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Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 151

Topic:  Anti Terrorism Kits
Hansard Page: ECITA 204
Senator Mackay asked:

So we do not know whether it was shredding, then incineration or either/or?

Answer:

The contract specifically called for shredding of the returns product.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 152

Topic:  Anti Terrorism Kits
Hansard Page: ECITA 204
Senator Mackay asked:

It was in the contract, but did the contract cover the issue of subcontractors?

How much did Thiess get for the destruction of the kits?  What was the contract worth?

Answer:

The contract was for Thiess to provide shredding services throughout Australia via the use of sub-contracts.

The final amount payable on this contract was $7,544.57.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 153

Topic:  Anti Terrorism Kits
Hansard Page:  ECITA 207-208
Senator Mackay asked:

How was advice conveyed to postal workers that there may be hazardous material in the kits:  Provide a copy of the 6 February staff bulletin.

Answer: 

A copy of the relevant advice is attached.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 154

Topic:  Anti Terrorism Kits
Hansard Page:  ECITA 210
Senator Mackay asked:

We were advised that thousands of kits were handled in the normal way returned mail is handled. Are you saying that our information is incorrect?  … has anybody checked? …  Perhaps you could take it on notice.

Answer:

Instructions were issued to operational areas at the initial planning stages of the mail out on the Return to Sender (RTS) process. The collection and storage of the RTS items was part of the original contract and procedures were developed with operational areas as to where the central locations for storing such items were to be.

Kits that were returned to sender would, therefore, have been handled as normal RTS mail until they reached the central processing facility that was designated to hold the items in question.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 155

Topic:  Staff Numbers
Hansard Page:  ECITA 214
Senator Conroy asked:

Can you advise us what number of full-time and casual staff are expected to be employed at the conclusion of 2002-03?

Answer:

Details as at 30 June 2003 were as follows:

full-time employment

26,394

part-time employment

  9,034

casual employment

       76
TOTAL


35,504
Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 156

Topic:  Industrial Dispute
Hansard Page: ECITA 214
Senator Conroy asked:

Currently there is a dispute before the Industrial Relations Commission between you and the CEPU over the issue of dedicated outdoor delivery. It is a national dispute. I understand that Australia Post's intention is to seek to trial this concept-dedicated outdoor delivery-across Australia. Is it possible to find out a bit about it?

Answer:

Dedicated delivery is a concept of having full time dedicated outdoor staff delivering mail. At present, full time staff undertake a mix of indoor and outdoor work on a daily basis. Australia Post has had dedicated part time outdoor staff in the delivery network for some time. Post is currently conducting a trial of full time dedicated outdoor work which it believes may create additional flexibility in its delivery operations.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 157

Topic:  Incident Mulgrave Car Park
Hansard Page: ECITA 215

Senator Conroy asked:

(re Mr Adam Cooper)…I do not think he was accused of causing any disruption. It was 5.15 and there was nobody around. He was just sitting in his car, basically, resting and waiting for the change of shift. Banning Steve Booth, who is the union official, from sites and throwing people out of public car parks seems to be a little over officious by Australia Post's Melbourne operation. If you can come back to me.

Answer:

Agreed protocols exist for the conduct of workplace visits involving union officials and other union representatives. These protocols were developed in full consultation with the CEPU and comply with the guidelines set out in Section 285 of the Workplace Relations Act 1996 (the Act). Following consultation, Commissioner Blair endorsed the protocols at a hearing in the Australian Industrial Relations Commission on 3 April 2001.

In the case of Mr Cooper, he had entered the Mulgrave Delivery Centre premises at 5.30am to hand out election material to staff. As he is neither an Australia Post employee nor a union official with a permit to enter premises in accordance with Section 285C of the Act, Mr Cooper was questioned regarding whether the appropriate permission had been obtained to conduct the activity.

On responding that permission had not been obtained, Mr Cooper was requested to leave the Mulgrave Delivery Centre property. As the Mulgrave Delivery Centre is co-located with a Business Centre, car parking facilities for employees and customers are located within the property boundary. Use of the car parking facility is at the discretion of the Facility Manager and, in this instance, was deemed part of the property to which Sections 285C and 285D of the Act applied.

In the second case, Mr Booth entered the premises of the Noble Park Delivery Centre on Friday 2 May at approximately 7.00am. Mr Booth was asked whether he had permission to be on the premises in accordance with Section 285D of the Act. Mr Booth responded that he did not have permission and was requested to leave the premises.

At approximately 9.15am, Mr Booth again entered the premises and gave 24 hours notification of his intention to speak to the staff at the facility. Consistent with Sections 285C and 285D of the Act, the Manager responded that Mr Booth could attend the following working day (Monday 5 May) and speak to staff in their break.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 158

Topic:  Anti Terrorism Kits
Hansard Page:  ECITA 215-216
Senator Mackay asked:

Are you saying that PM&C never actually inquired from Australia Post whether there were any kits that had powder in them and that were dangerous?

Answer:

At the time of the mailout, an official from PM&C discussed concerns with Post’s National Manager Network Distribution Delivery regarding the existence of an e-mail encouraging recipients to return the security kit to the Prime Minister with white powder inserted as a form of protest. He was advised that Australia Post had clear procedures in place to deal with such items.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 159

Topic:
Current Number of Corporate Post Offices, Licensed Post Offices and Community Postal Agencies
Hansard Page: ECITA 218
Senator Conroy asked:

Can Australia Post advise on the current number of corporate post offices, licensed post offices and community postal agencies.

Can you take it on notice if there is an update.

Answer: 

As at 30 June 2003 Post’s retail network was made up of 4,493 outlets as follows:


Corporate



-
   872


Licensed Post Offices

-

2,981


Community Postal Agents

-
   640

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 160

Topic:  Street Posting Boxes
Hansard Page: ECITA 219
Senator Conroy asked:

Can you give us an update on the current number of post boxes in Australia, which was listed at 15,689 in last year's annual report?

Answer: 

As at 30 June 2003, there were 15,139 street posting boxes.

Note:
Due to a data integrity issue, the reported national figure for 2001/02 (15,689) was, in fact, overstated by some 650.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 161

Topic:  Legal Advice on the Hansen Bid
Hansard Page:  ECITA 220/221
Senator Conroy asked:

Can we have a copy of the department's (DEWR) advice to you where it explained that there was a broader context involved?

Answer:

The advice provided by DEWR in relation to Hansen Yuncken was as follows:


“In regards to Hansen Yuncken, and as discussed, because its enterprise agreement incorporates by reference the terms of the VBIA, these terms become legally enforceable. As previously advised, we have concerns that some of the provisions of the VBIA would require parties to do things that are inconsistent with the Code and the Guidelines, in particular, in the areas of freedom of association and freedom of choice in agreement making. The terms of Hansen Yuncken's agreement therefore place it in a situation of either being in breach of its agreement, which is legally enforceable, or in breach of the Code and Guidelines, which, while not legally enforceable, carry potential administratively imposed sanctions. Failure to comply with its own agreement would in itself be a breach of the Code, which requires that parties must comply with the provisions of applicable certified agreements.


It would appear, therefore, that in order to demonstrate compliance with the Code and Guidelines, Hansen Yuncken would need to enter into new, legally binding agreement arrangements that would not require it to take actions that would place it in breach of the Code and Guidelines. This could be in the form of a certified agreement with the CFMEU, a certified agreement made directly with its employees, or individual AWAs with its employees.”

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 162

Topic:  Use of Temporary Agencies
Hansard Page:  ECITA  225
Senator Mackay asked:

Are you employing staff from temporary agencies to deliver mail?

Are you aware that there is a case in the industrial commission between the CEPU and Australia Post with respect to this issue?  It has been adjourned indefinitely, pending further consultations between the CEPU and Australia Post.

In Western Australia, Post are using temps to deliver mail. Do you know anything about that?

How many previously contracted mail runs are currently staffed in this manner;  what is the cost to Australia Post of staffing a run in this manner compared to the cost of employing a contractor; what plans does Australia Post have for the further conversion of contracted runs; what are Australia Post's intentions regarding bringing these positions back in-house; under what conditions would such positions be created; what issues are Australia Post facing in employing staff in totally outdoor work positions; what is the time frame for the resolution of these issues; and how many hours of outdoor work per day are currently being undertaken by the agency staff employed to deliver mail on the previously contracted mail runs in Western Australia?

Answer:

See answer to Question 170.

Further, Australia Post has had dedicated part time outdoor staff in the delivery network for some time. Issues in regard to OH&S are being assessed due to a trial of full time dedicated outdoor work. In this regard Post has sought advice from a range of consultants regarding its proposed dedicated outdoor delivery trial and conducted an OHS risk assessment in consultation with the staff who undertake the work. This is consistent with Commonwealth OH&S legislation.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 163

Topic:  Licensee Payments Review
Hansard Page: ECITA 227
Senator Mackay asked:

For the states that have worked it through what has the outcome been?

Answer:

Below is a summary results from the States that have completed the review of the Mail Service Payment. NSW and VIC are yet to work through the review.

	State
	Overpayments
	Underpayments

	SA/NT
	56
	4

	QLD
	  3
	6

	WA
	nil
	nil

	TAS
	nil
	nil


Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 164

Topic:  ADF Mail
Hansard Page: ECITA 230/231
Senator Mackay asked:

Re the value of the postage forgone on mail that has been delivered to ADF members deployed overseas as part of peacekeeping or other activities:

So how does Australia Post bill the ADF?  What is the process for the costs?

What happened to the normal remuneration the LPO's would get?  Do they get a kick-in from the ADF?

Answer:

See answers to parts 2, 4 and 5 of Question 172.

Outcome #, Output # 





Question: 165

Topic:  Free Trade Discussions
Hansard Page:  ECITA 342
Senator Carr asked:

I would like to know what representations have been made with regard to the free trade discussions and the nature of those representations.
Answer:

Apart from providing a response to an industry discussion paper on postal services in the GATS issued by the Department of Communications, Information Technology and the Arts in January 2002, Australia Post has not made any representations with regard to free trade discussions. The response in question was tabled as part of a special Estimates hearing of the Senate Committee for Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts in Melbourne on 16 August 2002.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 166

Topic:  Rural Transaction Centres Program
Written Question on Notice
Senator Tierney asked:

Australia Post has a number of joint facilities with the Regional Transaction Centres program.

a)
How many joint facilities exist in Australia?

b)
Where are they located?

c)
What is the breakdown by State?

d)
What is the breakdown by populations serviced?

e)
When did this joint program begin?

f)
Could you provide a table of how many were established each financial year since the joint program began?

Answer:

a),b),c),d),e)&f)

Australia Post does not have any joint facilities as such with the Rural Transaction Centre (RTC) Program which is administered by the Department of Transport and Regional Services (DOTARS).

By way of explanation, many licensed post offices are operated in conjunction with another business which provides services in which Australia Post has no involvement. Australia Post has no proprietary interest in the facility other than ensuring that the Licensee operates in accordance with the licence agreement in the provision of normal postal and related services.

In a number of such cases Licensees have, with the support of the local community, agreed to host an RTC on behalf of that community. However, RTC services are provided from the non-licensed post office portion of the premises and Australia Post has no role in, or responsibility for, the delivery of those services.

Similar arrangements exist in relation to a small number of community postal agencies (CPAs) also.

A list by State of locations where RTCs are operated in this way is at Attachment 1.

Under a separate initiative, the RTC program has, since the second half of 2001, funded the installation of Australia Post’s Electronic Point Of Sale (EPOS) equipment in a number of eligible Licensed Post Offices which do not meet the normal commercial criteria for the installation of EPOS. EPOS provides access to Post’s on-line banking and bill payment services.

A list by State of Licensed Post Offices where the installation of EPOS has been funded in this way is at Attachment 2.

ATTACHMENT 1

POSTAL OUTLETS THAT ALSO HOST AN RTC (28)
	NEW SOUTH WALES (7)

	
	

	BARELLAN
	GUNNING

	BINNAWAY
	MENDOORAN

	BOMBALA
	ULONG

	GULARGAMBONE
	

	
	

	VICTORIA (3)

	
	

	BEEAC
	MANANGATANG

	BIRREGURRA
	

	
	

	QUEENSLAND (9)

	
	

	ARAMAC
	MENDOORAN

	AUGATHELLA
	MORVEN

	GREENVALE (CPA)
	WALLUMBILLA

	ILFRACOMBE
	YULEBA

	ISISFORD
	

	
	

	SOUTH AUSTRALIA (7)

	
	

	ELLISTON
	OENPELLI (CPA)

	MANINGRIDA
	PENNESHAW

	MATARANKA (CPA)
	YACKA (CPA)

	NUMBULWAR (CPA)
	

	
	

	TASMANIA (2)

	
	

	SCAMANDER
	ST MARYS


ATTACHMENT 2

POSTAL OUTLETS WHERE THE RTC PROGRAM HAS FUNDED THE INSTALLATION OF EPOS (104)
	NEW SOUTH WALES (31)

	
	

	BARMEDMAN LPO
	GLADSTONE LPO

	BAROOGA LPO
	GLENREAGH LPO

	BILAMBIL LPO
	GROSE VALE LPO

	BILPIN LPO
	JINDERA LPO

	BODALLA LPO
	LAWRENCE LPO

	BOGGABILLA LPO
	LOCHINVAR LPO

	BONNY HILLS LPO
	MARULAN LPO

	BROADWATER LPO
	MOUNT VICTORIA LPO

	BURRILL LAKE LPO
	NORDS WHARF LPO

	CARCOAR LPO
	PAXTON LPO

	COOPERNOOK LPO
	PERTHVILLE LPO

	CORINDI BEACH LPO
	SMITHTOWN LPO

	CUDAL LPO
	TINONEE LPO

	CURRARONG LPO
	UKI LPO

	DUNOON LPO
	WESTDALE LPO

	EMMAVILLE LPO
	

	
	

	VICTORIA (56)

	
	

	AIREYS INLET LPO
	MARYKNOLL LPO

	ALLANSFORD LPO
	MERNDA LPO

	AVENEL LPO
	MERRIGUM LPO

	BARNAWARTHA LPO
	METUNG LPO

	BEACONSFIELD UPPER LPO
	MILAWA LPO

	BEALIBA LPO
	MORIAC LPO

	BUCHAN LPO
	MOYHU LPO

	CHEWTON LPO
	NAR NAR GOON LPO

	COROROOKE LPO
	NICHOLSON LPO

	DENNINGTON LPO
	NOWA NOWA LPO

	DIGGERS REST LPO
	NYAH LPO

	EBDEN LPO
	OLINDA LPO

	FERNY CREEK LPO
	POINT LONSDALE LPO

	FLINDERS LPO
	SHEPPARTON EAST LPO

	GLENGARRY LPO
	SHOREHAM LPO

	GLENROWAN LPO
	SILVAN LPO

	GUNBOWER LPO
	STRATHMERTON LPO

	HARCOURT LPO
	TALBOT LPO

	HAWKESDALE LPO
	TALLYGAROOPNA LPO

	HUNTLY LPO
	TARNAGULLA LPO

	INVERLEIGH LPO
	THE PATCH LPO

	KALLISTA LPO
	THORPDALE LPO

	KALORAMA LPO
	TYNONG LPO

	KOONDROOK LPO
	WAHGUNYAH LPO

	LAKE BOGA LPO
	WANDONG LPO

	LEMNOS LPO
	WONGA PARK LPO

	LOCH SPORT LPO
	WOOMELANG LPO

	MARONG LPO
	YARRAMBAT LPO

	
	

	QUEENSLAND (5)

	
	

	BEERBURRUM LPO
	WOWAN LPO

	DONNYBROOK LPO
	YELARBON LPO

	MOUNT LARCOM LPO
	

	
	

	SOUTH AUSTRALIA (5)

	
	

	BEACHPORT LPO
	STANSBURY LPO

	BIRDWOOD LPO
	TANTANOOLA LPO

	KALANGADOO LPO
	

	
	

	WESTERN AUSTRALIA (7)

	
	

	BAKERS HILL LPO
	LOWER KING LPO

	BALINGUP LPO
	WILUNA LPO

	BROOKTON LPO
	WOOROLOO LPO

	COWARAMUP LPO
	


Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 167

Topic:  Rural Transaction Centres Program
Written Question on Notice
Senator Tierney asked:

What is Australia Post’s total budget for this program? 

a)
In 2002-2003?

b)
In 2003-2004?

Answer:

Australia Post has no budget for this program, which is administered by the Department of Transport and Regional Services.
Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 168

Topic:  Rural Transaction Centres Program
Written Question on Notice
Senator Tierney asked:

1.
How many joint facilities with RTC’s does Australia Post intend to establish?

2.
What services does Australia Post provide in the joint facilities?

3.
What services does the RTCs provide in the joint facilities?

4.
With regard to the provision of internet services, what is the range of speeds available in the centres?

5.
Please list the schedule of charges for internet services in the joint facilities for the range of services provided.

6.
What plans does Australia Post have to expand internet services to other Post Offices?

Answer:

1,2
Australia Post is not planning to establish any joint facilities with RTCs.

&3.
Licensees provide normal postal and related services on behalf of Australia Post. Where they separately operate an RTC on behalf of the local community, this is done under a private arrangement with the RTC program. Information on the individual services provided by particular RTCs under such arrangements would be held by the Department of Transport and Regional Services.

4,5
Australia Post has no involvement with Internet services provided

&6.
through the RTC program.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 168

Topic:  Rural Transaction Centres Program
Written Question on Notice
Senator Tierney asked:

1.
How many joint facilities with RTC’s does Australia Post intend to establish?

2.
What services does Australia Post provide in the joint facilities?

3.
What services does the RTCs provide in the joint facilities?

4.
With regard to the provision of internet services, what is the range of speeds available in the centres?

5.
Please list the schedule of charges for internet services in the joint facilities for the range of services provided.

6.
What plans does Australia Post have to expand internet services to other Post Offices?

Answer:

1,2
Australia Post is not planning to establish any joint facilities with RTCs.

&3.
Licensees provide normal postal and related services on behalf of Australia Post. Where they separately operate an RTC on behalf of the local community, this is done under a private arrangement with the RTC program. Information on the individual services provided by particular RTCs under such arrangements would be held by the Department of Transport and Regional Services.

4,5
Australia Post has no involvement with Internet services provided

&6.
through the RTC program.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 169

Topic:  Internet Access
Written Question on Notice

Senator Tierney asked:

1.
Has Australia Post trialed the provision of internet services such as email?

a)
How many PO centres were involved?

b)
Where were they located?

c)
Could you please provide the trial methodology?

d)
What was the outcomes of these trials?
2.
How is Australia Post, as a major communications provider, adjusting its business plan to account for public access to the internet for people who cannot afford private facilities?

3.
Does Australia Post have any plans to provide internet access across the Post office network?
4.
Does Australia Post have any plans to allow the private provision of internet kiosk facilities in post office facilities?  If so, please provide details.

5.
Has "Pie Networks" approached Australia Post with a proposal to install at no cost to the Australia Post, internet kiosk facilities in the post office facilities?
6.
Have any other organisations have approached Australia Post with a similar scheme?

7.
What has Australia Post's reaction been to such proposals?

8.
What is Australia Posts rationale for its reaction to such proposals for private/public partnerships?
Answer:

1.
Australia Post has trialed Internet services in:

· a&b)
Queensland (2), New South Wales (8) and Western Australia (3).  In all cases, the internet kiosk offered e-mail and other ‘web-browsing’ facilities.

· 

In Queensland, the trial was undertaken in conjunction with Telstra and Webpoint.  There were two (2) sites, one in Brisbane and one in Cairns.  Both sites were targeted as ‘backpacker’ tourist sites.

· 

In New South Wales, the trial was also undertaken in conjunction with Telstra and Webpoint.  Eight (8) sites were installed, located in:

· 

-
Sydney Private Box Centre

· 

-
Darlinghurst Post Office

· 

-
Broadway Post Shop

· 

-
Kings Cross Post Shop

· 

-
Canberra GPO

· 

-
Tamworth Post Shop

· 

-
Port Macquarie Post Shop

· 

-
Byron Bay Post Shop



In Western Australia, the trial was conducted with Eureka Technology, 20/80 (now known as Pie Networks).  There were five (5) kiosks in three (3) Post Offices, located in:

-
Perth GPO (2)

-
Fremantle Post Shop (2)

-
Broome Post Shop

c)
The trial methodology was to measure the activity through an ‘activity log’ at the kiosk.   Usage was charged at a specified rate ($) per 10 minutes to cover the costs of line connection, rental, internet access and local call costs.



Some trial sites charged an additional amount as revenue generation, while others were a cost recovery exercise to determine the ‘price point’ at which customers would use the service.


d)
In all cases, usage levels were low, with activity averaging up to 8 sessions per day.

2.
Under the Australian Postal Corporation Act (1989), Australia Post must, as far as practicable, perform its functions in a manner consistent with sound commercial practice.  Its community service obligations are limited to the provision of a letter service which is reasonably accessible to everyone in Australia, wherever they reside or carry on business.  In particular Post is obliged to make the service available for standard letters at a single uniform rate of postage (currently 50 cents).


Consistent with its legislative obligations, any public internet access provided by Australia Post would have to be on a commercial basis.

3&4.
Australia Post is not considering at this time offering public Internet access services of the kind suggested.  It will, however, continue to consider proposals that allow customers to find information on its own, and its business partners’ products and services, where the business model delivers an appropriate commercial return.
5.
After the trials in Western Australia, ‘Pie Networks’ put forward a proposal to Australia Post to install internet kiosks in post offices at no capital cost to Australia Post.
6.
Australia Post has been approached by a number of internet Kiosk service providers both during the trial periods mentioned above and since the trial.  These providers have offered similar schemes.

7.
Australia Post’s reaction was positive and exploratory.  In each case, consideration was given to the commercial opportunity, the space available in the outlets and the availability of communications bandwidth, without impacting transaction services such as banking.  Discussions also included the type of access provided (ie ensuring filtering to stop underage access to inappropriate sites), the projected volume of activity, and the commercial terms on which the kiosks would be set up.  However, as none of the proposals met the commercial criteria required, they have not been pursued.
8.
Australia Post does not constrain opportunities based on their private/public partnership status.  The only constraints would be on commercial viability and the due diligence to ensure the organisation is solvent and reputable.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 170

Topic:  Use of Temps/Agency Staff to Operate Contracted Mail Runs
Written Question on Notice
Senator Mackay asked:

1.
Please detail Australia Post’s use of employment agency staff to deliver mail?

2.
How many mail runs that were previously operated by mail contractors are currently staffed in this manner?

3.
What is the cost to Australia Post of staffing a run in this manner compared to the cost of employing a contractor?

4.
What plans does Australia Post have for the further conversion of contracted runs?

5.
What are Australia Post’s intentions regarding bringing these positions back “in house”?

6.
Under what conditions would such positions be created?

7.
What progress has been made between Australia Post and the CEPU in negotiations surrounding the employment of staff in total outdoor work (case currently adjourned indefinitely in AIRC)?

8.
What is the time frame for the resolution of these issues?

9.
How many hours of outdoor work per day are currently being undertaken by the agency staff employed to deliver mail?

10.
What plans does Australia Post have for the creation of total outdoor work positions in locations other than those involved in the AIRC case?

11.
What would be the applicable salary level for staff employed in total outdoor work positions?

12.
What is the salary payable for staff currently employed sorting as well as delivering mail?

Answer:

1.
Third party agency staff are employed to provide relief for Australia Post staff for specified periods, other than that normally provided by permanent relief staff. This is covered under Post’s Enterprise Bargaining Agreement.

2.
There are two mail runs utilising agency staff to perform delivery duties on an ongoing basis. Both are in WA, at Joondalup and Bibra Lake.

3.
The difference in cost of contract versus agency staff will depend on the hours of the specified contract but generally speaking contractor arrangements are less costly as there are no agency overheads built into the payments. Using the specific WA situation as an example the cost differential is:


Joondalup - $46,555 under contract, $56,340 under temp arrangements.


Bibra Lake - $27,523 under contract, $35,487 under temp arrangements.
4.
There are no plans to convert any additional mail contracts to agency staff on a national basis. Agency staffing is typically used in situations where the arrangements are seen as temporary. In the case of Joondalup and Bibra Lake, four contractors had not sought extensions to contracts and temporary arrangements were put in place to ensure mail was delivered.

5&6.
The runs in question are existing street mail delivery contracts which are currently performed by agency staff. A review of these existing runs is currently being undertaken and it is expected that delivery for these runs will be put to tender at the conclusion of this review. There is no intention for agency staff to perform these contracts long-term.

7.
Discussions with the CEPU are continuing and a range of matters have been resolved. A number of issues are still subject to research and analysis. The AIRC is assisting in discussions.

8.
It is anticipated that issues will be resolved through normal consultative arrangements to the extent that a trial can proceed within the next few months.
9.
The two runs in question have a total work available requirement of 61.75 hours (Joondanup 36.75 and Bibra Lake 25 hours per week). The runs include an indoor and outdoor work component. On average the Joondalup requirement is for around 4.5 hours outdoor time and Bibra Lake 3.0 to 3.5 hours outdoor time per day.

10.
There are no plans at present to implement outdoor work positions at locations outside the proposed trial. Once trial outcomes have been evaluated, Australia Post will be able to assess in what circumstances total outdoor delivery work might be appropriate.

11&
The positions being assessed in the trial and the personnel employed against them
12.
have the classification of Postal Delivery Officer. Payment would be in accordance with the agreed award rates for this classification.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 171

Topic:  Dividends
Written Question on Notice
Senator Mackay asked:

1.
What are Australia Post’s net profit, ordinary dividend and special dividend projections for 2002-03?

2.
Can Australia Post provide details of any dividends, special and ordinary, already provided to the Government in 2002-03?

3.
What are Australia Post’s net profit, ordinary dividend and special dividend projections for 2003-04?

Answer:

1,2
Consistent with the legislated governance framework, the information

&3.
sought is regarded as confidential between Australia Post and the Shareholder, pending the tabling in Parliament of the Corporation’s Annual Report for the year in question.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 172

Topic:  Free Postage on Parcels to Australian Troops
Written Question on Notice
Senator Mackay asked:

1.
What is the value of the payments made to Australia Post by the ADF or Department of Defence for mail sent at free or subsidised rates to ADF personnel deployed overseas?

2.
What are the technical arrangements in place for the billing of ADF/Department of Defence in relation to this mail?

3.
What percentage of the mail sent to ADF personal deployed overseas and subsidised in this manner was originally lodged at LPOs?

4.
What is the value of payments to LPOs to reimburse them for their commission forgone as a result of not stamping this mail?

5.
If the answer to question 4 is $0. What consultation was undertaken with LPOs to ensure they were happy to provide this work free of charge and will Australia Post be implementing a policy to ensure LPOs are reimbursed for this loss of income?

Answer: 

1.
The total value of invoices submitted to the Department of Defence in relation to mail sent at free or subsidised rates to ADF personnel deployed overseas (1 July 2002 to 31 May 2003) was $1.17m.

2.
Both incoming and outgoing despatch information is collected at the Sydney Gateway Facility (SGF). This information is forwarded to Defence for reconciliation with their mail statistics.


From the information provided by the SGF an invoice is prepared and forwarded to Department of Defence in Canberra monthly.

3.
Australia Post does not keep records of Defence Force Mail lodged at individual lodgement points, including LPOs.

4&5.
Licensees receive a base representational allowance of $660 per year to take account of a number of functions such as the acceptance of Defence Force Mail.


In cases where more than 25 items of such mail are lodged over a weekly period, Licensees may seek specific separate recompense at normal postage sales and acceptance rates.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 173

Topic:  GATS
Written Question on Notice
Senator Mackay asked:

1.
At the recent Senate Inquiry into the General Agreement on Trade in Services and Australia/USA Free Trade Agreement in Melbourne (May 9) the CEPU outlined the possible impact the GATS would have on Australia Post if the reserved service was opened up to foreign competition.


The CEPU stated that Australia Post “would have to make a commercial decision about its rates” (Inquiry Hansard p. 102).


Has Australia Post looked into how possible changes to the reserved service through the GATS could impact on the rates of postage?

2.
Has Australia Post been briefed as to what action the government is likely to take concerning the GATS and the reserved service?

3.
Does Australia Post agree with the CEPU that the GATS “has the potential to lead to the radical reduction or abolition of the reserved service component of Australia Post’s market”? (Inquiry Hansard p. 102)

4.
What is Australia Post’s stance on the GATS?

5.
At the last Senate Estimates Australia Post was asked in relation to the DFAT discussion paper and the commitments on the supply of small letters whether Australia Post is aware of the kind of commitment requested. Of which the answer was ‘no’ (QoN 92).


Will (or has) Australia Post be undertaking to receive clarification from the Government regarding the requests by other nations to Australia concerning small letters?

6.
If not:

Why not?

7.
At the last Senate Estimates AP stated that it has provided comments regarding the GATS and an earlier Discussion Paper issued by DCITA (QoN 92).

Can Australia Post supply these comments to the Committee?

Answer:

1&2.
As the Government has not indicated, to date, that it is intending to make an offer or request in regard to postal and courier matters in the current round of GATS negotiations, Australia Post has not looked into how possible changes to the reserved service through GATS could impact on the rates of postage.

3.
GATS, in and of itself, can have no such impact. The only change which could occur would be consequential on a decision by the Government to make a particular offer to remove the reserved service. The implementation of any such offer would require specific legislative change and as such would be subject to parliamentary approval.

4.
Australia Post does not have a stance on the GATS. This is a policy matter for the Government.

5&6.
As stated above, the Government has not indicated an intention to make any offer or request in regard to postal and courier matters in response to any commitment/request placed before it during the GATS negotiating period. On this basis, Post has not felt the need to seek clarification in regard to the detail of particular requests that may have been made by the other GATS participants.

7.
The document in question was tabled as part of the Committee’s special Estimates hearing in Melbourne on 16 August 2002.

Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 174

Topic:  Incorporation of Mail Contractors and LPO/Australia Post Dispute Resolution
Written Question on Notice
Senator Mackay asked:

1.
Is Australia Post requiring Mail Contractors to become incorporated?

2.
If so, why has this requirement been imposed?  What risks or concerns of Australia Post are being addressed by such a move?

3.
What has been the impact of incorporation on Mail Contractors’ operating costs?

4.
If incorporation is a requirement of Australia Post, what financial assistance has been provided to Contractors to meet these additional costs?

5.
What is Australia Post’s process for dealing with disputes between itself and Licensees of Licensed Post Offices, including the timeframe set down for resolution of such disputes?

6.
What is the particular process for disputes that have resulted in the lodgement of an LPO11?

7.
How many such disputes have there been in the last twelve months between Australia Post and the Licensees who operate Licensed Post Offices?

8.
How does this compare to previous years?

9.
If there has been an increase, what is the cause of this increase?

10.
How many (LPO11) disputes were not resolved in sufficient time to meet Australia Post’s commitments on dispute resolution?

Answer:

1.
Following a review of the mail contracting arrangements Australia Post determined that, as a general rule, it should encourage incorporated contractors. This arrangement was first introduced in the Annual Tender Call of 2002.

2.
The purpose of this policy change was:

· to ensure Australia Post’s relationship with the contractors is such that they are, and are seen to be, legitimate stand alone businesses;

· to avoid the deeming provisions of the Personal Services Income Tax Rule (a contractor is an employee for the purposes of this tax ruling where he/she earns 80% or more from the one source); and

· to enable the display of corporate identity, such as the Corporate logo and wear work attire without affecting the contractors status as independent contractors.

3&4.
The costs of incorporation would be reflected in the price of the contract during the tender process and be recouped from Australia Post over the life of the contract.

5&6.
The 5-stage dispute resolution process is explained in detail in the LPO Manual that forms part of the LPO Agreement. Each stage has its own timeframe ranging from 5 to 30 days. All Licensees are provided with a copy of this Manual.

A copy of the relevant appendix from the LPO Manual is attached.

7&8.
There were 82 LPO11 disputes in the last 12 months. This compares with 24 the previous year.
9.
A large number of the LPO11 disputes managed in the past 12 months related to Post’s request for repayment of previous overpayments of the Mail Service Payment to Licensees.

10.
Approximately 20 of the LPO11 disputes handled over the past 12 months were not resolved within the time frames as set out in the LPO Agreement. The principal reason was administrative issues including the unavailability of Post staff, POAAL representation, or in some cases a suitable third party to act as an independent chairman. In some cases, parties may agree to a longer resolution time beyond the published ones, as per the dispute resolution guidelines.
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STAGE 1
INFORMAL
RESOLUTION

Orally, orin
writing, either
Earty (AJPM or
icensee) notifies
the other of an
issue requiring
attention.

If the issue
cannot be
resolved within
10 working days,
the party
affected
completes and
issues Form
LPO11 - 'Record
of an Unresolved
Issue’.

>

STAGE 2
MEETING OF THE
PARTIES

After receipt of Form
LPO11, the A/PM and
Licensee must meet or
contact each other and
try to resolve the dispute.

This meeting or contact
must occur within 10
working days of
submission of the form.

If resolution is
unsuccessful, the Area
Manager and State
Chairman of POAAL must
be notified and their
nominees must contact
each other to try and
resolve the dispute.

If the dispute cannot be
resolved within a further
5 working days, or within
any other period the
parties agree to, it is then
referred to the State
Dispute Resolution
Committee.

>

STAGE 3

STATE DISPUTE
RESOLUTION
COMMITTEE (SDRC)

The SDRC consists of the
General Manager of AP
(or nomineet), State
Chairman of POAAL (or
nominee) and an
independent Chairman.

The SDRC must hear the
dipsute within 30 days,
or such other time as
agreed between the
parties.

Legal representation is
not permitted without the
consent of both parties
and the SDRC. - -

If the dispute raises
significant issues
affecting more than one
State the SDRC may stay
proceedings and refer the
matter to the NDRC.

If the SDRC cannot
resolve the dispute within
the specified time-frame
either party can, with the
consent of the other
party, refer the dispute to
arbitration.

>

APPENDIX

STAGE 4
NATIONAL DIPSUTE

- RESOLUTION

COMMITTEE (NDRC)

STAGE 6§
ARBITRATION

The NDRC consists of up
to 2 representatives from
AP - one must be
Manager — Retail (or
nominee) - an equal
number of
representatives from
POAAL - one must be the
National Chairman (or
nominee) - and an
independent person.

The NDRC must hear the
dispute within 30 days,
or such other time as
agreed between the
parties.

if the NDRC cannot
resolve the dispute within
the specified time-frame
either party can, with the
consent of the other
party, refer the dispute to
arbitration.

The Arbitrator
must be a
member of the
institute of Arbit-
rators, Australia.

The arbitration
must be heard in
the State where
the premises are
located, and
conducted in the
way set out in the
Commercial
Arbitration Act of
that State.





Outcome na, Output na 





Question: 175

Topic:  OH&S Issues for Mail Contractors and Licensees
Written Question on Notice
Senator Mackay asked:

1.
Under occupational health and safety guidelines, what is the accepted safe weight limit for parcels?

2.
Does Australia Post accept parcels above this limit and if so, what is the process for dealing with such parcels?

3.
What processes are there in place to ensure that Mail Contractors and Licensees are not exposed to dangerous work practices when dealing with parcels above the safe weight limit?

Answer:

1.
Under Australia Post’s OHS procedures (Manual Handling Policy [1998]), the operational weight limit for a single person to lift a parcel unaided (ie, where a detailed assessment of the individual item has not been conducted) is 16kg.

2.
The maximum allowed weight of an ordinary parcel accepted over a retail counter is 20kg. Items up to 32kg may be accepted separately under special contract conditions. For items over 16kg an ‘Assisted Handling Parcel Label’ is to be attached to the left of the addressee’s name and address and also on the reverse side of the parcel.

3.
Parcels over 16kgs must have the appropriate sticker affixed to indicate a two person lift. The acceptance/delivery over the counter of a parcel over 16kgs requires co-ordination/co-operation between the Licensee and customer. Contractors are required to provide, as part of their contractual obligations, appropriate lifting equipment to fulfil the services.

