisinformation.

When did the Saudi authorities advise the exporter that they were not
satisfied with the condition of the livestock aboard the vessel.

(8) What number of animals, and what percentage of the shipment, did the
Saudi authorities allege were afflicted with scabby mouth; and (b) were
other health problems identified by the authorities; if so, can details be
provided of the problems and number afflicted.
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Did the department investigate the claim, reported in the Arab News of
26 Augugt 2003, that the livestock were affected by stomatitis; if so, what
was the result of that investigation.

(8) What number of animals, and what percentage of the shipment, did the
Australian Quarantine Inspection Service (AQIS)-approved veterinarian
aboard the vessel allege were afflicted with scabby mouth; and (b) were
other health problems identified by the veterinarian; if so, can details of the
problems and number afflicted be provided.

In respect to the journey of the MV Cormo Express, can the following
information be provided: (a) name and registered address of export licence
holder; (b) when the exporter lodged with AQIS and Livecorp a notice of
intention to export livestock to Saudi Arabia pursuant to the Australian
Meat and Live-stock Industry (Live Sheep and Goat Exports to Saudi
Arabia) Order 2002 (the Order); (c) when the Australian Chamber of
Commerce and Industry issued a certificate of origin for the livestock
pursuant to the Order; (d) the date AQIS issued a hedlth certificate for the
livestock pursuant to the Order; (€) date of departure; (f) loading port/s;
(f) degtination port/s; (g) voyage length; (h) number and type of animals
exported; (i) reported mortality number; (j) reported mortality rate;
(k) source of mortality data; and (I) date of mortality datareporting.

(8) When did the department and Australian Embassy officials meet with
Saudi Agriculture Ministry officials to discuss the reection of the
shipment; (b) what representations did officials make to the Saudi
Agriculture Ministry; and (c) what was the nature of the response.

What role did the Australian Government play in securing an dternative
buyer for the livestock aboard the MV Cormo Express.

(8) When did the MV Cormo Express depart the Port of Jeddah; (b) when
did it arrive at an alternative port; (c) when were the livestock subject to an
additional veterinary investigation; and (d) when were the livestock
discharged from the vessdl.

What mortality occurred between the arrival of the MV Cormo Express at
the Port of Jeddah and the eventud discharge of the livestock.

When did the Minigter discuss the initia rgjection of the livestock with his
Saudi counterpart.

When did the Minister call in the Saudi Charge d'Affaires to express
concern about the Saudi rejection.

What has been the total cost of the Government’s response to the Saudi
rejection.

(8) When were live exports with Saudi Arabia suspended; and (b) when was
this suspension communicated to Saudi authorities.

Were any Australian live export vessels en route to Saudi Arabia when the
Minister suspended the trade; if so: (a) what vessels were affected; (b) how
many animals were on board each vessdl; and (c) were these vessels
re-directed.

What conditions have been placed on the resumption of trade with Saudi
Arabia.

2004 Senator Hutchins: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Health and
Ageing—With reference to the Therapeutic Goods Administration’s (TGA) recall
in 1992 of unused product manufactured from hepatitis C positive plasma arising
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from the ‘Gosford incident’ as reported on page 14 of the Report of the Export
Advisory Group on Hepatitis C and Plasmain 1990:
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What was the stated reason for the recall.
Which blood products and batch numbers were recalled.
Was any of the plasma product Prothrombinex (Factor 1X) recalled.

What was the ‘class and ‘level’ of the recall as per the procedures
described in the TGA’s Uniform Recall Procedure for Therapeutic Goods.

What was the ‘strategy’ for the recall as per the procedures described
within the TGA’ s Uniform Recall Procedure for Therapeutic Goods.

What quantity was manufactured of each of the batches that were recalled.
What quantity was distributed.

What quantity was used by patients.

What quantity was retrieved.

(8 Which blood transfusion services were notified of the recall; and
(b) how were they notified.

(8 Which hospitals were notified of the recall; and (b) how were they
notified.

(8 Which clinicians were notified of the recall; and (b) how were they
notified.

(8 Which patients were notified of the recall; and (b) how were they
notified.

(8) Which hospitals notified patients who were treated as out-patients; and
(b) how were they natified.

(8 Which hospitals notified patients who were treated as ‘on home
therapy’; and (b) how were they notified.

Were ‘at risk’ batch numbers disclosed to all patients who may have used
the suspect products.

What process was implemented to Hepatitis C (HCV) test all patients who
may have used the at-risk batches.

What measures have been taken by medical authorities to deal with the
consequences of thetests for HCV.

Notice given 11 September 2003

2007 Senator Cook: To ask the Minister for Revenue and Assistant Treasurer—In
relation to payments made to individual mining companies under the Diesel Fuel
Rebate Scheme for the financial years 2000-01 to 2002-03:
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What was (a) the name of each company; (b) the type of minera mined;
and (c) the amount of rebate received.

What proportion of rebate was paid primarily for exploration purposes as
opposed to actual mining operations.

2010 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Treasurer—

D
2

How much money has been collected since 18 September 2002 in excise or
customs tariffs on ethanol .

(8 How much money has been paid, or is owed, to domestic producers of
ethanol in subsidies since 18 September 2002; and (b) how much will be
paid if current arrangementsremain.
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2013 Senator Ludwig: To ask the Minister representing the Attorney-General—
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Has the Attorney-General directed the department to investigate or report
on the increasing number of self represented litigants; if so, what were the
findings, if not, why not, and will the department consider such an
investigation.

Can datistics concerning the number of legal aid lawyers who have
withdrawn from and/or been added to the preferred supplier scheme since
1995 be provided.

Does the department monitor the number of applications rejected by State
Legal Aid offices; if so, can these figures be provided; if not, why not.

(a) Are any unspent monies returned to the Commonwealth by the states; if
so, can details be provided for following financia years: (i) 1995-96,
(i) 1996-97, (iii) 1997-98, (iv) 1998-99, (v) 1999-2000, (vi) 2000-01,
(vii) 2001-02, and (viii) 2002-03; and (b) how often does this occur.

Are these monies redistributed to other states to assist with funding
shortfalls.

Are statistics recorded on the number of requests for legal aid assistance on
a dtate-by-state basis; if so, can figures be provided for the following
financia years: (a) 1995-96; (b) 1996-97; (c¢) 1997-98; (d) 1998-99;
(€) 1999-2000; (f) 2000-01; (g) 2001-02; and (h) 2002-03; if not, why not.
Has the department investigated the impact of changes to legal aid funding
arrangements on clients of legal aid; if not, why not; if so, can details be
provided.

Can information be provided on the number of Legal Aid cases in which
practitioners have been unable to represent a client to the conclusion of
their case because of caps and staged funding.

What studies is the Attorney-General or the department aware of regarding
the time required to prepare for different types of matters within the court
system.

How does the department monitor the success of self represented litigants
in the court system, e.g. ability to present evidence at trial.

What instances is the Attorney-General or the department aware of in
which court appeal's by sdlf-represented litigants have been alowed.

2018 Senator Allison: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Science—
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Why has the Commonwedlth Scientific and Industrial Research
Organisation (CSIRO) National Measurement Laboratory ceased work on
international standards for ultrasound measurement and safety.

Why has the CSIRO National Measurement Laboratory ceased work on the
important area of medical metrology, given the development of new
devices and apparent lack of standards for these devices.

Why has the CSIRO ceased its work on foetal risks from diagnostic
ultrasound when new techniques are being devel oped with higher acoustic
output.

Who will provide rationae scientific expert witness if and when the legal
claimsreach the level of class actions by entrepreneur lawyers.

Who will conduct research into bacterial drug resistance, previoudy carried
out by microbiologist, Dr Ruth Hall.
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(6) Can details be provided on other programs in public health that will be
affected by staff redundancies at the CSIRO.

2019 Senator Bartlett: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—

(1) What specific abilities are there for members of Parliament to sponsor
temporary entrants or visitors to Australia.

(2) Under what circumstances may a visitor visa be refused when a member of
Parliament has sponsored the applicant.

(3) (8 How many members of Parliament (state and federal) have sponsored
visitor or temporary visa applicants; (b) how many applicants have been
(i) approved, and (ii) rejected.

2021 Senator Faulkner: To ask the Minigter for Justice and Customs—With reference
to the answer to question no. 131 taken on notice by the department during the
May 2003 Budget estimates hearings of the Legal and Constitutional Legislation
Committee:

(1) Who briefed the Minister on 19 August 2002 and 26 September 2002 about
Marian Wilkinson's questions.

(2) Whoinitiated the briefing.

(3) Wasthe briefing oral or in writing.

(4) If it was an ora briefing: (a) who briefed the Minister; (b) who else was
present; (c) were minutes and/or notes taken; if so, can a copy of minutes
and/or notes be provided; and (d) what action, if any, did the Minister take

after he was provided with the two briefings in August and September
2002.

(5) If it was awritten briefing: (a) who prepared the brief; (b) who cleared the
brief; (c) apart from the Minister, who else saw the brief; and (d) what
action, if any, did the Minister take after he was provided with the two
briefingsin August and September 2002.

Notice given 15 September 2003

2030 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the Miniger’ s trip to South Americain
mid-2003:

(1) When did the Minister: (a) depart Australia; and (b) return to Australia.
(2) Who travelled with the Minister.

(3) Who met the cost of the participants travel and other expenses associated
with thetrip.

(4) If costs were met by the department, can an itemised list of costs be
provided; if not, why not.

(5) Canthe Minister’ sdetailed itinerary be provided; if not, why not.

2032 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the trip to the United States of America
by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and
Forestry in mid-2003:

(1) When did the Parliamentary Secretary: (a) depart Australia; and (b) return
to Austraia

(2) Who travelled with the Parliamentary Secretary.
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(3) Who met the cost of the participants' travel and other expenses associated
with thetrip.

(4) If costs were met by the department, can an itemised list of costs be
provided; if not, why not.

(5) Can the Parliamentary Secretary’s detailed itinerary be provided; if not,
why not.

Senator O’Brien: To ask the Ministers listed below (Question Nos 2034-2064)—

(1) For each of the following financial years. (a) 1996-97; (b) 1997-98; (c)
1998-99; (d) 1999-2000; (e) 2000-01; (f) 2001-02; (g) 2002-03; and (h)
2003-04, has the department or any agency for which the Minister is
responsible, including boards, councils, committees and advisory bodies,
made payments to the Ingtitute of Public Affairs (IPA) for research projects,
consultancies, conferences, publications and/or other purposes; if so, (i)
how much each payment, (ii) when was each payment made, and (iii) what
services were provided.

(2) In relation to each research project or consultancy: (a) when was the |PA
engaged; (b) for what time period; (c) what were the terms of reference; (d)
what role did the Minister and/or his office have in the engagement of the
IPA; (e) was the contract subject to a tender process; if so, was it an open
tender or a select tender; if not, why not.

2039 Minister representing the Minister for Communications, Information Technology
and the Arts

2043 Minister representing the Minister for the Environment and Heritage

2044 Minister representing the Attorney-General

2046 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

2047 Minister for Family and Community Services

2050 Minister representing the Minister for Industry, Tourism and Resources

2051 Minister for Justice and Customs

2052 Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation

2053 Minister for the Arts and Sport

2054 Minister representing the Minister for Small Business and Tourism

2057 Minister representing the Minister for Children and Y outh Affairs

2058 Minister representing the Minister for Employment Services

2061 Minister for Revenue and Assistant Treasurer

2065 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to the answer to question on notice no. 1474
(Senate Hansard, 19 August 2003, p. 14019) concerning a Dairy Regiona

Assistance Program grant of $20 900 to the Eurobodalla Shire Council for the
production of a Eurobodalla coast gourmet trails brochure:

(1) What variations to the application were made on: (a) 2 July 2001; and
(b) 17 August 2001.

(2) (8 When was the project milestone constituting a brochure launch
scheduled; (b) when was the launch cancelled due to a ‘lack of availability
of invitees'; (c) why did the proponent fail to reschedule the launch; and
(d) why did the department not delay or withhold progress payments until
this project milestone was reached.

(3) When were monitoring visits undertaken.
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(4) (8 How has the Minister attributed the generation of four full-time
equivalent positionsto this project; (b) what isthe nature of these positions;
and (c) where arethey located.

(5) Can the Minister explain how the project was completed on 20 May 2003
when, according to his advice, it is not due to commence until 1 October
2003.

(6) Can the Minister explain how a final audit was completed on 19 July 2002
when, according to his advice, the project itself was not completed until
20 May 2003.

2066 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to the answer to question on notice no. 1473
(Senate Hansard, 19 August 2003, p. 14010) concerning a Dairy Regional
Assistance Program grant of $34 914 to the Sapphire Coast Producers Association
Inc. for the dternative starter kits project:

(1) What variation to the application was made on 22 November 2000.

(2) Can the Minister explain why the proponent was not informed about the
funding approval until 5 July 2001 when, according to the Minister's
advice, his department informed the Area Consultative Committee and the
Member for Eden-Monaro (Mr Nairn) on 10 April 2001 and announced the
grant on 11 April 2001.

(3) Why have no monitoring visits been undertaken by the department.

(4) (a) What project milestones has the proponent failed to report; and (b) what
progress payments has the department withheld as a consequence of this
failure.

(5) With reference to the project’s projected employment generation of 10 to
40 jobs within two years and a further 5 to 10 jobs through the construction
of a multi-purpose processing facility: (a) does the drought constitute a
satisfactory explanation for the project's faillure to generate any
employment outcomes since August 2001; and (b) why is the project not
completed.

2067 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to the answer to question on notice no. 1472
(Senate Hansard, 19 August 2003, p. 14004) concerning a Dairy Regional
Assistance Program (RAP) grant of $39 974 to the South East New South Wales
Area Consultative Committee for the strategic response to dairy RAP project:

(1) Can the Miniger explain why he advised that ‘ownership of assets
purchased with Dairy RAP funds vests with the funding recipient’ when the
Minister’s program information guide states that ‘ any assets purchased with
Dairy RAP funds will remain the property of the department upon
completion or termination of the project, unless the Commonwealth
determines otherwise'.

(2) If the Minister has determined that assets purchased with this grant should
be vested in the proponent, can the Minigter: (a) explain why; (b) advise
what assets were purchased and the value of these assets; and (c) advise on
what date this decision was made.

2068 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to the answer to question on notice no. 1471
(Senate Hansard, 19 August 2003, p. 13996) concerning a Dairy Regional
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Assistance Program (RAP) grant of $660 645 to the Bega Cooperative Soci ety for
the Bega Cheese shredding and mozzarella line project:

(1) (a) What project milestones has the proponent failed to meet; and (b) what
progress payments have been withheld as aresult.

(2) Why is the project incomplete 30 months after commencement when the
application advised that the project would be completed within 4 months of
commencement.

(3) (& In what months has the proponent failed to provide monthly progress
reports; (b) when has the department made ‘repeated requests for the
provision of these reports; and (c) what explanation has the department
received for the failure to provide these reports.

(4) What is the nature of the ‘22 positions' generated by the project, i.e. are
these jobs permanent, full-time, seasonal, direct or indirect.

(5) (a8 Why did the Minister advise that ‘ownership of assets purchased with
Dairy RAP funds vests with the funding recipient’ when the Minister's
program information guide states that ‘any assets purchased with Dairy
RAP funds will remain the property of the department upon completion or
termination of the project, unless the Commonwealth determines
otherwise’; and (b) if the Minister has determined that assets purchased
with this grant should be vested in the proponent, can the Minister:
(i) explain why, (ii) advise what assets were purchased and the value of
these assets, and (iii) advise on what date this decision was made.

2069 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to the answer to question on notice no. 1475
(Senate Hansard, 19 August 2003, p. 14025) concerning a Dairy Regional
Assistance Program grant of $770 000 to the Bega Cooperative Society for the
Bega Cheese — cheese plant upgrade project:

(1) Did the failure of the Bega Cooperative Society to meet project milestones
for the Bega Cheese shredding and mozzarella line project have any impact
on the decision to approve funding for the cheese plant upgrade project; if
so, what impact; if not, why not.

(2) (8 What project milestones has the proponent failed to meet for the
shredding and mozzarella line project; and (b) what progress payments
have been withheld as aresult.

(3) Why is the project incomplete 14 months after commencement when the
application advised that the project would be completed within 6 months of
commencement.

(4) (8 In what months has the proponent failed to provide monthly progress
reports; (b) when has the department made ‘repeated requests for the
provision of these reports; and (c) what explanation has the department
received for the failure to provide these reports.

(5) What is the nature of the ‘24 positions' generated by the project, i.e. are
these jobs permanent, full-time, seasonal, direct or indirect.

Notice given 16 September 2003

2113 Senator Evans: To ask the Minister for Defence—

(1) (a) What is the current status of the Defence property at the Stockton Rifle
Range in New South Wales; (b) what was the land used for previously; and
(c) for what purpose does Defence envisage that the site could be used in
the future.
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What isthe size of the site.
Has the site been valued by either the New South Wales Valuer-Generd or

the Australian Vauation Office; if so: (a) when did the valuations take
place; and (b) what was the estimated value.

Isit intended that the site will be sold; if so, when.

Is Defence aware of any heritage and/or environmental significance
attached to the site; if so, can details be provided.

Have any parties, i.e. individuals, organisations or governments, expressed
an interest in acquiring the site; if so, can details be provided.

Has the Port Stephens Council expressed an interest in acquiring the site; if
so, what was the nature of each expression of interest from the Council.

(8) Why has the land not been transferred to the Port Stephens Council; and
(b) has there been any consultation between Defence and the Council in this
regard; if so, what was the nature of each consultation with the Council on
thisissue.

(8) When did the Commonwealth first acquire the site; and (b) what was the
purpose of the acquisition.

(8 What was the process for acquiring the site; and (b) did the
Commonwealth ever pay any party for the acquisition; if so, how much was
paid.

Notice given 17 September 2003

2117 Senator Allison: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Health and
Ageing—

D

@

Given the Minister’s response to a question without notice by Senator
Allison on 11 September 2003, that the Commonwealth Scientific and
Industrial Research Organisation (CSIRO) has never found foetal risks
from diagnostic ultrasound equipment, can the Minister explain the findings
of animal studies carried out at the CSIRO, which clearly show that such
risks exist.

Given the Minister’s claims that the CSIRO’s National Measurement
Laboratory (NML) will continue to maintain a standard for ultrasound
equipment power after it becomes part of the National Measurement
Inditute in July 2004, can the Minister explain how thisis possible when:
(8 the work carried out at the NML was on standards for therapeutic
ultrasounds, not diagnostic ultrasounds, and (b) the only scientist
researching ultrasound standards at the NML, Dr Adrian Richards, has been
made redundant.

Notice given 18 September 2003

2119 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the discovery of live sea lice in a
shipment of imported salmon on 3 September 2003:
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What was the exporting country.

When did the shipment depart.

If not exported from the country of origin, what was the exporting country.
What was the port of departure.

When did the shipment arrive in Australia.
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(6) Was Sydney the port of arrival
(7) What salmonid species did the shipment contain.

(8) When did the Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service (AQIS) issue
the permit to import quarantine material.

(9) When was the official certificate issued by an AQIS-recognised Competent
Authority in the exporting country.

(10) What wasthe form, presentation and weight of the sailmon

(11) What was the intended end use of the salmon, including, if applicable,
commercial processing, processing for retail saleand/or direct retail sale.

(12) When and where did AQIS first inspect the salmon.
(13) When was the salmon seized.

(14) Was the sdmon ordered to be frozen, if so: (i) when was that order made,
and (ii) on what date was the salmon frozen.

(15) In relation to the sea lice anaysis. (a) when did this commence and
conclude; (b) where wasthis done; and (c) who conducted the analysis.

(16) When was the Minister and/or his office and/or his department informed
about the analysis findings; (a) what are the anaysis findings, including:
(i) details of the sea lice species, (ii) whether the species are usually found
in Australian waters, and (iii) whether the sea lice present a quarantinerisk.

(17) (8 When did AQIS consult with Food Standards Australia New Zealand
and state and territory food agencies about the salmon; (b) what state and
territory food agencies were consulted; and (c) what was the nature of those
consultations.

(18) Inreation to the outcome of the sea lice discovery and analysis. (a) If the
salmon was released for sale: (i) when, (ii) what conditions, if any, were
placed on its end use, and (iii) what was its end usg; (b) if the salmon was
ordered to be re-exported: (i) when was that order made, (ii) when was the
salmon exported, (iii) how was the exported salmon labelled; and (iv) to
what country was it exported; (c) if the salmon was ordered to be destroyed:
(i) when was that order made, (ii) when and how was it destroyed.

2120 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,

2121

Fisheries and Forestry—Can details be provided of all breaches of import
conditions applying to the commercial importation of uncanned salmonid product
since new quarantine conditions came into effect on 1 June 2000, including, for
each breach: (a) the date of importation; (b) the nature of the breach, including: (i)
failure to provide an Audtralian Quarantine and Inspection Service (AQIS) permit,
(i) fallure to provide a completed official certificate issued by an AQIS
recognised competent authority, (iii) failure to remove the head and gills, and (iv)
any other reasons, (c) the salmonid species; (d) the country of export; (€) if not
exported from the country of origin, the country that exported the salmonid
product; (f) the product presentation and form; and (g) action taken in response to
the breach induding, if applicable: (i) the suspenson or revocation of the import
permit, and (ii) the disposal or re-export of the salmonid product.

Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the Plant Breeders Rights Advisory
Committee:

(1) When in 2003 did the department seek applications for eight part-time
vacancies.
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In what newspapers and other media did the department place
adverti sements seeking applications.

How many applications did the department recelve from applicants
nominating qualificationsin respect of the following positions designated in
section 64 of the Plant Breeders Rights Act 1994: (a) representatives of
breeders, and likely breeders of new plant varieties; (b) a representative of
users, and likely users, of new plant varieties, (c) a representative of
consumers, and likely consumers, of new plant varieties or of the products
of new plant varieties; (d) a representative of conservation interests in
relation to new plant varieties and the potential impacts of new plant
varieties; (€) a representative of indigenous Australian interests in relation
to new plant varieties and the source, use and impacts of new plant
varieties; and (f) others with appropriate experience or qualifications.

How many people did the department interview in relation each designated
position.

Can details be provided of each industry, consumer, conservation,
indigenous and/or other organisation consulted prior to the appointment of
the current committee members.

When did the Minister appoint the current members.

(8 What is the name and business address of each member; (b) what
interests do they represent pursuant to section 64 of the Plant Breeders
Rights Act 1994.

Which organisations provided letters of support for each member.
Since its appointment, when has the current committee met.

What are the names and terms of appointment for al members of the
committee since its formation in 1994.

2122 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the Government’s revised corporate
branding requirements:
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For each of the following Research and Development Corporations
(RDCs): What advice has the Minister or his department provided
concerning branding requirements: (a) Cotton; (b) Fisheries; (¢) Forest and
Wood Products; (d) Grains, (¢) Grape and Wine, (f) Land & Water
Australig; (g) Rura Industries; (h) Sugar; and (i) Tobacco.

For each RDC in paragraph (1), when did the Minister provide this advice.

For each RDC in paragraph (1), what assessment has the Minister or his
department made about the costs associated with new corporate branding
requirements.

For each RDC in paragraph (1), when did consultation with RDCs on
revised branding commence; if consultation did not commence prior to the
provision of instructions about new branding requirements, why not.

For each RDC in paragraph (1), when did the Miniger commence
consultation with related commodity groups on revised branding
requirements; if consultation did not commence prior to the provision of
instructions about new branding requirements, why not.

For each RDC in paragraph (1): () what response has the Minister or his
department recelved in relation to the revised branding requirements; (b)
when was this response received; and (c) did this response include cost
estimates; if so, can details be provided.
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(7) IstheMinister or his department aware of concerns held by the Chair of the
Grains RDC and the Deputy President of the Grains Council of Australia,
reported in the Weekly Times of 17 September 2003, concerning the
appropriateness of branding an RDC as a government agency; if so, what
action has the Minister or his department taken in response to those
concerns.

(8) For each RDC in paragraph (1), can details be provided of new branding
requirements, including but not necessarily limited to name and logo.

(9) What impact will the new branding requirements have with respect to the
following industry-owned companies in receipt of levies and matching
Commonwealth payments. (a) Meat and Livestock Australia Limited; (b)
Horticulture Australia Limited; (c) Austrdian Wool Innovation Limited; (d)
Australian Pork Limited; (e) Dairy Austraia Limited; and (f) Australian
Egg Corporation Limited.

2123 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to the answer to question on notice no. 1688
(Senate Hansard, 8 September 2003, p. 14043) concerning Area Consultative
Committees (ACC):

(1) Why have the ACC Handbook and the Governance Manual not been
publicly released.

an copies of the A Handbook and the Governance Manu
2) C i f the ACC dbook and the G a be
provided; if not, why not.

2124 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the meetings between the Australian Ambassador to
Indonesia and representatives of Australian-owned mining operations in Indonesia
on 30 January 2002:

(1) What issues were rai sed.
(2) What actions did the Ambassador agree to undertake.

(3) What specific actions did the Ambassador or other embassy staff take
following this meeting, and when.

(4) When representatives of Aurora Gold informed the meeting of the shooting
and injury by security force personnel of a so-called ‘illegal miner’: (a) did
any representatives of other companies raise any concerns about security
forces resorting to violence; if so, what concerns were raised and who
raised them; or (b) did other representatives offer support to Aurora Gold
representatives; or (c) did they say nothing.

2125 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the meetings between the Ambassador to Indonesia
and representatives of Australian-owned mining operations in Indonesia on 8
February 2001:

(1) What issues were rai sed.

(2) What actions did the Ambassador agree to undertake.

(3) What specific actions did the Ambassador or other embassy staff take
following this meeting, and when.

2126 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the meetings between the Ambassador to Indonesia
and representatives of Australian-owned mining operations in Indonesia on 10
May 2001:
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(1) What issues were rai sed.
(2) What actions did the Ambassador agree to undertake.

(3) What specific actions did the Ambassador or other embassy staff take
following this meeting, and when.

2127 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the meetings between the Ambassador to Indonesia
and/or other embassy staff, and representatives of Australian-owned mining
operations in Indonesiaon 10 August 2000:

(1) What issues were rai sed.
(2) What actions did the Ambassador or embassy staff agree to undertake.

(3) What specific actions did the Ambassador or other embassy staff take
following this meeting, and when.

2128 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to dealings from 1999 onwards with representatives of
Aurora Gold concerning its Mt Muro mine in Kalimantan, Indonesia:

(1) In the light of demonstrations that occurred in the forecourt of the
Australian Embassy in March 2000, and the persistent claims of non-
government organisations. Were Audtralian embassy officials aware of the
widespread speculation over the past decade that major resource projectsin
Indonesia, including those owned by Australian companies, made payments
to the Indonesian military and paramilitary police for the security forces
located near their projects.

(2) Did Australian Embassy officials inquire as to whether Aurora Gold had
ever been approached by the security forces, whether police or military, to
make donations or pay for any costs associated with operating near the
mine; if not, why not.

(3) Did Australian Embassy officials ask representatives of Aurora Gold if any
such payments had been made; if so, what was the response; if not, why
not.

(3) If any such payments were made: (a) when did these occur; and (b) what
advice, if any, did Embassy officia s offer to company representatives.

2129 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the meeting on 30 January 2002 with representatives of
Aurora Gold and other mining companies:

(1) What undertakings did the Ambassador give about making further
representations to Indonesian officials about dealing with small-scale
minersat Mt Muro, or other Australian-owned mining operations.

(2) What explanation did Aurora Gold representatives provide to the
Ambassador about the shooting injury of a smal scde miner a the
Mt Muro mine on 19 January 2002.

(3) Did Aurora Gold representatives express any concern about the actions of
the security forces.

(4) Did the Ambassador raise any concerns in the meeting about the actions of
the security forces with Aurora Gold representatives; if so, what were those
concerns; if not, why was the Ambassador not concerned.

2130 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the 27 August 2001 shooting injury of a teenage boy
considered an ‘illegal miner’ at the Mt Muro mine in Kalimantan, Indonesia in
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May 2001: Why is the Minister not prepared to table a copy of the 5 March 2002
written briefing provided to the Ambassador by Aurora Gold.

2131 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the briefing from the President of Aurora Gold to the
Ambassador to Indonesia, Mr Richard Smith, on the killing of two people by
Indonesian security forces at the Mt Muro mine in Kalimantan, Indonesiain May
2001:

(1) Why did an Ausgtralian embassy official request the briefing, as referred to
in the answer to question on notice no. 707 (Senate Hansard, 5 February
2003, p 8641):

(2) What prompted the request.

(3) What explanation did Aurora Gold provide to the Ambassador for the
killings.
(4) Didthe Ambassador accept the explanation.

(5) Why did the Ambassador consider it acceptable for Aurora Gold not to
notify him soon after the killings by security forces at Mt Muro mine.

(6) Why did the Ambassador decide that the nationality of those killed by the
security forces at the Mt Muro mine meant that no representations should
be made to Indonesian officials to ensure appropriate investigations and,
where appropriate, prosecutions, should be undertaken againg the
perpetrators.

2132 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the visit by the Ambassador to Indonesia, Mr Richard
Smith, to the Mt Muro mining lease area in Indonesia in May 2001, which was
then held by the Australian company, Aurora Gold, and his meeting with
Indonesian security officials:

(1) In the light of a peaceful demonstration held on the forecourt of the
Australian Embassy in Jakarta in March 2000 by women and children,
Dayak people from the Mt Muro mining lease area and women’s groups, at
which Australian embassy officials addressed demonstrators but denied the
group access to the embassy: What steps did the Ambassador take to
investigate the grievances which led the group to demonstrate at the
Australian Embassy regarding Aurora Gold' s operations.

(2) Did the Ambassador accept that alegations made by local villagers of
human rights abuses by Indonesian security forces dating back as far asthe
early 1990s were legitimate; if not, why not.

(3) Did the Ambassador meet with: (a) local landowner groups, to discuss their
relationship with the mine, and (b) local landowner groups and
non-government organisations, to discuss allegations of forced resettlement
by the mining company and human rights abuses by Indonesian security
forces, including a claim that villages in the mining concession area were
bulldozed and burned to the ground.

(4) What was the basis for the Ambassador thinking that any security forces
operations againg those deemed by the company to be ‘illega’ miners
would be undertaken in a ‘ peaceful manner’, as suggested in the answer to
guestion on notice no. 706 (Senate Hansard, 5 February 2003, p. 8641).

(5) Did the Ambassador accept that there was a possibility that Indonesian
security forces could use violence against those deemed by the company to
be‘illegal’ miners; if not, why not.
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(6) Does the Ambassador accept that the violence against the ‘illegal’ miners
was reasonably foreseeable; if not, why not.

(7) Doesthe Ambassador believe that the deaths and injuries that occurred as a
result of action in three separate incidents in May 2001, August 2001 and
January 2002 were ‘lawful’ and ‘peaceful’ means of protecting mining
interests; if so, why.

2138 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Science—With

2141
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reference to the hiring by the department of public relations consultants to work on
the proposed nuclear waste dump in South Austrdiain late 2002:

(1) How many companies were: (a) sent a copy of the public relations brief;
and (b) requested to submit a proposal.

(2) How many attended a question and answer session after receiving the brief.

(3) How many devel oped a written proposal.

(4) How many presented a proposed strategy to the eval uation panel.

(5) How many consultants were shortlisted to give a presentation before the
Ministerial Committee on Government Communications.

(6) Who are the members of this ministerial committee.

Notice given 19 September 2003

Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the meetings between the Ambassador to Indonesia
and representatives of Australian-owned mining operations in Indonesia on 27
September 2001:

(1) What issues were rai sed.
(2) What actions did the Ambassador agree to undertake.

(3) What specific actions did the Ambassador or other embassy staff take
following this meeting, and when.

Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the meeting on 20 June 2002 referred to in the answer
to question on notice no. 717 (Senate Hansard, 5 February 2003, p. 8646) between
delegations from Australian mining companies and Australian embassy officialsin
Indonesiawith senior officials from the Department of Forestry:

(1) Which companies were represented.
(2) Who represented each company.
(3) Inrelation to what specific projects did they make representations.

Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the answer to question on notice no. 719 (Senate
Hansard, 5 February 2003, p. 8647) relating to meetings hosted by the former
Ambassador to Indonesia with journaists What were the dates in 2002 on which
each of the meetings with Don Greenlees and Rowan Cadlick were held.

Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the answer to question on notice no. 717 (Senate
Hansard, 5 February 2003, p. 8646) that Australian embassy officials in Indonesia
met to discuss ‘the uncertainty surrounding the conservation value of some areas
that had been designated as “protected forest”:

(1) Towhich specific mining projects did this ‘uncertainty’ relate.
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What specifically is the ‘uncertainty’ for each of the protected forests
affecting individua mining projects.

What information has been sought or provided to the embassy affecting
each of the mining projects which challenges the conservation or other
natural values of these aress.

With reference to the Indonesian Forestry Law 41 of 1999, which prohibits
open cut mining in ‘hutan lindun’ i.e. protected forest areas. (a) Are
Australian officials aware that the legidation states that the aim of such
protected forest is not conservation in terms of biodiversity or similar
(whichisinstead dealt with by ‘hutan konservasi’ i.e. Conservation Forest),
but specificaly the protection of livelihoods, prevention of floods and
erosion through water catchment protection; and (b) why did Australian
embassy officials consider it was relevant to raise concerns around the
‘conservation value' of areas designated as ‘hutan lindung'.

Do Australian Embassy officias consider that lobbying Indonesian
government officials on seven occasions within a year regarding mining in
protected forests, given Audralia's role as neighbour and donor to
Indonesia, amounts to applying pressure on thisissue.

Are Australian government officials aware that members of the Indonesian
government have stated to the media a various times and in a
parliamentary committee meeting on 7 May 2003 that they feel pressured
by foreign governments to remove laws which protect forests and other
conservation areas from mining.

Given the very small percentage of Indonesian land area designated as
‘hutan lindung’, and Indonesia’ s extensive and serious problems associated
with forest and other natural vegetation loss, including erosion and
flooding: why does the Austrdian Government consider it is more
important to lobby on behalf of Australian companies than to support the
Indonesian government environment protection laws.

Are Australian government officials aware that members of the Indonesian
government have stated to the media a various times that they fear costly
international arbitration will be brought againg the Indonesian government
by mining companies, if they do not alow lease holders to mine in
protected areas.

Have Audralian government officials ever discussed with Indonesian
officials the possibility of international arbitration over thisissue; if so: (a)
who raised the issue; and (b) wha advice was given by Australian
government officials.

Are Australian government officials aware that Australian companies own
mining leases over other types of protected areas in Indonesia, including
national parks.

Have Audralian government officials ever discussed with Indonesian
officials the issue of Australian-owned mining leases over other types of
protected areas in Indonesia, including nationa parks; if so: (a) who raised
the issue; and (b) advice was given by Australian government officials.

2148 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Trade—With
reference to the answer to paragraph (2)(b) of question on notice no. 720 (Senate
Hansard, 5 February 2003, p. 8647) relating to meetings organised by Austrade on
behalf of Esmeralda Exploration, which is involved in the Aurul SA joint venture
in Romania:
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(1) On how many occasions did Austrade assist with arranging meetings with
Romanian government officials.

(2) When were each of these meetings.
(3) Who were each of these meetings with.
(4) What wasthe purpose of each of these meetings.
2149 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Trade—With
reference to the answer to question on notice no. 720 (Senate Hansard, 5 February

2003, p. 8647) relating to meetings organised by Austrade on behaf of Esmerada
Exploration, which isinvolved in the Aurul SA joint venturein Romania:

(1) When did Audtrade first become aware of what was referred to in the
Hungarian media asthe ‘Kiraly affair’.

(2) What is the Austrade understanding of what caused the controversy over
the charging of Kiraly.

(3) Did Austrade or other embassy officials in Romania or Hungary make
representations to Romanian or Hungarian Government officials in relation
to the ‘Kiraly affair’.

2151 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—

(1) Is Mr Luo Gan, the head of the G10 Office in Beijing, due to visit
Australig; if so, when and why.

(2) What is Mr Luo's record on human rights, including in relation to
repression of adherentsto Falon Gong.

Notice given 22 September 2003

2152 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the meetings between the Australian Ambassador to
Indonesia and representatives of Australian-owned mining operations in Indonesia
on 22 July 2002:

(1) What issues were rai sed.

(2) What actions did the Ambassador agree to undertake.

(3) What specific actions did the Ambassador or other embassy staff undertake
following this meeting, and when.

2153 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the visit by Austraian embassy officiads to the
Freeport minein the Indonesian province of Papua on 4 May and 5 May 2001:

(1) Which embassy officials visited the mine.

(2) What wasthe purpose of the visit.

(3) Which mining company representatives did embassy officials meet.

(4) (a) Who ese did the embassy officials meet during their visit; and (b) who
did they represent.

(5) Prior to the visit, were embassy officials aware of human rights abuses by
security forces around the mine.

(6) Did embassy officials meet representatives of the security forces during the
visit; if so, what was the purpose of the meetings.

(7) In relation in the answer to question on notice no. 721 (Senate Hansard,
5 February 2003, p.8648), what specific ‘concerns about the security
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environment in the area surrounding the mine' did company representatives
raise.

Did they seek any assistance from embassy officials; if so, what reguests
were made.

What assistance, if any, was subsequently provided.

Did embassy officials raise concerns with mining company representatives
about human rights abuses in the area surrounding the mine; if so, what
response was received.

Did embassy officials raise concerns about human rights abuses in the area
surrounding the mine in any meetings with Indonesian security officials; if
so, what response was received.

Did mining company representatives inform embassy officials at any time
during the visit that the company was paying millions of dollars directly to
the Indonesian security forces around the mine; if so, who informed the
embassy officials.

Did embassy officials ask mining company representatives if the company
was making paymentsto the local security forces; if not, why not.

Why did embassy officials decide not to organise meetings with
representatives of key local indigenous landowner group LEMASA
(Amungme peopl€'s representatives) and LEMASKO (Komoro people's
representatives), other landowner groups or other non-government
organisations.

2154 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the visit by Austraian embassy officiads to the
Freeport minein the Indonesian province of Papua on 19 June to 21 June 2001:
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Which embassy officials visited the mine.

What was the specific purpose of the visit, especially given the earlier visit
in May 2001.

Which mining company representatives did embassy officials mest.

(8) Who else did the embassy officials meet during their visit; and (b) who
did they represent.

Prior to the visit, were embassy officials aware of human rights abuses by
security forces around the mine.

Did embassy officials meet representatives of the security forces during the
visit; if so, what was the purpose of the meetings.

In relation in the answer to question on notice no. 721 (Senate Hansard,
5 February 2003, p.8648), what specific ‘concerns about the security
environment in the area surrounding the mine' did company representatives
raise.

Did they seek any assistance from embassy officials; if so what regquests
were made.

What assistance, if any, was subsequently provided.

Did embassy officials raise concerns with mining company representatives
about human rights abuses in the area surrounding the mine; if so, what
response was received.

Did embassy officials raise concerns about human rights abuses in the area
surrounding the mine in any meetings with Indonesian security officials; if
so, what response was received.
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(12) Did mining company representatives inform embassy officials at any time

(13)

(14)

during the visit that the company was paying millions of dollars directly to
the Indonesian security forces around the mine; if so, who informed the
embassy officials.

Did embassy officials ask mining company representatives if the company
was making paymentsto the local security forces; if not, why not.

Why did embassy officials decide not to organise meetings with
representatives of local landowner groups or other non-government
organisations.

2155 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the visit by Austraian embassy officiads to the
Freeport mine in the Indonesian province of Papua on 5 December to 7 December

2001:
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Which embassy officials visited the mine.

What was the specific purpose of the visit, especially given the earlier visits
in May 2001 and June 2001.

Which mining company representatives did embassy officials meet.

(8) Who else did the embassy officials meet during their visit; and (b) who
did they represent.

Prior to the visit, were embassy officials aware of human rights abuses by
security forces around the mine.

Did embassy officials meet representatives of the security forces during the
visit; if so, what was the purpose of the meetings.

In relation in the answer to question on notice no. 721 (Senate Hansard,
5 February 2003, p.8648), what specific ‘concerns about the security
environment in the area surrounding the mine' did company representatives
raise.

Did they seek any assistance from embassy officials; if so, what reguests
were made.

What assistance, if any, was subsequently provided.

Did embassy officials raise concerns with mining company representatives
about human rights abuses in the area surrounding the mine; if so, what
response was received.

Did embassy officials raise concerns about human rights abuses in the area
surrounding the mine in any meetings with Indonesian security officials.
Did mining company representatives inform embassy officials at any time
during the visit that the company was paying millions of dollars directly to
the Indonesian security forces around the mine; if so, who informed the
embassy officials.

Did embassy officials ask mining company representatives if the company
was making paymentsto the local security forces; if not, why not.

Why did embassy officials decide not to organise meetings with
representatives of local landowner groups or other non-government
organisations.

2156 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the visit by Austraian embassy officiads to the
Freeport mine in the Indonesian province of Papua between 4 September to 6
September 2002:
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Which embassy officials visited the mine.

What was the specific purpose of the visit, especially given the earlier visits
in May 2001, June 2001 and December 2001.

Which mining company representatives did embassy officials meet.
(8) Who else did the embassy officials meet during their visit; and (b) who
did they represent.

Prior to the visit, were embassy officials aware of human rights abuses by
security forces around the mine.

Did embassy officials meet representatives of the security forces during the
visit; if so, what was the purpose of the meetings.

In relation in the answer to question on notice no. 721 (Senate Hansard,
5 February 2003, p. 8648), what specific ‘concerns about the security
environment in the area surrounding the mine' did company representatives
raise.

Did they seek any assistance from embassy officials; if so, what reguests
were made.

What assistance, if any, was subsequently provided.

Did embassy officials raise concerns with mining company representatives
about human rights abuses in the area surrounding the mine; if so, what
response was received.

Did embassy officials raise concerns about human rights abuses in the area
surrounding the mine in any meetings with Indonesian security officials; if
so, what response was received.

Did mining company representatives inform embassy officials at any time
during the visit that the company was paying millions of dollars directly to
the Indonesian security forces around the mine; if so, who informed the
embassy officials.

Did embassy officials ask mining company representatives if the company
was making paymentsto the local security forces; if not, why not.

Why did embassy officials decide not to organise meetings with
representatives of local landowner groups or other non-government
organisations.

2157 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the four visits by Australian embassy officials to the
Freeport minein the Indonesian province of Papua during 2001 and 2002:
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Does the Minister acknowledge that the failure to organise meetings with
more diverse interest groups, beyond the mining company, resulted in a
failure to gain a broad understanding of issues affecting the mine; if not,
why not.

Is it official policy not to meet with representatives of non-government
organisations on visits to minesin Indonesia; if so, why.

Were embassy officials aware of the collapse of the Lake Wanagon mine
waste dump in 2001, which resulted in the deaths of four workers, the
destruction of property and livestock of villagers and the rdease of acidic,
heavy metal laced mine waste in the valley below.

Did embassy officials at any time discuss with mining company
representatives the collapse of the waste dump.
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(a) Did embassy officials inspect the waste dump; and (b) did embassy
officials inquire of measures made to prevent a reoccurrence of this
disaster; if not, why not.

Did embassy officidls a any time discuss with mining company
representatives the adverse findings by a Jakarta court that company
advertising in relation to the collapse of the waste dump was misleading.

Did embassy officials inspect any of the hundreds of square kilometers of
forest covered in mine waste (tailings) by the mine's disposal of mine waste
into the Ajkwa and Kamorarivers; if not, why not.

(8 Are embassy officials aware that it appears from satellite photos
published by Indonesian non-government organisations that tailings
disposed of by the mine have contaminated the World Heritage-listed
Lorenz National Park via the Mawati and Otokwa Rivers; and (b) has the
matter ever been discussed with mining company representatives, and with
what result.

Did embassy officials raise the issue or seek assurances about the safety of
tailings released via the Ajkwa and Kamora rivers into the Arafura Sea
directly north of Australia; if not, why not.

2158 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the public disclosure, in March 2003, by Freeport
McMoRan, the owner of the Freeport mine in Papua, Indonesia, part-owned by
Australian-lised company Rio Tinto and with whom Rio Tinto has a 40 per cent
joint venture agreement, that it has paid millions of dollars to the military forces
guarding itsmine:
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Does the Minister consider these payments appropriate.

When did Austraian officials first become aware that the owners of the
Freeport mine, were making payments to the military.

Have representatives of Rio Tinto made representations to the Minister or
Australian officials about this matter: (a) if so, when; and (b) if not, have
the Miniger, the Australian Ambassador to Indonesia or Australian officials
raised the issue with the company; if so, when; if not, why not.

What explanation, if any, did the company provide for the payments.
When did these payments commence.

(8) What explanation, if any, has the company provided for keeping these
payments secret for years; and (b) why did the Indonesian military keep the
payments secret, and indeed continue to deny the extent of the payments
even after Freeport revealed their existence.

Has the Minigter or government officials raised the matter with Indonesian
government officials; if so, with whom and when.

Has the Minister and/or the department sought or received legal advice
about whether the payment of Indonesian military forces by private
interestsislega under Indonesian law.

Has the Minister and/or the department sought or received legal advice that
direct payments to the Indonesian military by mining companies are not in
keeping with Indonesian Law No.3 2002, regarding National Defence, (and
its predecessor, Law No.20 1982) which in Chapter 7, section 25(1) sets out
that the military is to be paid for only from the national budget.

Has the Minister and/or the department sought or recelved legal advice
about whether payments by Australian companies to Indonesian military or
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police forcesis consistent with Australian law; if so, when was legal advice
on this matter last sought.

(11) Will the Minister and the department ask all Australian resource extraction

companies operating in Indonesia to disclose payments both ongoing and
past, made to Indonesian security forces, including military and police; if
not, why not.

2159 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—
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Did Australian embassy officials visit the Freeport mine after the visit on
4 September to 6 September 2002; if so, when and what was the purpose of
thevisit.

Did the mining company seek any assistance from embassy officials; if so,
what requests were made.

What assistance, if any, was subsequently provided.

2160 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the visit by Australian embassy officials to the Mt
Muro mine operated by Aurora Gold in Indonesian between 25 November and 26
November 1999:
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Which embassy officials visited the mine.

Which mining company representatives did embassy officials meet.

(8) Who else did the embassy officials meet during their visit; and (b) who
did they represent.

Prior to the visit, were embassy officials aware of human rights abuses by
security forces around the mine.

Did embassy officials meet representatives of the security forces during the
visit; if so, what was the purpose of the meetings.

In relation in the answer to question on notice no. 721 (Senate Hansard,
5 February 2003, p. 8648), what specific ‘registered concerns about the
security of company staff from incursions fromillegal miners' did company
representatives raise.

Did they seek any assistance from embassy officials; if so what regquests
were made.

What assistance, if any, was subsequently provided.

Did embassy officials raise concerns with mining company representatives
about human rights abuses in the area surrounding the mine.
Did embassy officials raise concerns about human rights abuses in the area

surrounding the mine in any meetings with Indonesian security officials; if
so, what response was received.

What advice, if any, did the embassy officials offer Aurora Gold
representatives.

Why did embassy officials decide not to organise meetings with
representatives of local landowner groups or other non-government
organisations.

2161 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the visit by Austradian embassy officials to the BHP
Billiton owned PT Arutrim Indonesia-Senakin mine in South Kalimantan on 6
March 2000:
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Which embassy officials visited the mine.

What was the specific purpose of the visit.

Which mining company representatives did embassy officials meet.

(8 Who ese did the embassy officials meet; and (b) who did they
represent.

Did embassy officials meet representatives of the security forces during the
visit; if so, what was the purpose of the meetings.

In relation in the answer to question on notice no. 721 (Senate Hansard,
5 February 2003, p. 8648), what specific ‘concerns about the security of
company daff from incursions by illegal mines did company
representatives raise.

Did they seek any assistance from embassy officials; if so what regquests
were made.

What assistance, if any, was subsequently provided.

Did mining company representatives inform embassy officials at any time
whether they had been asked to make payments to the Indonesian security
forces around the mine; if so, who informed the embassy officials.

Did embassy officials ask mining company representatives if the company
was making paymentsto the local security forces; if not, why not.

2162 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the visit by Austraian embassy officials to the BHP
Billiton owned PT Arutrim Indonesia-Senakin mine in South Kalimantan on 24
May 2001:
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Which embassy officials visited the mine.

What was the specific purpose of the visit, especially given the earlier visit
in March 2000.

Which mining company representatives did embassy officials meet.

(8 Who ese did the embassy officials meet; and (b) who did they
represent.

Did embassy officials meet representatives of the security forces during the
visit; if so, what was the purpose of the meetings.

In relation in the answer to question on notice no. 721 (Senate Hansard,
5 February 2003, p. 8648), what specific ‘concerns about the security of
company daff from incursions by illegal mines did company
representatives raise.

Did they seek any assistance from embassy officials; if so what regquests
were made.

What assistance, if any, was subsequently provided.

Did mining company representatives inform embassy officials at any time
whether they had been asked to make payments to the Indonesian security
forces around the mine; if so, who informed the embassy officials.

Did embassy officials ask mining company representatives if the company
was making paymentsto the local security forces; if not, why not.

2163 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—

D

Is the department aware of whether any of the following companies have
been approached by Indonesian security forces, including military and
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police operating near their respective mining operations, to contribute
financialy to the security forces local costs or make other payments: (a)
Newcrest Indonesia; (b) BHP Billiton Indonesia; (¢) Rio Tinto Indonesia;
(d) Normandy Asia/ Horas Nauli; (€) Placer Dome; (f) Westralian Atan
Minerals; and (g) Barisan Tropical Mining.

Is the department aware or whether any of the following companies have
made payments to the Indonesian security forces, including military and
police operating near their respective mining operations. (a) Newcrest
Indonesia; (b) BHP Billiton Indonesia; (c) Rio Tinto Indonesia; (d)
Normandy Asia/Horas Nauli; and (e) Placer Dome.

2164 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the visit by Australian embassy officials to the Kaltim
Prima coal mine owned by Rio Tinto on 22 May 2001:
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Which embassy officials visited the mine.

Which mining company representatives did embassy officials meet.

Who else did the embassy officials meet during ther visit and who did they
represent.

In relation in the answer to question on notice no. 721 (Senate Hansard,
5 February 2003, p. 8648), what specific ‘registered concerns about the
increasing strike activity on the mine site’ did company representatives
raise.

In relation to the answer to question on notice no. 721: (a) what specific
instances were company representatives referring to when they, ‘registered

their concerns about recent instances of violent behaviour by striking
workers at the mine site’; and (b) what occurred in each instance.

Did the company representatives seek any assistance from embassy
officialsin relation to the strike activity; if, so what.

What assistance, if any, was subsequently provided.

Did embassy officials meet representatives of the security forces on the
visit; if so, what was the purpose of the meetings.

Did embassy officials raise concerns about strike activity with the security
forces; if so, what action did embassy officials request.

(8) What action, if any, did Indonesian security forces take; and (b) when
did these actions occur.

Were embassy officials advised of whether the mining company had been
approached to make payments to the security forces.

(8) Were embassy officials advised of whether the mining company had
made payments to the security forces; and (b) did embassy officials ask
mining company representatives whether any payments had ever been made
to the security forces.

Did embassy officials meet with any representatives of the workers who
went on drike; if so, what specific issues were raised with the officials; if
not, why not.

Does the Minister acknowledge that it would have been useful to at least
hear the grievances of the striking workers; if not, why not.

2165 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—In relaion to the quarterly meetings between the Australian Ambassador
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to Indonesia, Mr Richard Smith, and/or other embassy staff, and representatives of
Australian-owned mining operationsin Indonesia:

D

@

3
(4)

()
(6)

(")

(8)

Has the issue of mine waste disposal at sea (submarine tailings disposal,
also known as DSTP), ever been raised at these meetings; if so, by whom
wasit raised.

(a) Has the Ambassador or any other Australian government official ever
been regquested to make any representations to Indonesian government
officialsregarding DSTP; and (b) have any representations regarding DSTP
ever been made by Australian government officials to Indonesian
government officials.

Has the issue of mine closure ever been raised at these meetings; if so, by
whom was it raised.

(a) Has the Ambassador or any other Australian government official ever
been regquested to make any representations to Indonesian government
officials regarding mine closure; and (b) have any representations regarding
mine closure ever been made by Australian government officials to
Indonesian government officials.

Has the Ambassador or any Australian government official ever visited an
Australian-owned mine which has closed or isin the process of closing.

Is the Ambassador satisfied that al operating and planned
Australian-owned mines have plans for prompt and proper mine closure,
devel oped in consultation with local communities and government officials,
including progressive rehabilitation of completed areas while mining
progresses.

In the absence of detailed Indonesian regulations or government policy
regarding mine closure, is the Ambassador satisfied that al
Australian-owned mine closure plans are in keeping with best Austraian
mining practice.

Does the Ambassador consder that Australian-owned mines should plan
for closure rehabilitation, which includes ensuring mine pits are never
simply alowed to remain and fill with water which may become polluted
with acid and heavy metals.

2166 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the quarterly meetings between the Australian
Ambassador to Indonesia, Mr Richard Smith and/or other embassy staff, and
representatives of Australian-owned mining operationsin Indonesia:
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Have any meetings occurred since the meeting held on 22 July 2002; if so,
for each meeting: (a) which companies atended; (b) who represented the
individual companies; and (c) can alist be provided of the issues raised.
What actions, if any, did the Ambassador or embassy staff agree to
undertake from each of these mestings.

2167 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to the answer to the supplementary estimates
guestion no. RDG04, provided to the Rural and Regional Affairs and Transport
Legidation Committee on 11 February 2003, containing a table of Sustainable
Regions Program direct funding and other contributions:

D

Can an updated table be provided which includes: (a) all projects approved
for funding and the approved level of funding; (b) funding aready provided
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and the amount outstanding; and (c) the financia years in which
expenditure of outstanding fundsislikely to occur.

(2) In relation to the Regional Partnerships Program: (a) how many projects
have been approved for funding in the 2003-04 financial year; (b) what is
the total level of funding for these projects; and (c) how much has been
committed for expenditure in the following financia years: (i) 2003-04, (ii)
2004-05, (iii) 2005-06, and (iv) 2006-07.

(3) In relation to projects approved prior to 1 July 2003 under the Regional
Solutions Program, the Rural Transaction Centres, the Regional Assistance
Program, the Dairy Regional Assistance Program, the Wide Bay Burnett
Structural Adjustment Package, the Namoi Valey Package, the Weipa
Electricity Generation Compensation Package and the South West Forests
of Western Audtralia Structural Adjustment Package: (a) how much has
been committed for expenditure in the 2003-04 financia year; (b) how
much of the funds committed for expenditure in the 2003-04 financial year
has been expended to date; and (¢) how much has been committed for
expenditure in the following financia years: (i) 2004-05, (ii) 2005-06, and
(iii) 2006-07.

Notice given 23 September 2003

2168 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

(1) Can a schedule be provided of all partnerships or programs commenced
within the past 3 financia years, between the department and biotechnology
companies or their agents, including but not limited to AVCARE, Agrifood
Awareness Audrdia Limited, Monsanto Australia Ltd (Monsanto) and
Bayer Crop Science Australia (Bayer) or its predecessor, Aventis, including
the following details for each:

(8 thestated aim;

(b) the proposed duration;

(c) the forecast financial or in-kind contribution to be provided by the
department;

(d) the forecast financial or in-kind contribution to be provided by the
department’ s partners;

(e) the actual financia or in-kind contribution made to date by the
department;

(f) the actual financia or in-kind contribution made to date by the
department’s partners; and

(g) for those programs that have been completed, a summary of actual
outcomes as compared with the stated aim.

(2) Can a copy of the commercial agreements entered into between the
department and its partnersin relation to these programs be provided; if not,
why not.

2169 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

(1) Can a schedule be provided of all partnerships, programs or funding
arrangements entered into each of the past 3 financial years between the
department and the Austraia Oilseeds Federation (AOF), including the
following details for each:
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(8 the stated aim of each partnership or program or for the funding
provided by the department;

(b) the proposed duration of each partnership or program or for the
funding provided by the department;

(c) the forecast financial or in-kind contribution to be provided by the
department;

(d) the forecast financial or in-kind contribution to be provided by
AOF,;

(e) the actual financia or in-kind contribution made to date by the
department;

) th((aj actua financia or in-kind contribution made to date by AOF;
an

(g) for those programs or funding arrangements that have been
completed, a summary of actual outcomes as compared with the
stated aim of each program, partnership or funding arrangement.

Can a copy of the commercia agreements entered into between the
department and AOF in relation to these programs or funding arrangements
be provided; if not, why not.

2170 Senator Harris; To ask the Minister for Revenue and Assistant Treasurer—Does
the Prime Minister have portfolio responsibility for the Office of the
Commissioner of Taxation.

Notice given 24 September 2003

2171 Senator Lees. To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—
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Will the Minister act on unanimous advice from arange of health and social
welfare agencies, including the Royal Australasian College of Physicians
(RACP), Paediatrics and Child Health Division; the Royal Australian and
New Zealand College of Psychiatrists, Faculty of Child and Adolescent
Psychiatry; and the Professional Alliance for the Health of Asylum Seekers
and their Children that ‘prolonged detention is causing harm to the mental
health and development of children and adolescents' and that the Minister
should ‘undertake an independent, expert review' into the menta health of
children held in detention in Australia’ simmigration detention centres.

Will the Minister take any further action to examine and evaluate the
performance of Australasian Correctional Management (ACM), with regard
to the mental health and welfare of children in detention; if so, what action
will the Minister take; if not, under what conditions would the Minister be
prepared to conduct such an evaluation of ACM’s performance.

With reference to the Minister’s response to the May 2003 Four Corners
program on the former Woomera Detention Centre, that ‘there is no
contractual requirement for ACM to provide staffing numbers to DIMIA’
for the achievement of contracted outcomes by ACM: Given this lack of
detailed accountability by ACM and the consistent reporting by social
welfare and medica practitioners about the institutional barriers to the
mental health and wellbeing of detainees. What steps is the Minister
currently taking to ensure that ACM is now upholding Australian
immigration detention standards.

Notice given 25 September 2003
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2172 Senator Allison: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—
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Has Basdink Pty Ltd prepared a code of conduct for commercia and
recreational fishing activities, as is required for approval of the Bassink
project; if so; (a) has the code been approved; and (b) can a copy of the
code be provided.

With which fishing groups and individuals did the proponents consult when
devel oping the code.

If consultations did not include Gippdand fisher's such as those from
Yarram, McLaughlin’s Beach and Lakes Entrance, why were these groups
not consulted.

Notice given 29 September 2003

2173 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—With reference to the changes in seed cleaning
arrangements detailed in Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service (AQIS)
Public Quarantine Alert PQA0266, Cleaning of contaminated seed consignments
inrural areas:
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What steps have been taken to consult with representations of the seed
industry, including, but not limited to, importers, growers and peak bodies,
in devel oping these changes.

What steps have been taken to communicate with representatives of the
seed industry, including, but not limited to, importers, growers and peak
bodies, to ensure they were aware of these changes.

What work has been conducted or commissioned by the department or
other Commonwealth agencies to determine: (a) potential and actud
changes in costs experienced by seed importers, breeders and end usersas a
result of these changes, and what are the results of this work; (b) potential
and actual time delays experienced by seed importers, breeders and end
users as aresult of these changes, and what are the results of this work; (c)
potential and actual extra costs borne by the Commonwealth as a result of
these changes, and what are the results of this work; and (d) potential and
actua closure of or job losses at AQIS-approved seed cleaning facilitiesin
rural areas as a result of these changes, and what are the results of this
work.

2174 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—
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For each of the past 5 financid years, what has been the quantity (in metric
tonnes) of seed processed through the Australian Quarantine and Inspection
Service (AQIS) approved seed cleaning facilitiesin rura areas.

For each of the past 5 financid years, what has been the level of full-time
equivalent employment at each of the AQIS-approved seed cleaning
facilitiesin rurd areas.

For each of the past 5 financial years, how many AQIS-approved seed
cleaning facilities have operated in rurd areas, and where were they
located.

Are AQIS-approved seed cleaning facilities in rural areas operated under
license to AQIS or under some other accreditation process.

For each of the past 5 financia years, have any AQIS-approved seed
cleaning facilities in rural areas applied for their AQIS licenses or
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accreditation to be renewed but been refused; if so, for each facility, can the
following information be provided: (a) a brief description of the reasons
why an AQIS license or accreditation was not renewed; (b) the date of
application, and the date the applicant was advised of the outcome; and (c)
details of all assistance provided by the Commonwealth to the proprietor
and gaff of the unsuccessful applicant.

2175 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—
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When was the Plant Breeders' Rights (PBR) Office established.

For each year since its establishment, or for each of the past 5 financia
years, whichever is the lesser period, what has been: (a) the posted staffing
contingent in full-time equivalents; (b) the actua staffing contingent in full-
time equivalents (c) the projected Commonwealth expenditure for
operating the office; (d) the actua Commonwealth expenditure for
operating the office; (€) the projected number of customer transactionsto be
undertaken; and () the actual number of customer transactions undertaken.

Notice given 1 October 2003

1872 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regional Services—With reference to the Structural Adjustment Package for the
Wide Bay Burnett Region of Queensland:
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When did the Minister announce the package.
What funding was committed to the package.
What grant monies have been paid under the package.

When were program guidelines and applications forms made publicly
available.

When did the application period commence.
When did the application period close.

1873 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $247 500 for the Kaygee's
manufacturing facility project under the Structural Adjustment Package for the
Wide Bay Burnett Region of Queensand:
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(8) What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingdaments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minigter receive representations from the

Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.
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(8) What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.
(9) Inrelation to the application for funding:
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when was the funding application lodged with the department;
when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;
was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;
when did the committee make a recommendation to the Minister;
what recommendeation did the committee make;
when was the application approved by the Minister;
did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;
what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;
what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;
how did the proponent describe the proposed project;
was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;
with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;
what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;
what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operational;
did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;
what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;
was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;
did a business plan accompany the application form;
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what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;

did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;

were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;

did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;

did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;

(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;

was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)
)
(f)
(9)

when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
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milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and (ii)
have reporting requirements been met;

(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;

what long-term benefits for the region have been generated by the
project;

what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;

has the project been local, national or export focused;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;

what financial contribution has the proponent made to the project;
has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and

what impact has the project had on other businessesin the region.

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

(f)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1874 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $450 000 for the Chrome
Engineering Expanson project under the Structural Adjustment Package for the
Wide Bay Burnett Region of Queensland:

(1) (a8 What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(2) (8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit

basis.

(3) What isthe proponent’s business address.
(4) Can adescription of the project be provided.

(5) Did the department or the Minister recelve representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.
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When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

(f)
(9)

(h)
(i)

)
(k)

()

(m)
(n)

(0)
(P)
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(r)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;
when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;
was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;
when did the committee make a recommendation to the Minister;
what recommendeation did the committee make;
when was the application approved by the Minister;
did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;
what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;
what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;
how did the proponent describe the proposed project;
was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;
with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(i) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;
what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;
what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operational;
did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;
what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;
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what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;

was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;

did a business plan accompany the application form;

what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;

did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;

were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;

did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;

did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;

(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;

was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©

when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
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(d) if applicable, what was the congtruction start date;

() when did project operations commence;

(f) when did the project become fully operationd;

(g) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

(h) (i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and (ii)
have reporting requirements been met;

() (i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;

(k) what long-term benefits for the region have been generated by the
project;

(N what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;

(m) hasthe project been local, national or export focused;

(n) what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;

(o) what financia contribution has the proponent made to the project;

(p) has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and

(a) what impact has the project had on other businesses in the region.

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(60 how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

(f) has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1875 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $100 000 for the Gin Gin
Bakery project under the Structural Adjustment Package for the Wide Bay Burnett
Region of Queendand:

(1) (a8 What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingdalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(2) (8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

(3) What isthe proponent’s business address.
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Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(@
(b)

(©
(d)
)

(f)
(9)

(h)
(i)

)
(k)

()

(m)
(n)

(0)
(P)

when was the funding application lodged with the department;
when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;
was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;
when did the committee make a recommendation to the Minister;
what recommendeation did the committee make;
when was the application approved by the Minister;
did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;
what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;
what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;
how did the proponent describe the proposed project;
was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;
with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(i) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;
what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;

what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operational;
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did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;

what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;

was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;

did a business plan accompany the application form;

what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;

did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;

were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;

did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;

did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;

(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;

was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
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(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and

(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;

(c) what project planning and design time was required;

(d) if applicable, what was the congtruction start date;

() when did project operations commence;

(f) when did the project become fully operationd;

(g) were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;

(h) (i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;

(i) (i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and (ii)
have reporting requirements been met;

() (i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;

(k) what long-term benefits for the region have been generated by the
project;

(N what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;

(m) hasthe project been local, national or export focused;

(n) what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;

(o) what financia contribution has the proponent made to the project;

(p) has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and

(0) what impact has the project had on other businesses in the region.
(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

(f) has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1876 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $115 000 for the Cadastral
Survey Data Management project under the Structural Adjustment Package for the
Wide Bay Burnett Region of Queensand:

(1) (a8 What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
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payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingdalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minigster receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;

(c) was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;

(d) when did the committee make arecommendation to the Minister;

() what recommendation did the committee make;

(f) when wasthe application approved by the Minister;

(g) did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(h) what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;

(i) what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;

() how did the proponent describe the proposed project;

(k) was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;

() with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:

(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,

(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;
(m) what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
(n) if applicable, what construction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
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what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;

what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operationa;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;

what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;

was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;

did a business plan accompany the application form;

what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;

did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;

were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;

did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;

did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;

(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;

was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:

(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
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(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;
(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and (ii)
have reporting requirements been met;
(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;
what long-term benefits for the region have been generated by the
project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;
has the project been local, national or export focused;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;

what financial contribution has the proponent made to the project;
has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and

what impact has the project had on other businessesin the region.

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

(f)

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;
how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1877 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $93 500 for the Fraser Coast
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Packhouse project under the Structural Adjustment Package for the Wide Bay
Burnett Region of Queendand:

D

@

3
(4)
()

(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

(8) What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister recelve representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide

Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;

(c) was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;

(d) when did the committee make arecommendation to the Minister;

() what recommendation did the committee make;

(f) when wasthe application approved by the Minister;

(g) did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(h) what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;

(i) what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;

() how did the proponent describe the proposed project;

(k) was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;

() with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:

(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(i) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
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(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;

what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;

what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;

what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operationa;

did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;

what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;

what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;

was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;

did a business plan accompany the application form;

what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;

did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;

were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;

did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;

did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;

(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;

was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

In relation to the progress of the project:
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when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;
(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and (ii)
have reporting requirements been met;
(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;
what long-term benefits for the region have been generated by the
project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;
has the project been local, national or export focused;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;

what financial contribution has the proponent made to the project;
has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and

what impact has the project had on other businessesin the region.

(11) Inrelation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€

when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. sdlf-
funding or other sources;

has the proponent lodged a final report; if so, on what date;
if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and
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(f) has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1878 Senator O’Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $550 000 for the Hervey Bay
Organic Processing Plant project under the Structural Adjustment Package for the
Wide Bay Burnett Region of Queens and:

D
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(4)
(5)

(6)
(7)

(8)
(9)

(8) What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingdaments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;

(c) was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;

(d) when did the committee make arecommendation to the Minister;

() what recommendation did the committee make;

() when wasthe application approved by the Minister;

(g) did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(h) what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;

(i) what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;

() how did the proponent describe the proposed project;

(k) was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;

() with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:

(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,

(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
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(iif) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities,
what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;
what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operational;
did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;
what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;
was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;
did a business plan accompany the application form;
what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;
did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;
were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;
did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;
did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;
(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;
what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;
was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;
did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;
did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact;
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did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation; and

(i) what exceptional characteristics did the project proposal possess,
and (ii) what significant and/or widespread impact on employment
did the application suggest would result from the realisation of the
project.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)
)
(f)
(9)

(h)
(i)
)
(k)
()

(m)
(n)

(0)
(P)

(@)

when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;
(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and (ii)
have reporting requirements been met;
(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;
what long-term benefits for the region have been generated by the
project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;
has the project been local, national or export focused;
what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;
what financial contribution has the proponent made to the project;
has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws;
whdat impact has the project had on other businesses in the region;
an
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() has the project had a significant and/or widespread impact on

employment in the region.
In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

(f) has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
thgkaudit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1879 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $70 000 for the MacLennon
Nominees Production of Citrus for Coles Supermarkets project under the
Structural Adjustment Package for the Wide Bay Burnett Region of Queens and:

D
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(4)
(5)
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(8)
(9)

(8) What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.

Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide

Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.

What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.

In relation to the application for funding:

(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;

(c) was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;

(d) when did the committee make arecommendation to the Minister;

() what recommendation did the committee make;

(f) when wasthe application approved by the Minister;

(g) did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;

(h) what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;
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what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;
how did the proponent describe the proposed project;
was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;
with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent clam would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;
what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;
what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operationa;
did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;
what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;
was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;
did a business plan accompany the application form;
what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;
did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;
were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;
did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;
did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;
(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;
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what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;

was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)
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when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;
(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and (ii)
have reporting requirements been met;
(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;
what long-term benefits for the region have been generated by the
project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;
has the project been local, national or export focused;
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(n) what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;

(o) what financia contribution has the proponent made to the project;

(p) has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and

(q) what impact has the project had on other businesses in the region.

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

(f) has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1880 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $250 000 for the Abbotsleigh
Citrus Stage Two project under the Structural Adjustment Package for the Wide
Bay Burnett Region of Queendand:

D
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(7)

(8)
(9)

(8) What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingdaments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercia or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.
Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the

Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.
When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.
What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.
In relation to the application for funding:
(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;
(b) when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;
(c) was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;
(d) when did the committee make arecommendation to the Minister;
() what recommendation did the committee make;
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when was the application approved by the Minister;
did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;
what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;
what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;
how did the proponent describe the proposed project;
was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;
with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(iii) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;
what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;
what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operational;
did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;
what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;
was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;
did a business plan accompany the application form;
what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;
did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analysis,
were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;
did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;
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did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;

(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;

was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)
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(f)
(9)

(h)
(i)
)
(k)

when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd,;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;
(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and (ii)
have reporting requirements been met;
(i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;
what long-term benefits for the region have been generated by the
project;
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(N what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;

(m) hasthe project been local, nationa or export focused;

(n) what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;

(o) what financia contribution has the proponent made to the project;

(p) has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and

(q) what impact has the project had on other businesses in the region.

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

(f) has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1881 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Transport and
Regiona Services—With reference to the grant of $250 000 for the Kingaroy and
South Burnett Community Private Hospital project under the Structura
Adjustment Package for the Wide Bay Burnett Region of Queendand:

D

@
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(4)
©)

(6)
(7)

(8)
(9)

(8) What total Structural Adjustment Package funds have been paid to the
proponent; and (b) if the funds were paid in one sum, on what date was the
payment made; or if the funds were paid in ingalments, what were the
instalment dates and amounts paid on each date.

(8 What is the name of the proponent; and (b) if the proponent is an
organisation or company, does it operate on a commercial or not-for-profit
basis.

What isthe proponent’ s business address.
Can adescription of the project be provided.

Did the department or the Minister receive representations from the
Member for Wide Bay (Mr Truss) on behalf of the proponent and/or the
Wide Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee.

When did the department or the Minister inform the proponent, the Wide
Bay Burnett Region Advisory Committee and the Member for Wide Bay
about the funding approval.

When did the department or the Minister publicly announce the grant.
What was the quantum of the grant announced by the department or the
Minister.
In relation to the application for funding:
(8 when wasthe funding application lodged with the department;

(b) when was the funding application referred to the Wide Bay Burnett
Region Advisory Committee;
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was the application varied; if so, when, and what was the nature of
the variation/s;
when did the committee make a recommendation to the Minister;
what recommendeation did the committee make;
when was the application approved by the Minister;
did the funding application comply with the structural adjustment
package guidelines; if not, can details of the non-compliance be
provided;
what total funding was sought, including goods and services tax;
what was the main business of the proponent at the time of
application;
how did the proponent describe the proposed project;
was the proposed project a new project or an extension of an
existing business activity;
with reference to employment outcomes nominated by the
proponent:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs did the proponent
claim would be generated by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs did the proponent claim
would be generated by the project,
(iii) how many construction jobs did the proponent claim would
be generated by the project,
(iv) what employment timing was outlined by the proponent, and
(v) what types of jobs did the proponent claim would be
generated by the project i.e. skilled or unskilled and training
opportunities;
what project planning and design time did the proponent nominate;
if applicable, what congtruction start date was nominated by the
proponent;
what project commissioning and/or commencement date was
nominated by the proponent;
what date did the proponent nominate for the project to become
fully operational;
did a project plan accompany the application form nominating
project milestones; if so, what major milestones were nominated by
the proponent;
what long-term benefits to the Wide Bay Burnett region did the
proponent say would be generated by the project;
what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individuals in the region did the proponent say would be generated
by the project;
was the proposal local, nationa or export focused;
did a business plan accompany the application form;
what evidence did the proponent provide to support the proposal’s
feasibility and did this evidence include a feasihility study; if so,
who undertook the feasibility study;
did the proponent provide details of projected cash flow, revenue
and expenses for at least the first 5 years; if so, did the proponent
include investment analysis details such as rates of return, liquidity
and debt analys's;
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were copies of the proponent’s business plan and financial
statements provided;

did the proponent provide details of similar projects successfully
realised; if so, what projects;

did the proponent provide a statement indicating the extent to which
Commonwealth funding was needed to realise the project;

(i) what evidence did the proponent provide indicating community
support for the application, and (ii) which organisations or
individuals provided letters of support;

what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, did the proponent identify would be provided or had been
sought for the project, including Commonwealth and/or state and/or
local government funding;

was a statement provided attesting that the proponent’s financial
contribution to the project would be a new investment;

did the proponent provide evidence that appropriate planning and
environmental approvals had been gained or sought;

did the proponent provide a statement describing the likely impact
of the project on other businesses in the region; if so, how did the
proponent describe the likely impact; and

did the proponent provide details of a likely net increase in
employment, including, if applicable, employment growth resulting
from relocation.

(10) Inrelation to the progress of the project:

@
(b)

(©
(d)
(€
(f)
(9)

(h)

(

)

when did the proponent enter into a grant agreement with the
department;
with reference to employment outcomes:
(i) how many full-time and part time jobs have been generated
by the project,
(i) how many direct and indirect jobs have been generated by
the project,
(iif) how many construction jobs were generated by the project,
(iv) over what time period have these jobs been created, and
have employment growth and employment numbers been
sustained, and
(v) what types of jobs have been generated by the project i.e.
skilled or unskilled and training opportunities;
what project planning and design time was required;
if applicable, what was the construction start date;
when did project operations commence;
when did the project become fully operationd;
were progress payments negotiated on the basis of project activity;
if so: (i) has the proponent failed to meet any agreed project
milestones, and (ii) have any progress payments been delayed or
withheld due to the failure to meet agreed project milestones;
(i) what project management structure was established, (ii) what
selection process for the project manager was adopted, and (iii) was
a steering committee established;
(i) what progress report timing and format was adopted, and (ii)
have reporting requirements been met;
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() (i) what monitoring and evaluation process was adopted, and (ii) has
the department undertaken monitoring visits; if so, when;

(k) what long-term benefits for the region have been generated by the
project;

(N what flow-on benefits to other businesses, organisations or
individualsin the region have been generated by the project;

(m) hasthe project been local, nationa or export focused;

(n) what sources of funding, other than structural adjustment package
funds, have supported the project, including Commonwealth and/or
state and/or local government funding;

(o) what financia contribution has the proponent made to the project;

(p) has the proponent complied with appropriate planning and
environmental laws; and

(q) what impact has the project had on other businesses in the region.

In relation to completion of the project funding period (if applicable):

(8 when did the project and/or funding period conclude;

(b) if the project is ongoing, what is its source of funding i.e. self-
funding or other sources;

(c) hasthe proponent lodged afinal report; if so, on what date;

(d) if applicable, hasthe final payment to the proponent been made;

(6) how many direct and indirect full-time equivalent positions have
been generated by the project; and

(f) has an independent audit been undertaken; if so: (i) who undertook
the audit, (i) when was it completed, and (iii) what findings did it
make.

1882 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

D
2
3

(4)

()

When did Audtralia first accepted imports of snow peas and sugar snap
pess.

For each of the past 5 financial years, from which countries and in what
quantity has Australiaimported snow peas and sugar snap pess.

In relation to each country from which Australia currently accepts imports
of snow peas and sugar snap peas, what chemica residues are currently
tested on these imports.

In relation to each country from which Audralia imports snow peas and
sugar snap peas (a) which nations test for chemica residues; (b) which
agencies or companies perform these chemica residue tests; (c) what
quantity of snow peas and sugar snap peas make up each sample taken for
the chemical residue test; and (d) what is the rate at which samples are
taken and tested for chemical residues, for example, is one sample taken for
each tonne of snow peas and sugar snap pess, or for each half tonne, or for
each container |oad.

Where chemical residue testing on snow peas and sugar snap peas bound
for Audralia is conducted in different nations or by agencies other than
Australian Government agencies, what audit processes are undertaken by
the Commonwealth to ensure the veracity of the testing conducted in these
nations or by agencies other than Australian Government agencies.
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Can details be provided of any instances in the past 5 financial years where
chemica residue testing of snow peas and sugar snap peas bound for
Australia has been found by the Commonwealth to be inadequate.

What penalties or sanctions have been applied to the supplying nation,
shipping operator, trader or agency in cases where chemical residue testing
of snow peas and sugar shap peas bound for Australia has been found by
the Commonweal th to be inadequate.

In relation to each country from which Australia has imported snow peas
and sugar snap peas. On how many occasions have snow peas and sugar
snap peas bound for import to Australia been rejected on the basis that
chemical residue testing has detected unacceptable levels of chemical
residues, and, in each case: (a) which chemical was involved; (b) what was
the concentration of the chemical; and (c) what is the concentration of each
chemical approved by Food Standards Australia and New Zealand.

1883 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

D

2
3

(4)
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(6)
(7)

When did the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority
(APVMA) or its predecessor, the National Registration Authority, receive
an application for the use of glufosinate ammonium as a broad acre
herbicidein Australia

Who was the applicant.
When was the fina decision made by APVMA regarding the use of
glufosinate ammonium as a broad acre herbicide in Australia and can a

copy of the approval notice or permit be provided, including all details of
conditions of use; if not, why not.

To date, how much has the current application for the use of glufosinate
ammonium as a broad acre herbicide in Audrdia cost the APVMA to
process.

What is the expected tota cost to the APVMA of processing the
application.

To date, what is the quantum of fees and charges which have been levied
upon the applicant in relation to the application.

What is the expected total of fees and charges that will be levied upon the
applicant in relation to the application.

1884 Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture,
Fisheries and Forestry—

D
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3

(4)
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When did the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority
(APVMA) or its predecessor, the National Registration Authority, receive
an application for the use of the herbicide known as Roundup as a broad
acre herbicide in Australia

Who was the applicant.

When isafina decision expected from the APVMA for the use of Roundup
as abroad acre herbicide in Australia

To date, how much has the current application for the use of Roundup as a
broad acre herbicide in Australia cost the APVMA to process.

What is the expected tota cost to the APVMA of processing the
application.
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(6) To date, what is the quantum of fees and charges which have been levied
upon the applicant in relation to the application.

(7) What is the expected total of fees and charges that will be levied upon the
applicant in relation to the application.

1885 Senator Bishop: To ask the Miniger representing the Minister for Veterans
Affairs—With reference to the Homecare program:

(1) For the period 1 January to 30 June 2003: How many assessments, by
region, were. (a) made; (b) reviewed up; (c) reviewed down; and
(d) deferred pending funding availability.

(2) Of those assessed but deferred pending availability of funds: How many, by
region, have since been admitted after 1 July 2003.

(3) Of the additional $8.6 million added to the program for the 2003-04
financial year: (a) for each item, how much has been consumed by cost
increases; and (b) how much remains available for increased numbers of
clientsin the program.

(4) What cost increases have occurred since 1 July 2003.

Notice given 3 October 2003

2183 Senator Allison: To ask the Miniger for Defence—With reference to the
Director-General Defence Health Service Health Bulletin No 7/2003, 6 August
2003, which dates ‘Screening for exposure to DU [depleted uranium] will be
offered to those [personnel deployed to the Middle East Area of Operations]
considered at increased risk and those who request it’:

(1) How many personnel, from what operations, and within which
classification of exposure risk categories 1, 2 and 3, have been tested to
date.

(2) Have any personnel been denied testing.

(3) How has the availability of testing been advertised to personnel, including
those who have lft the services.

(4) Istesting available to personnel who participated in the 1991 Gulf War; if
so, how are they being informed of the availability of testing.

(5) Can areport of the results of testing for depleted uranium be provided.

Notice given 7 October 2003

2187 Senator Lundy: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for
Communications, Information Technology and the Arts—

(1) Does Telstra make the telephone numbers of public pay phones available to
the public; if not, why not.

(2) Does Tedra give its customers a choice of receiving their annual copies of
the ‘White Pages and ‘Yellow Pages telephone directories on a
‘CD-ROM’, rather than in a hard-copy ‘phone book’ format; if not, why
not.

Notice given 8 October 2003

2191 Senator Murray: To ask the Minister for Local Government, Territories and
Roads—

(1) Isthe Minister, in his capacity as Manager of Government Business in the
Senate, aware of the following statement made by the Minister for Small
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Business and Tourism (Mr Hockey) in a Meet the Press interview aired on
14 September 2003: ‘What | do know isthe Labor Party and the Democrats
are holding up a vast amount of legidation that the Government has put in
placein the Senate' .

Does the Miniger accept the Australian Concise Oxford Dictionary's
definition of ‘vast’ as ‘immense, huge, very gresat’.
Can the Minister: (a) provide a list for the Senate of any hbill that could

conceivably be regarded as being held up, as described by Mr Hockey; and
(b) give hisreasons for making that judgment.

2193 Senator Allison: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Industry,
Tourism and Resources—

D)

2

Is Mr Brian Hallwood, Managing Director of Rio Tinto, a member of a
working group that the Minister has asked to provide advice to the Howard
Government on Augralia’ s energy policy.

Has the Government asked an employee of Rio Tinto or any other
corporation in the energy or resources sector to provide advice to the
Government on Australia's energy policy; if so: (a) who was asked;
(b) what was asked; and (c) was the person offered payment for the advice.

Notice given 9 October 2003

2202 Senator Ludwig: To ask the Minister for Justice and Customs—With referenceto
the intellectual property enforcement consultative group that was an outcome of
the report,'Cracking Down on Copycats, the Enforcement of Copyright in
Augtralia’:

D
@
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(4)
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(6)

(7)
(8)
(9)

How many times has the above mentioned group met since its
establishment.

Who are the members of the consultative group and what state are they
from.

What were the selection criteriafor the consultative group.
Where does the group meet.
Are expenses or travelling allowance paid for meetings; if so, how much.

Are any members of the group employed by alegal firm which isalready in
receipt of federal government contracts for copyright issues.

What findings, reports or issues has the group devel oped for consideration.
Can the minutes of the group’s meetings be made available.

Have any prosecutions resulted from the work of the group; if so, how
many and which of these can be credited to the work of the group.

2203 Senator Ludwig: To ask the Minister representing the Attorney-General—With
reference to the Attorney-General’ s announcement that the law firm Phillips Fox is
to conduct a major part of the Government’s broader review of the digital agenda
reform: (a) what probity requirements have been sought from Phillips Fox in
respect of thisreview; (b) has the Government required Phillips Fox to ensure that
the firm has appropriate safeguards in place to separate its business interest from
that of the work on the review; if so, how; if not, why not; and (c) which
government agencies or departments have Phillips Fox acting on their behalf.

2204 Senator Ludwig: To ask the Minister representing the Attorney-General—

D

(8) How often and when does the Office of Legal Services Coordination
(OLSC) liaise with agencies in respect of monitoring and co-ordinating the
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delivery of legal services to the Commonwealth; and (b) what promotional
activity does the OLSC undertake in respect of making departments aware
of Legal Services Directions (LSDs).

Does the department use the panel system for outsourcing legal work; if so,
(8) whois on the panel; and (b) how long have they been on the panel.

Does the department retain external legal services providers to develop
legidative or policy proposals; if so: (a) which providers;, and (b) which
proposals.

(8) Which external legal services providers undertook commercial drafting
work on behalf of the department in each of the past 4 years; and (b) how
much did these services cost.

In relation to the OLSC: (a) how many staff are employed; and (b) can a
breakdown be provided of full-time and part-time staff and their level of
seniority.

In relation to the work of the OLSC: (a) how many complaints were
received, and how many investigations of the branch were conducted in the
past 12 months; and (b) what were the results of those investigations.

Can a copy be provided of the contract or contracts which the department
uses for outsourcing legal services, in respect of the top five firms by cost.

In relation to legal service providers retained by the department, how are
these providers made aware of the requirements of the LSDs.

Does the OLSC promote the use of alternative dispute resolution; if so,
how; if not, why not.

In relation to the work of the OLSC, can details be provided about: (a) the
number of training seminars provided for agencies, in respect of its work
over the past 4 years; and (b) the nature and duration of the seminars.

When was the report prepared by Ms Sue Tongue provided to the
Minister’s office.

2208 Senator Ludwig: To ask the Minister representing the Attorney-General—With
reference to the third round of the Australia-United States free trade agreement
negotiations from 21 July to 25 July 2003:

D
@
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Can the composite text capturing the view of both parties on nearly al
chapters be provided.

In relation to the intellectual property chapter, can the composite text
following the negotiations meeting in Washington from 29 September to
1 October 2003 be provided.

(8 When are the next consultations regarding the intellectual property
aspects of the free trade negotiations between Austraia and the United
States; and (b) what, if any, are the outcomes to date.

Notice given 10 October 2003

2209 Senator Cherry: To ask the Minister for Family and Community Services—

D)

(2
3

What was the process that led to the funding of Mr Gary Johns, of the
Ingitute of Public Affairs (IPA), to conduct a study into the relationship
between the Commonwealth Government and non-government
organisations (NGOs).

What were the criteria established for the project.

Why was the tender process not advertised.
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Were the government guidelines on tendering and contracts breached.
When did, or will, Mr Johns or the IPA receive this funding.

Is the Government aware that the IPA claims on its website not to accept
government funding.

Did the Government consider the corporate governance arrangements of the
IPA before commissioning it to conduct the study.

Does the IPA: (a8 produce an annua report; (b) produce a register of
donations, (c) disclose any conflicts of interest; and (d) have an
independently appointed auditor.

Did the Government seek the proposal from Mr Johns and the | PA.
Were any other relevant organisations asked to tender for this project.
What credentials and standing does Mr Johns have to undertake this work.

What requirements for consultation with other non-profit bodies will be
placed on the IPA in conducting itsresearch.

Why is it not more appropriate for the national roundtable of non-profit
organisationsto lead such a study in partnership with the Government.

2210 Senator Cherry: To ask the Minister for Family and Community Services—

D)
2
3
(4)

Since its first meeting on 30 November 1999, what have been the annua
budgets of the Community Business Partnership (CBP).

(a) How much has been spent each year on CBP projects since itsinception;
and (b) on what has the money been spent.

How do applicants apply for the CDP's project funds and how are funds
distributed.

How were the members of the CBP sl ected.

2211 Senator Cherry: Toask the Minister for Family and Community Services—

D
2
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(8)

(9)

(8) Who proposed the Not-for-Profit Council; and (b) what connections do
they have to the Community Business Partnerships (CBP).

Did the Government seek the proposal from the proponents of the Council.
What are the aims of the council.
What isthe status of the application for funding for the proposed council.

(8) How much funding have the council’ s proponents sought from the CBP,
and (b) how much have they previoudy received.

Has the Government independently consulted with existing not-for-profit
sector peak bodies to gauge the viability of the council proposal.

Is the Government aware of the national roundtable of non-profit
organisations, which has been voluntarily created and led by not-for-profit
peak bodies across the sector.

Will the Government support the establishment of the Not-for-Profit
Council when there is aready a national roundtable of non-profit
organisations.

Notice given 14 October 2003

Senator O'Brien: To ask the Ministers listed below (Question Nos 2243-2273)—For
each of the financia years 2001-02 and 2002-03 can the following details be
provided in relation to paper and paper products:

D

How much has been spent by the department on these products.



300

2243
2245
2250
2252

2254
2255
2257
2260
2261
2262
2265
2269
2270
2273

2305

No. 120—1 December 2003

(2) From which countries of origin has the department sourced these products.
(3) From which companies has the department sourced these products.

(4) What was the percentage of the total of paper and paper products in vaue
(in AUD) sourced by the department by country.

(5) What was the percentage of the total of paper and paper products in vaue
(in AUD) sourced by the department by company.

(6) What steps has the department taken to ensure that paper and paper
products sourced by the department from other countries comply with the
ISO 14001 environmental management system standard.

Minister representing the Prime Minister
Minister representing the Treasurer
Minister representing the Attorney-General

Minister representing the Minister for Communications, Information Technology
and the Arts

Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry

Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and Indigenous Affairs

Minister for Family and Community Services

Minister for Jugtice and Customs

Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation

Minister for the Arts and Sport

Minister representing the Minister for Children and Y outh Affairs

Minister for Revenue and Assistant Treasurer

Minister representing the Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Affairs
Minister Assiging the Prime Minister for the Status of Women

Senator O'Brien: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
With reference to the pursuit of the Viarsa and the Minister’s joint satement

(reference AFFA 03/167M) of 28 August 2003, in which it was announced that the
ocean going tug the John Ross would assist in the pursuit of the Viarsa:

(1) Can the Miniger confirm that at the time the John Ross joined the pursuit
of the Viarsa, it was engaged in salvaging a fully laden container ship the
Sealand Express at a beach close to Cape Town.

(2) Did the John Ross complete the salvage of the Sealand Express prior to
joining the pursuit of the Viarsa; if not, was this due to the urgency with
which the John Ross was required to join the pursuit.

(3) What were the exact objectives given by the Commonwealth to the owners
of the John Ross when commissioned by the Commonwealth to join the
pursuit.

(4 Can a copy of any contract or other documentation between the
Commonwealth and the owners of the John Ross in relation to the pursuit
be provided; if not, why not.

(5) Can details be provided of vessels other than the John Ross which were
considered, and whether the owners of these alternative vessels were
approached by the Commonwealth.

(6) How much (in AUD) did the owners of each vessel request of the
Commonwealth in return for that vessel joining the pursuit.

(7) What were the specific capabilities of each vessel considered.
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(8) Why did the Commonwealth choose not to proceed with the hire of each of
these other vessels.

(9) Was the John Ross required to undertake salvage or towing operations to
directly assist the Southern Supporter or any other vessel involved in the
pursuit; if so, can full details be provided of the tasks undertaken by the
John Ross in direct salvage or towing assistance of the Southern Supporter
or any other vessel involved in the pursuit; if not, why not.

Notice given 15 October 2003

2306 Senator Brown: To ask the Miniger for Loca Government, Territories and
Roads—With reference to a proposed runway at the Casey base in Antarctica:
(8 is the congruction of a rock-gravel runway one of the options under
consideration; (b) what options have been proposed; (c) where will the runway be
located; and (d) what will its cost, specifications and environmental impact be.

2307 Senator Brown: To ask the Miniger for Loca Government, Territories and
Roads—With reference to the air link between the Hobart and the Casey base in
Antarcticac  (a) where will the Casey landing strip be; (b) what are its proposed
specifications and environmenta impacts, and (¢) has an environmental impact
study been done; if so, by whom.

2308 Senator Brown: To ask the Miniger for Loca Government, Territories and
Roads—With reference to the Davis base in Antarctica: (a) when, and by whom,
was approval granted for an intra-continental runway at the base; (b) has an
environmental impact study been announced or completed; if so, what
opportunities for public input are or were announced; (¢) whereisthe runway; and
(d) what areits costs, specifications and environmental impacts.

2310 Senator Mackay: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for
Communications, Information Technology and the Arts—With reference to the
additional answer to Senator Mackay's question without notice on Tuesday,
14 October 2003 (Senate Hansard, 14 October 2003, p.16077), regarding Telstra
e-mail services:

(1) (a) What are Telstra's standard compensation claim procedures; and (b) are
these procedures publicised by Telstra; if so, how.

(2) How are compensation claims determined.

(3) What payments, if any, are likely to be made to affected customers.

(4) How would a typical small business that has experienced internet and
e-mail outages over the past few weeks and as aresult, lost business or had
customer contacts delayed, be compensated.

(5) Will al Testra Big Pond customers affected by the email and internet
outages over the past few weeks be advised of Telstra's compensation
claim procedures.

Notice given 16 October 2003

2313 Senator Webber: To ask the Minigter for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—

(1) Has any investigation been undertaken by the department of the economic
and socia effects of removing the Afghan refugees from Albany, Western
Augtralia

(2) Has there been any consultation with the Albany community on the
removal of the Afghan refugees.
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Notice given 21 October 2003

2314 Senator Nettle: To ask the Minister representing the Prime Minister—With
reference to the Prime Minister’ s statement during hisinterview with Neil Mitchell
on Radio 3AW on 25 September 2003, that ‘there should be adequate levels of
bulk billing’:

D

2

(8 What level of bulk billing does the Prime Minister consider to be
adequate; and (b) how will the Government’s ‘Fairer Medicare’ package
achievethis.

Does the Prime Minister believe that bulk billing should not be universaly
available; if so, then which members of the Australian community should
have access to bulk billed health services; if not, how does the Government
propose to achieve thisgoal.

Notice given 22 October 2003

2315 Senator Bartlett: To ask the Minister representing the Miniger for the
Environment and Heritage—

D
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(4)
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(6)

(7)

Will the Minister accredit regional natural resource management (NRM)
plans under the Natural Heritage Trust (NHT) or Nationa Action Plan for
Salinity and Water Quality (NAP) if they are inconsistent with
nationally-agreed NRM drategies, such as the Nationa Water Quality
Management Strategy, Nationa Principles for the Provision of Water for
Ecosystems and the National Framework for Management and Monitoring
of Native Vegetation.

Areregional NRM plans under the NHT and NAP intended to be vehicles
for the implementation of the nationally-agreed NRM strategies; if so, what
mechanisms arein place to ensure the nationally-agreed NRM strategies are
implemented through the regional NRM plans.

In determining the allocation of funds under the NHT and NAP, does the
Government give priority to the implementation of the nationally-agreed
NRM strategies.

(& Does the Government monitor the implementation of the
nationally-agreed NRM strategies by the states and territories; and (b) has
the Government found any instances in which a state or territory has failed
to implement a nationally-agreed NRM strategy; if so, can details be
provided of these instances and the action that has been taken to address
thisissue.

How does the Government intend to improve water quality in, and
environmental flows to, coastal Ramsar wetlands through the regional
delivery model being employed under the NHT and NAP.

(8) How does the Government intend to address the matters protected under
Part 3, Divison 1 of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999 (i.e. the so-called ‘ matters of national environmental
significance’) in accrediting regional NRM plans; and (b) will funding of
priority projects for the protection and conservation of matters of national
environmental sgnificance take precedence over the priorities identified in
regiona NRM plans.

What criteria does the Government use to ensure regional NRM plans
address the need to protect and conserve matters of nationa environmental
significance.
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Does the presence of matters of national environmental significance in a
region influence the funds that are made available to the reevant regiona
body under the NHT and NAP.

How much money has been spent under the second phase of the NHT on
priority projects outside the accredited NRM planning and investment
framework.

Do all priority projects that have recelved funding under the second phase
of the NHT include relevant resource condition targets; if not, why not.

For each of the first and second phases of the NHT and the NAP, what
percentage of funds spent (to date) were spent on: (a) planning;
(b) implementation; (¢) monitoring; and (d) reporting.

In respect of the NAP and the second phase of the NHT, what percentage of
funds does the Government expect to spend on: (a) planning;
(b) implementation; (c) monitoring; and (d) reporting.

Does the Government monitor compliance by the states and territories with
the terms and conditions in the bilateral agreements that have been entered
into as part of the NHT and NAP; if so, how does it carry out this
monitoring.

Has the Government identified any instances of breaches of the conditions
of the NHT and NAP bilateral agreements; if so, can details of these
breaches and the action taken to address the breaches be provided.

2317 Senator Bartlett: To ask the Minister representing the Miniger for the
Environment and Heritage—
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With reference to the second phase of the Natural Heritage Trust (NHT):
How much money has been spent:
(8 ontheNational Vegetation Initiative;
(b) onthe Murray-Darling 2001 Program;
(c) on the Coastsand Clean Seas Initiative;
(d) ontheNational Land and Water Resources Audit;
() ontheNational Reserve System;
(f) on ‘environment protection’ (as defined under section 15 of the
Natural Heritage Trust of Australia Act 1997 (NHTA Act);
(g) on supporting ‘sustainable agriculture’ (as defined under section 16
of the NHTA Act).
(h) on ‘natura resource management’ (as defined under section 17 of
the NHTA Act);
(i) on purposes that are incidental or ancillary to any of the purposes
outlined in subsections 8(a) to (h) of the NHTA Act;
() for the purpose of making grants of financial assistance for any of
the purposes outlined in subsections 8(a) to (h) of the NHTA Act;
(k) for accounting transfer purposes (as defined in section 18 of the
NHTA Act).
How much money in the Natural Heritage Trust of Austraia Reserve that
represents proceeds of the sale of sharesin Telstra has been debited for the
purposes of: (a) the National Vegetation Initiative; (b) the Murray-Darling
2001 Program; (c) the National Land and Water Resources Audit; (d) the
National Reserve System; (€) the Coasts and Clean Seas Initiative;
(f) environmental protection (as defined by section 15 of the NHTA Act);
(9) supporting sustainable agriculture (as defined by section 16 of the
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NHTA Act); (h) natural resources management (as defined by section 17 of
the NHTA Act); (i) a purpose incidental or ancillary to any of the purposes
outlined in subsections 8(a) to (h) of the NHTA Act; and (j) the making of
grants of financial assistance for any of the purposes outlined in subsections
8(a) to (h) of the NHTA Act.

How do the four programs that are being funded through the second phase
of the NHT, (i.e. Landcare, Bushcare, Coastcare and Rivercare) relate to the
purposes of the Natural Heritage Trust of Australia Reserve that are set out
in section 8 of the NHTA Act.

How does the Government reconcile the purposes of the Reserve, as
defined in section 8 of the NHTA Act, with the three overarching objectives
of the NHT that are described in government policy papers (i.e. sustainable
use of natural resources, biodiversity conservation and community capacity
building and institutional change).

Do the bilateral agreements that the Commonwealth has signed to date
include frameworks for the achievement of outcomes that relate to
‘environmental protection’, ‘natural resource management’ and ‘ sustainable
agriculture’ (as defined in sections 15, 16 and 17 of the NHTA Act); if so,
can the Minister explain how these outcomes will be achieved and how
these outcomes relate to the three policy objectives of the NHT as referred
toin question 4.

With reference to Section 21 of the NHTA Act, which requires the Minister
to have regard to the principles of ecologically sustainable development in
making a decision to approve a proposal to spend money in the Reserve:
can the Minister describe how these principles were considered in making
the decisions to approve the funding for the following:

(8 the Queendand National Reserve System Program projects known
as ‘The Seven Confidential Land Acquisition Projects in
Queendand’ in 2001-02;

(b) the South-East Queensland Western Catchment project that was
announced on 1 October 2003;

(c) the Burdekin Dry Tropics project that was announced on 1 October
2003;

(d) the $2.14 million and $967 000 of Queensland drought recovery
measures that were announced on 7 May 2003 and on 28 March
2003 respectively;

() the South Australia Bushcare project known as ‘Improving the
Quality of Biodiversity of Protected Areas on Private Land’ in
2001-02;

(f) the South Australia Bushcare project known as ‘Natural Heritage
Trust Coordination’ in 2001-02;

(g) the $134149 and $29928 of South Australia drought recovery
measures that were announced on 7 May 2003 and on 28 March
2003 respectively;

(h) the New South Wales project known as ‘Integrated Delivery of
Environmental Education in the Sydney Basin’ that was announced
on 16 July 2003; and

(i) the $3.17 million and $1.56 million of New South Wales drought
recovery measures that were announced on 7 May 2003 and on
28 March 2003 respectively.
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How much money has the Commonwealth derived from interests in
property acquired using funds from the Reserve.

How much money has the Commonwealth transferred to the Reserve from
the Consolidated Revenue Fund on account of moneys derived from
interests in property acquired using funds from the Reserve.

Who are the current members of the NHT Advisory Committee and what
qualifications or experience in natura resource management do they
pOSSess.

Has the NHT Advisory Committee provided advice to the NHT Board on:

(8 the program dstructure of the NHT (i.e. national, regional and
envirofund), and relative expenditures of money under this
structure;

(b) the relative expenditures of monies between the Coastcare,
Landcare, Bushcare and Rivercare programs;

(c) the relative expenditures between regions and between nationa
component programs;

(d) accounting for the commitment given by the Howard Government
in 2001 to spend $350 million directly on water quaity measures
under the second phase of the NHT;

(e) therequirementsfor accreditation of regiona plans, and

(f) priorities for expenditure to achieve environmenta protection,
natural resource management and sustainable agriculture outcomes.

If the NHT Advisory Committee has provided advice on any of the matters
outlined in question 10, can a copy of the advice be provided by no later
than 2 November 2003.

Can a copy of the Investment Strategy for the Reserve referred to in section
41 of the NHTA Act be provided by no later than 2 November 2003.

(8 Which components of the NHT and programs under the nationd
component currently have funding agreements for multiple years, including
the 2003-04 and 2004-05 financia years; and (b) has the Natural Heritage
Ministerial Board approved estimates for these components and programs,
in accordance with section 41 of the NHTA Act; if so, can a copy of these
estimates be provided by no later than 2 November 2003.

With reference to section 42 of the NHTA Act, what was the indexation for
each of the following financia years: (a) 2002-03; and (b) 2003-04 .

Can a copy be provided of the guidelines for the preparation of the financial
statements for the Reserve that have been issued by the Miniger for
Finance and Administration.

Can a copy be provided of any guiddines that have been prepared for
accounting for in-kind contributions to projects funded under the NHT or
the National Action Plan for Salinity and Water Quality.

2318 Senator Bartlett: To ask the Minister representing the Miniger for the
Environment and Heritage—

)

@

(8 When, and with what organisation, will the Government finaise a
contract for development of a Water Quality Improvement Plan for
Moreton Bay under the Coastal Catchments Initiative.

With reference to the Government-funded interim water quality projectsin
Douglas Shire, Pedl-Harvey and Port Waterways, with significant
commitments from the Natura Heritage Trust (NHT): (a) what interim
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water quality projects are proposed for Moreton Bay, and what will be the
NHT commitment; (b) when will these commence, and (c) what
consultations have been undertaken to identify and devel op interim projects
for Moreton Bay.

When, and with what organisation, will the Government finalise a contract
for development of a Water Quality Improvement Plan for the Mary
River/Great Sandy Strait.

(8 What interim water quality projects are proposed for the Mary
River/Great Sandy Strait, and what will be the NHT commitment; (b) when
will these commence; and (c) what consultations have been undertaken to
identify and devel op interim projects for this coastal area.

When will the final Great Barrier Reef Water Quality Protection Plan be
released.

What role will the Coastal Catchments Initiative play in implementing the
Reef Water Quality Protection Plan.

(8 What will be the priority catchments for implementing the Coastal
Catchments Initiative in the areas adjacent to the Great Barrier Reef; and
(b) how much will be spent on developing Water Quality Improvement
Plans, interim projects and plan implementation in catchments that are
adjacent to the Great Barrier Reef.

How will Water Quality Improvement Plans prepared under the Coastal
Catchments Initiative relate to the regiona natural resource management
plans prepared under the NHT and the National Action Plan for Salinity
and Water Quality (NAP).

How will the Great Barrier Reef coastal wetland program be integrated with
the Coastal Catchments Initiative and the regiona planning process that is
being undertaken in relation to the NHT and the NAP.

What coastal water quality protection processes will be employed in
catchments adjacent to the Great Barrier Reef in which no Coastal
Catchments Initiative projects will be undertaken.

Will regional natural resource management committees be required or
encouraged to develop Water Quality Improvement Plansin their regionsin
accordance with the Coastadl Catchments Initiative.

Can details be provided (including a project description, project cost, NHT
contribution and monitoring and reporting requirements) of the interim
water quality projects that are being undertaken in the Douglas Shire.

Why has the Government not announced interim project funding under the
Coagtal Catchments Initiative in Douglas Shire, as it has for Port
Waterways and the Peel-Harvey.

Why does the draft Great Barrier Reef Water Quality Protection Plan not
refer to the 2001 Water Quality Targets that were set for the Great Barrier
Reef.

Have the 2001 Water Quality Targets for the Great Barrier Reef been
reviewed; if so, what were the findings of that review.

What priority is given to reef water quality protection in the accreditation of
regiona natura resource management plans for catchments adjacent to the
Gresat Barrier Reef.
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How much money from the second phase of the NHT has been spent
directly on: (a) water quality improvement; and (b) water quality
improvement in catchments adjacent to the Great Barrier Reef.

With reference to the Howard Government’s commitment to spend $350
million under the second phase of the NHT directly on measures to improve
water quality:

(8 how does the Minister define ‘direct’ for the purposes of meseting
this commitment;

(b) does the Minister include water quality planning and monitoring
activities within the definition of ‘direct’ for the purposes of
meeting this commitment; if so, how do planning and monitoring
activities directly improve water qudlity;

(c) can a copy be provided, no later than 2 November 2003, of the
guidelines that are used by the department for the purposes of
determining whether a project is a measure that directly improves
water quality; and

(d) (i) how much of the money that has been spent ‘directly on
measures to improve water quality’ under the second phase of the
NHT has been spent through the Coastal Catchments Initiative, and
(i1) how much of this money is expected to be spent through the
Coagtal Catchments Initiative during the 2003-04, 2004-05 and
2005-06 financial years.

Can a list be provided, no later than 2 November 2003, of all projects
allocated money under the second phase of NHT that include measures to
directly improve water quality.

Notice given 23 October 2003

2320 Senator Allison: To ask the Minigter for Defence—
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Can the Minister confirm the press report that quoted the Parliamentary
Secretary to the Minister for Defence as saying that the Point Nepean
Community Group and FKP Limited Consortium (the consortium) has won
the bid for the 40 year lease of Defence land at Point Nepean.

Will there be an opportunity for public input into the bid before the lease is
signed; if not, why not.

Given that, in the week beginning 19 October 2003, the Parliamentary
Secretary to the Minister for Defence was reported as saying that the tourist
accommodation would not be a ‘five star, high rise cliff-top hotel’: Will
the tourist accommodation be: (a) five, four, three or other star; (b) one,
two, three, four, five or more storeys high; and (c) on a cliff-top.

How many beds will there be in the proposed tourist accommodation.

What planning mechanism or process will the Government have in place to
ensure that the development proposals in the bid that are accepted are not
subsequently changed, expanded and/or intensified in the future.

Has the Government advised the consortium that, according to legal advice,
state planning laws will prevail on the site.

What legal advice has the Government sought on the implications of the
lease being signed for a development that will not be permitted by state
planning laws.
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What talks and correspondence has the Government conducted with the
Victorian State Government with regard to bid proposals and whether or
not these will be permitted under state planning laws.

What ‘final details' need to be finaised before the lease is signed.

On what date will the lease be signed.

Does the consortium’s bid include devel opment on the beach or foreshore;
if so, what development is proposed.

In what sense will there be public ownership of the site.
Did the Victorian State Government offer any money in its bid for the site;
if so, how much was offered.

(8 Who will be appointed to the ‘community panel’ set up to advise on the
management of the site; and (b) what is the process by which the panel will
be chosen and funded.

How will the limitation of ‘search and rescue’ activities only for the
proposed helipad be guaranteed.

Wheat checks has the Government conducted on FKP Limited.

Is the Government aware that FKP Limited’s construction division was
fined recently by the Maroondah City Council for illegaly felling trees and
failing to protect existing vegetation at a retirement village construction site
in Croydon, Victoriaand that it failed to submit alandscape plan.

2321 Senator Evans. To ask the Minister for Defence—In relation to the flyover by
F-111 aircraft in Canberra on 11 October 2003, to commemorate the
100th anniversary of the High Court of Australia:
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When was it was first announced that the flyover would take place.

Which organisations and/or individuals were consulted about the decision
to conduct the flyover.

Who authorised the decision to conduct the flyover.
How many planes were involved.

What was the home base of the aircraft involved.
What was the total cost.

2323 Senator Evans: To ask the Miniger for Defence—With reference to the decision
to abandon the sale of the remaining 90 hectares of Defence land at Point Nepean:
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When and on what basis was this decision taken.

(8 Who made this decision; and (b) if the decision was taken within
Defence, by whom.

Did Defence consult with the Victorian Government or relevant local
council about this decision; if not, why not; if so, what was the nature of
this consultation.

How many and which organisations and individuals had submitted bids to
buy the 90 hectares of land.

What was the range of bids for the land.

(8 Have any of the organisations or individuals that submitted bids
approached the Commonwealth seeking any form of compensation for costs
incurred as a result of the Commonwealth’s decision to abandon the sale
process; and (b) isthis expected to occur in the future.
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(7) (a) Has the Commonwealth offered any of the organisations or individuals
that submitted bids any form of compensation for costsincurred; and (b) is
this expected to occur in the future.

(8) Has the Commonwealth received any legal advice about whether it would
be open to any of the bidders to claim compensation; if so, can a copy of
this advice be provided.

2324 Senator Evans. To ask the Miniger for Defence—With reference to the
announcement of the Point Nepean Community Group and FKP Limited
Consortium (the consortium) as the preferred tenderer for the 90 hectare portion of
the Defence land at Point Nepean:

(1) How many organisations and individuals responded to the request for
tender issued by the Commonweal th.

(2) Can alist be provided of the names of these individuals and organisations
that responded.

(3) Intowhat range did bids from the unsuccessful tenderersfall.
(4) How much was the winning bid.

(5) Hasthe Point Nepean site been valued by the Victorian Valuer-General, the
Australian Vauation Office, or any private valuer at any time in the past
5 years; if so, when and what was the estimated value.

(6) On what basiswas the consortium announced as the preferred tenderer.

(7) (8 Who made this decision; and (b) if this decision was taken within
Defence, by whom.

(8) Was there any consultation with the Victorian State Government or the
local council regarding this decision; if not, why not; if so, what was the
nature of this consultation.

(9) What are the main terms of the lease for the Point Nepean land, for
example, length of lease, any options, rent or lease conditions.

(10) When will negotiations with the preferred tenderer for the Point Nepean
land be finalised.

(11) How doesthe preferred tenderer plan to use the site.

(12) (a) Is the site subject to Victorian environmenta and planning laws; and
(b) has Defence received any legal advicein relation to thisissue; if so, can
a copy of this advice be provided.

Notice given 27 October 2003

2328 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister for Fisheries, Forestry and Conservation—
With reference to the $35 million investment for research into the timber
industry’ s market access and sugtainability:

(1) How much will the Australian Government pay, over what period of time,
and to whom.

(2) Wherewill thismoney come from.
(3) (a) What is meant by ‘sustainable forest management’; and (b) does ‘ forest’
mean ‘plantation’.

2330 Senator Marshall: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—With reference to the Migration Act 1958:
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In the past 2 years, how many people have been held, following the
cancellation of a visa under section 501 or section 200 of the Act in:
(a) detention centres; and (b) gaols.

How many people have been held in detention or gaol for more than
6 months following a visa cancellation under section 501 or section 200 of
the Act.

What is the main reason, other than court appeals, for people whose visas
have been cancelled under section 501 or section 200 of the Act, not being
removed from Australia.

How many people have been removed from Austraiain the past 12 months
under section 501 or section 200 of the Act.

In the past 12 months, what percentage of visas cancelled under section 501
of the Act involved decisions recommended to the Minister by the
department that were then subsequently endorsed by the Minister.

In the past 2 years, how many visa cancellations under section 501 of the
Act have been personaly signed by the Minister and are therefore
unappealable.

What is the average cost per detainee, and the total cost to the
Commonwealth, per year, of detaining people who have had their visas
cancelled under section 501 or section 200 of the Act.

(& In the past 12 months, how many appeals were made by the department
againgt court orders to reinstate visas cancelled under section 501; and
(b) why were these appeal s made.

Is it departmental practice to ask immediate family members to identify
people in order to remove them from Australia.

How many people who were prospective witnesses in cases have been
deported.

Is there a time limit on instigating removal proceedings under section 501
for peoplein detention.

2331 Senator Marshall: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—
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What facilities exist to house ‘illegal migrants' in Australia.

How many and which of these are operated: (a) privately; and (b) by the
Government.

How many ‘illegal migrants' are held in each centre.
How many staff are employed in each centre.
What isthe estimated cost, per annum, of operating each centre.

Of those persons held over the past 12 months in each of the ‘illegal
migrant’ detention facilities, how many were: (a) family units; (b) men;
(c) women; and (d) children.

Of those persons currently held in each of the ‘illegal migrant’ detention
facilities, how many are: (a) family units; (b) men; (c) women; and
(d) children.

Notice given 28 October 2003

2332 Senator Bartlett: To ask the Minigter representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—
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Can the Minister confirm that Australian Consular Officer Mr Brian Brook
has been served a subpoena to appear as a witness againg Mr Kirk Pinner,
an Australian citizen who is currently being held in custody on a crimina
chargein the United States of America (US).

With reference to a letter, dated 4 September 2003, from the Australian
Consulate-Genera in San Francisco to Mr Pinner, which states in part ‘we
had been seeking to have Consular Officer Brian Brook exempted from
subpoena, however the US Department of State has confirmed that this is
not possible’: (@) what steps were taken by the Audtraian
Consulate-Genera to have Mr Brook exempted from the subpoena; and
(b) was any written request sent to the US Department of State, or any other
US authority, to this effect.

In seeking to have Mr Brook exempted from the subpoena, did the
Australian Consulate-Genera raise with US Department of State or any
other US authority, the obligations of the US under the Vienna Convention
on Consular Relations; if not, why not.

() If the issue of the obligations of the US under the Vienna Convention
was raised, what was the response; and (b) does Austrdia accept that
response.

Did Audtralia at any time waive its rights under the Vienna Convention in
respect of the testimony of Mr Brook; if so: (a) was this communicated to
the US authorities in writing; (b) what were the reasons for the waiver on
this occasion, given that the liberty of an Australian citizen who has not
been convicted of any crime was at stake; and (c) why was such a waiver
not communicated to Mr Pinner in the letter from the Consulate-General,
dated 4 September 2003.

If Audtraia did not waive its rights under the Vienna Convention, does it
accept the claim by the US Department of State that it is nevertheless ‘not
possible’ to exempt Mr Brook from the subpoeng; if so, as the letter from
the Consulate-General implies, on what basis does the Australian
Government believe that the subpoena over-rides the obligations of the US
under the Vienna Convention.

Isthere any formal or other arrangement between Australia and the US that
takes precedence over the mutual obligations of each country under the
Vienna Convention.

If Mr Brook has not been issued a subpoena in relation to the crimina
proceedings against Mr Pinner, will he be providing evidence for the
prosecution despite the absence of any subpoena; if so, will this be of his
own freewill or on the ingtructions of the department.

(8) Has the Audraian Government provided any information, written or
otherwise, to the US authorities in relation to Mr Pinner leaving the
jurisdiction of the US while a criminal charge is pending against him; and
(b) has the prosecution been provided with any information originating
from the Australian Consulate in Los Angdles; if so, what reasons justified
the provision of such information to US authorities, when there was no
obligation to do so on account of the Vienna Convention.

Can alist of the documents provided by the Australian Government to US
authorities in rdation to Mr Pinner, as well as any information that may
have been conveyed verbally by Australian Government officials to US
authorities, be provided.
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(11) Doesthe Government have any concerns regarding the ability of Australian

consulate staff to represent the interests of Austraian citizens in the US if
such staff can be obliged to testify against Australian citizens pursuant to
subpoenas issued by US courts.

Notice given 29 October 2003

2334 Senator Bartlett: To ask the Minister for Defence—
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Were auminium tubes that were alleged to have been shipped from China
to Jordan in May 2001 shown to representatives of the Australian Security
Intelligence Organisation, the Defence Intelligence Organisation and/or the
Office of National Assessmentsin Canberrain late 2001.

Has the Defence Science and Technology Organisation (DSTO) undertaken
any analysisin the past 3 years of the likely purpose of aluminium tubes; if
so, what were their findings.

Did DSTO assess the possibility that the aluminium tubes were intended to

be rotors in a gas centrifuge program to produce enriched uranium; if so,
what were their findings.

2335 Senator Bartlett: To ask the Minister for Defence—
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How many applications to join the Austrdian Defence Forces were
received in the 2002-03 financia year; and of these, how many: (i) were
withdrawn by the applicant, (ii) were rejected, (iii) were successful, and
(iv) remain unresolved.

For each arm of the Defence forces, can statistics be provided about the
average time period between an application to join and an affirmative or
negative decision.

Notice given 3 November 2003

2336 Senator Ludwig: To ask the Minigter representing the Treasurer—With reference
to Financial Services Legidation:
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Is Alternate Dispute Resolution (ADR) utilised within the department; if
not, why not.

Have guidelines been developed for the use of ADR; if so, can a copy be
provided; if not, why not.

If guidelines for the use of ADR are in place, who was primarily
responsible for the devel opment of these guidelines.

How and when is ADR used in the department.
Can details be provided of instances in which ADR has been used.
Where do ADR appointments take place.

(8 Who is the primary person overseeing the use of ADR in the
department; and (b) what training has this person recelved in ADR
procedures.

What benefits were gained by the department as aresult of using ADR.

Senator Ludwig: To ask the Minigters listed below (Question Nos 2337-2338)—With
reference to the implementation of recommendations contained in the report ‘ The
Use of Bankruptcy and Family Law Schemes to Avoid Payment of Tax’:

)

Given that Recommendation 1 states that ‘ The Australian Taxation Office
(ATO) is currently developing these guidelines together with the
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Attorney-General’s (A-G's) department and expects to have new guidelines
in placed by 30 June 2003':

(8 werethese guidelines put in place on 30 June 2003; if not, what was
the cause of the delay and when will this happen; if so, can a copy
be provided;

(b) what training was provided to ATO ‘decision makers in relation to
the implementation of these guidelines; and

(¢c) what consultations were held with the Privacy Commissioner to
ensure that there were no breaches of the Privacy Act 1988.

Given that Recommendation 2 states that ‘The Treasury, in consultation
with the A-G's department are currently weighing up the various
considerations involved in providing publicly available information to
prescribed industry and professional associations, including the rights of
individuals concerning access to their taxation information as
recommended in the Taskforce Report. While legidative change may
provide another avenue for such information to be provided, industry and
professional associations can aso consider the extent to which they may
require the provision of such information directly from their members as a
condition of membership’:

(8 what progress has been made to amend subsection 16(4) of the
Income Tax Assessment Act 1936 and section 3(c) of the Taxation
Administration Act 1953, as recommended by the Taskforce;

(b) islegidation still being considered; if so, when can a draft be made
available;

(¢) has the Office of the Privacy Commissioner or any other agency
been consulted in relation to any proposed legidative changes; if so,
can the following details be provided: (i) who was consulted,
(i) what was the cost, and (iii) who participated in the consultation
process; if not, does the Privacy Commissioner expect consultations
to occur;

(d) bhave discussions or consultations commenced or been conducted
with ‘industry and professional associations'; if so, can details be
provided of: (i) which ‘industry and professional associations
attended discussions, and (ii) what to date has been the result of
these discussions; and

(e) Has any agency been designated as the lead agency for these
discussions; if so: (i) which agency, (ii) has this agency initiated
discussions or consultations, (iii) isit required to report on progress
made; if so, when can an update of the progress made be provided;
if not, why not.

Given that Recommendation 7 states that: ‘It is recommended that
section 106B of the Family Law Act 1975 be widened to allow third parties
to apply to the court for an order or injunction preventing the disposition of
property pending an application to set aside or overturn a section 79 order’:

(8 in respect of the decision in Deputy Commissioner of Taxation and
Kliman (2002): hasthe A-G’s department reached a decision on the
need for the above mentioned amendment; if not, when does the
A-G's department expect this; and

(b) canthelega advice concerning this decision be made available.

Given that Recommendation 10 states that: ‘It isrecommended that there be
a separation declaration for financia agreements generaly not only for
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superannuation agreements, to ensure that financia agreements are not
entered into by couples for the purpose of avoiding creditors. An additional
requirement might be included in section 90G of the Family Law Act 1975,
to ensure that legal advice received in relation to an agreement includes
notice that a declaration of separation isrequired’:

(8 has the A-G's department finalised advice it intends to forward to
the Attorney-Generad in relaion to implementing this
recommendation; if not, why not, and (i) when will this advice been
finalised, and (ii) who within the department has responsibility for
the advice.

Given that Recommendation 12 states that: ‘It is recommended that
penalties for key offences in the Taxation Administration Act 1953 be
reviewed in accordance with advice to be provided by the Criminal Justice
Division of the A-G’s department with a view to enhancing their deterrent
effect upon high income professionals avoiding payment of their income
liahilities':

(8 what progress has been made in examining the efficacy of the
existing penalties in deterring high income professionas, from
avoiding payment of their income tax liabilities;

(b) what enhanced penalties are being considered;

(c) what advice has the Criminad Justice Division of the A-G's
department given in relation to increased penalties; and

(d) what ‘other dternative approaches are being considered to deter
high income professionas from avoiding payment of their income
tax liabilities.

2337 Minister representing the Treasurer
2338 Minister representing the Attorney-General

2339 Senator Ludwig: To ask the Minister representing the Attorney-General—With
reference to the response to the recommendations of the Australian Law Reform
Commission report ‘Managing Justice’, in which the Government stated, ‘We
Support ADR techniques — we are reviewing the use of ADR as pat of the
Government’s overall commitment to act as a mode litigant’: (@) who is
undertaking the review; (b) has the review commenced; if not, when will it
commence; (c) what are the terms of reference for the review; and (d) when will a
report of thisreview be released.

Senator Ludwig: To ask the Ministerslisted below (Question Nos 2340-2357)—

D
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Does the department use Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) in an effort
to avoid litigation; if not, why not; if so, are there specific guiddines for the
Department to follow when usng ADR.

If the department is not using ADR provisions, what process is used in
cases that require resolution.

Has the department been advised of any development of guidelines for the
use of ADR.

Does any of the legidation for which the department has responsibility
contain ADR procedures; if so, (a) can each relevant provision be identified
(eg. by statute name and section number); and (b) are guiddines provided
for the use of ADR provisions in these instances; if so, can a copy of the
guidelines be provided.

2340 Minister representing the Prime Minister
2341 Minister representing the Minister for Transport and Regiona Services
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2342 Minister representing the Treasurer

2343 Minister representing the Minister for Trade

2345 Minister representing the Minister for Foreign Affairs

2346 Minister representing the Minister for Health and Ageing

2347 Minister representing the Attorney-General

2348 Minister representing the Minister for the Environment and Heritage

2349 Minister representing the Minister for Communications, Information Technology
and the Arts

2350 Minister for Finance and Administration

2351 Minister representing the Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry
2352 Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and Indigenous Affairs

2354 Minister for Family and Community Services

2355 Minister representing the Minister for Industry, Tourism and Resources
2356 Minister representing the Minister for Employment and Workplace Relations
2357 Minister representing the Minister for Veterans' Affairs

2358 Senator Ludwig: To ask the Minister representing the Attorney-General—

(1) In light of the report of a Review of the Impact on the Judiciary
Amendment Act 1999, what steps have been taken by the Office of Legal
Services Coordination to draw government departments and agencies to the
desirability of using Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) in appropriate
Ccases.

(2) What steps have been taken to ensure that each government agency
establishes a dispute avoidance, management and resolution plan.

(3) In line with recommendations 69-69 of the Australian Law Reform
Commission report ‘Managing Justice’, has a ‘best practice’ blueprint been
developed; if not, why not; if so: (a) how was it developed; (b) who
devel oped the guiddines, and (c) when are the guidelines applicable across
government departments and agencies?

(4) Which department is the lead agency on the development of an ADR ‘best
practice’ blueprint.

(5) Has the department commenced work on the blueprint; if so, when did it
commence work.

(6) Has the department completed a ‘best practice’ blueprint for the use of
ADR; if so, can copy of the document be provided; if not: (a) why not;
(b) what drafts, if any, has the department developed on ADR procedures
and guidelines; and (c) can these drafts be provided.

2359 Senator Marshall: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—

(1) What circumstances could lead to a detainee in an Immigration Detention
Centre (IDC) being segregated from other detainees.

(2) When detainees in IDCs are segregated from other detainees what
departmental or company processes are followed.

(3) Who makes the decision to segregate a detainee.

(4) At the time of their segregation are detainees advised how long they will
remain segregated and why they are to be segregated.
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Whilst segregated from other detainees: (a) what access to services and
facilities do detainees have; and (b) what services or facilities are denied.

In relation to detainees in each IDC held in solitary confinement during the
past year, how many were held for longer than 5 days; and, in each case, for
how much longer was each detainee held.

When a detainee is held in solitary confinement is a report on the
circumstances leading to the segregation of the detainee lodged with the
department; if not, why not.

Is solitary confinement of detainees ever used as a form of punishment; if
not, why have detainees who have been held in solitary confinement been
denied reading and music materials.

Do detainees undertake psychological and/or psychiatric assessments prior
to, during and/or after they spend time in solitary confinement; if not, why
not; if so, are detainees provided with access to their own psychological or
psychiatric assessments; if not, why not.

Notice given 5 November 2003

2360 Senator Allison: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultura and
Indigenous Affairs—

D
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As at 1 October 2003: (a) how many children and young people aged less
than 18 years were being held in each of the mainland and offshore
detention centres; (b) how long has each of these children been in
detention; and (c) how many of these children, by detention centre, are
currently proposed or being considered for moving to alternative places of
detention in accordance with Migration Series Ingtruction No. 371
(1) during November 2003, (ii) during November and December 2003, and
(i) at any other time.

In each case, why are those children currently being held in mainland
detention centres not already placed in alternative detention arrangements
in accordance with the Migration Series Instruction No. 371.

Does the Minister acknowledge the long-term mental and emotional
damage these children are suffering as a result of being hdd in detention
centres.

Given that the Royal Australian and New Zealand College of Psychiatrists,
the Royal Australian College of Physicians, the Committee of Presidents of
Combined Medical Colleges, the Australian Medical Association and the
Australian Psychological Society all oppose the policy of indefinite
mandatory detention, will the Government change its policy; if not, why
not.

Does the Government agree with the Nationd Rura Health Alliance
argument, as reported in the Alliance' s newdletter of September 2003, that
in relation to Australasan Correctiond Management, which run
immigration detention centres, ‘A culture of profit, lack of transparent
accountability, conflict of interest (the source of the distress provides the
service that purports to treat it) and resulting compromises of professional
ethics, affect all health treatment decisions'; if not, why not.

Does the Government agree that the creation of temporary protection visas
appears to compound pre-existing psychological trauma; if not, what
evidence does the Government have to demonstrate otherwise.
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Notice given 6 November 2003

2362 Senator Nettle: To ask the President of the Senate—
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When did, the Joint House Department commission the company One
Planet Solutions to work on an early childhood centre for Parliament
House.

How was the company selected.

Who is the company required to consult in the course of fulfilling its
contract.

What is the timeline for the project, and what is the expected date for
commencement.

Have any decisions been made, and, if so, by whom, about: (a) where the
centre will be located; (b) who will be permitted to use the centre; (c) who
will operate the centre; (d) what the hours and days of operation will be;
and (d) whether fees are to be charged and, if so, how these will be
determined.

2363 Senator Nettle: To ask the Minister representing the Prime Minister—With
reference to aletter dated 27 October 2003 referred to in the Council of Australian
Governments (COAG) Communiqué, written by the Prime Miniger to the
members of the COAG in the |ead-up to the November 2000 COAG meseting:
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Can the names and positions be provided of the ‘senior COAG officials
who drafted the amendments to the National Competition Policy
Arrangements passed at the November 2000 COAG mesting.

Can names and positions be provided of the ‘senior COAG officials who
were given the task of consulting with the Nationa Competition Council
about its forward work program, activities, assessments, communications,
guidance and interpretation and helping to formulate ‘appropriate
assessment benchmarks'.

(8) How was this team (or these teams, if there is more than one team) of
officials chosen and by whom; and (b) to whom do these officials report.

2364 Senator Nettle: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Health and
Ageing— With reference to the recently completed Guidelines for Medication
Management in Residential Aged Care Facilities, which states on page 5,
‘[Consumer Medicine Information] should be provided to residents who are
adminigering their own medications as an aid to counseling about their
medicines. Where residents are not administering their own medications, CMI
should be available to either residents or their carers’:
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Do residential aged care facilities have to comply with the guidelines in
order to receive Commonwealth accreditation and/or funding; if so, how is
compliance monitored; if not, why not.

What role do these guidelines have in the accreditation and auditing process
for residential aged care facilities.

Are any other measures in place to ensure that all carersin residential aged
care facilities have access to and knowledge of consumer medicine
information sheets.

Notice given 7 November 2003

2365 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Foreign
Affairs—With reference to the answer to question on notice no. 1227 (Senate



318

No. 120—1 December 2003

Hansard 10 September 2003, p. 14263): (a) what representations have the
Government made to the Indonesian Government about the shooting of Elsye
Rumbiak Bonai, her daughter and others; and (b) what information has the
Indonesian Govenment supplied.

2366 Senator Brown: To ask the Minister for Immigration and Multicultural and
Indigenous Affairs—With reference to the answer to question on notice no. 1820
(Senate Hansard, 11 September 2003, p.15078): Have there been any direct or
indirect exchanges of information about Father Frank Brennan between the
Australian Government and the Government of Nauru.

2367 Senator Brown: To ask the Minigter representing the Minister for Health and
Ageing—With reference to areport in the Sunday Tasmanian of 5 October 2003:
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What evidence does the Government accept as demonstrating an increase in
cancer rates associated with British nuclear weapons testing in Australia

Are some forms of cancer increased by radioactive fallout from such tests;
if so, which.

Will the Government institute a thorough, independent, investigation into
the issue.

2368 Senator Bishop: To ask the Minigter representing the Minister for Veterans
Affairs—
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(8 What was the expenditure of the Vietham Veterans Counselling
Service (VVCYS) by state for the financia years: (i) 1999-2000, (ii) 2000-
01, (iii) 2001-02 and (iii) 2002-03; and (b) what were the allocations by
state for 2003-04.

(8) What programs does the VVCS currently run in each state; (b) what is
the current alocation to each program; (c) how many clients have
participated in each program in the past 3 years; and (d) what isthe average
length of participation.

Which programs have been professionally evaluated in each of the past
3years.

Given that the health program is funded from a standing appropriation:
(a) why are the funds allocated to VVCS programs capped; and (b) what is
the decision-making process in determining annual allocations.

For each office of the VVCS, how may permanent staff are employed.

(8) By postcode, how many contract counsellors are accredited to the
VVCS; (b) what was the average number of veteran clients counselled
during the 2002-03 financial year; and (c) what was the average tota
payment made to counsellorsin the 2002-03 financial year.

(8 How many Vietham Veterans' were admitted to psychiatric care in the
2002-03 financia year; and (b) what was the average length of stay.

(8 How many psychiatric inditutions are currently accredited to the
Repatriation Commission; and (b) how much was paid in total to each, by
name, in the 2002-03 financial year.

What is the weekly cost of psychiatric care at: (a) St John of God at
Richmond and Burwood; and (b) Eversham a Neutral Bay, New South
Wales; and (i) how much was paid in total to each establishment in the
2002-03 financial year, and (ii) how many veteran clients did each treat.
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(10) Has the department received any complaints about the standard of care at
any psychiatric service provider inditution in the year 2003 to date; if so,
how many were made in respect of each ingtitution.

2369 Senator Bishop: To ask the Minister for Justice and Cusoms—What was the
brand, type and replacement value of each of the computers stolen from the
Australian Customs Service at Sydney Airport on 27 August 2003.

2370 Senator Kirk: To ask the Miniger for Immigration and Multicultura and
Indigenous Affairs—

(1) In respect of minors who ‘self-harm’ while in detention centres, can a
breakdown be provided of: (a) age; (b) country of origin; (c) sex; (d) nature
of self-harm; and (d) whether or not the minor resides with other family
members.

(2) What definition of ‘self-harm’ is used to collect these statigtics.

(3) What actions have been taken by the department to ensure the physical and
mental health of: (a) minors who have ‘self-harmed’; and (b) minors
deemed at risk of ‘self-harm’.

Notice given 10 Novermber 2003

2371 Senator Evans. To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Health and
Ageing—With reference to unreferred general practitioner (GP) attendances, in
relation to each electoral division, can the following information be provided for
the twelve months ending; (a) 30 September 2000; (b) 30 September 2001;
(c) 30 September 2002; and (d) 30 September 2003:

(1) The percentage of attendances that were bulk billed.
(2) Thetotal number of attendances that were bulk billed.
(3) Theaverage patient contribution per service (patient billed services only).
(4) Thetotal number of services.
2372 Senator Evans. To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Health and
Ageing—With reference to unreferred general practitioner (GP) attendances, in
relation to each electoral division, can the following information be provided for

the quarter ending; (8 30 September 2000; (b) 30 September 2001;
(c) 30 September 2002; and (d) 30 September 2003:

(1) The percentage of attendances that were bulk billed.

(2) Thetota number of attendances that were bulk billed.

(3) Theaverage patient contribution per service (patient billed services only).
(4) Thetota number of services.

2373 Senator Evans. To ask the Minister representing the Minister for Health and
Ageing—With reference to unreferred general practitioner (GP) attendances, in
relation to each state and territory, can the following informa