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Question: 261

Topic: Integrated Digital Television sales
Hansard Page: ECITA 541
Senator Lundy asked:

How many televisions with integrated digital tuners have been sold, if that information is available?
Answer: 

The industry has not recorded aggregated figures for the sales of integrated digital televisions (iDTVs). Advice to the Department by receiver manufacturers suggests that iDTV sales to the end of April 2003 are in the order of 9,000 units, with subsequent sales in May 2003 of the order of 800 units.
Total sales of digital TV equipment (set-top boxes and integrated digital television sets) over the same period were estimated by Digital Broadcasting Australia to be 75,000 units, and by end of May 2003 as 82,000.
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Question: 262

Topic:   Television Black Spots & Alternative Technical Solutions Program

Senator Lundy asked:

At what stage is the Television Black Spots – Alternative Technical Solutions Program?  Have field trials, if necessary, commenced or been completed?
Answer: 

Direct-to-home (DTH) satellite solutions are being implemented for two black spots.

Digital retransmission solutions are being explored for 13 black spots. Digital signal testing has been carried out in 11 locations and is currently planned for a further ten black spots.
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Question: 263

Topic:   Television Black Spots & Alternative Technical Solutions Program

Written Question on Notice.
Senator Lundy asked:

How many analogue black spot areas have been identified as being also digital black spots by the “panel of expert broadcast engineers” as referred to on page 3 of the Television Black Spots – Alternative Technical Solutions Guidelines? 

Answer: 

Of the 11 locations tested to date, eight have been confirmed as both analogue and digital black spots. Reports are outstanding for two of the locations where testing was conducted.
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Question: 264

Topic:   Television Black Spots & Alternative Technical Solutions Program

Written Question on Notice

Senator Lundy asked:

Have candidates under the Television Black Spots – Alternative Technical Solutions Program been identified yet? If so, how many Co-ordinating Bodies have become candidates and could this information be provided according to Federal Division?

Answer: 

At this stage, there are 26 candidates involving 20 Co-ordinating Bodies. 

	Coordinating Body
	Black Spot area
	Electorate

	Moorabool Shire Council
	Blackwood
	Ballarat

	Wisemans Ferry Progress Association
	Wisemans Ferry
	Berowra

	Gatton Shire Council
	Ma Ma Creek/Tenthill
	Blair

	Oberon Shire Council
	Edith
	Calare

	Yarra Ranges Shire
	Tecoma and Belgrave
	Casey

	Shelford Progress Association
	Shelford
	Corangamite

	Colac-Otway Shire Council
	Lavers Hill
	Corongamite

	Gold Coast City Council
	Helensvale/Oxenford
	Fadden and Forde

	Holbrook Shire Council
	Woomargama
	Farrer

	Kiama Municipality
	Jamberoo and Kiama
	Gilmore

	Cardwell Shire Council
	Tully Valley
	Kennedy

	Mareeba Shire Council
	Kuranda
	Kennedy

	Cairns City Council
	Crystal Brook
	Leichhardt

	Cairns City Council
	Lake Placid
	Leichhardt

	Caboolture Shire Council
	Delaney’s Creek (Mt Delaney and Wamuran)
	Longman

	Mansfield Shire Council
	Kevington
	McEwen

	Gold Coast City Council
	Mudgeeraba, Bonogin & Worongary
	McPherson

	Gold Coast City Council
	Tallebudgera
	McPherson

	Gold Coast City Council
	Tugun
	McPherson

	Gold Coast City Council
	Nerang
	Moncrieff

	Gold Coast City Council
	Parkwood
	Moncrieff

	Tenterfield Shire
	Mingoola and Glenlyon (NSW and Qld)
	New England and Maranoa

	Byron Shire Council
	Rosebank
	Page

	Port Stephens Council
	Shoal Bay/

Corlette Bay/

Fingal Bay/

Nelson Bay/

Lemon Tree Passage
	Paterson

	Tweed Shire Council
	Banora Point

(Commercials Only)
	Richmond

	South Woy Woy Progress Association
	Woy Woy South
	Robertson
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Question: 265

Topic:   Television Black Spots & Alternative Technical Solutions Program

Written Question on Notice
Senator Lundy asked:

The Television Blackspots – Alternative Technical Solutions Guidelines state, “Funding will only be offered for initial costs (such as equipment, installation and site establishment costs), funding will not be available for ongoing costs”. Could the Department provide an estimation of the ongoing costs that are likely to be incurred by individuals and by Co-ordinating Bodies?

Answer: 

Ongoing costs are not anticipated where householders are provided with direct-to-home satellite equipment.

Where digital retansmission provides the solution, the ongoing costs for the Co-ordinating Bodies will depend upon whether it is a low or high power installation. The primary cost will be for electricity, and an annual maintenance fee. As an estimate, the electricity costs associated with operating a 5 watt transmitter for a 12 month period would be in the order of $3150 based on a rate of 12c/kWhr. Costs increase for higher power facilities. Annual maintenance costs are estimated at $1000 per service.
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Question: 266

Topic: Television Black Spots Program
Written Question on Notice:
Senator Lundy asked: 

Will DCITA be establishing a third round of television black spots funding given that applications for the first two rounds of funding closed some time ago and eligibility for the Television Blackspots – Alternative Technical Solutions Program is limited to those who applied in the first two rounds and could not be assisted through analogue retransmission?

Answer: 

No. The Television Fund (the source of funding for the TVBSP) was established under legislation and will expire on 30 June 2004. Given the complexity and time consuming nature of the engineering planning required to identify spectrum, the lead time required to obtain sites and approvals, as well as commission and build the retransmission services, the remaining period of the fund would be insufficient to undertake a third round of funding on a national basis.
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Question: 267

Topic: Television Black Spots Program
Written Question on Notice:

Senator Lundy asked: 

Does DCITA foresee the establishment of any programs that allow individual households to apply for television black spots funding given that all current funding is restricted to those who apply through their local council or other organisation/s?

Answer: 

No.
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Question: 268

Topic: Television Black Spots Program
Written Question on Notice:

Senator Lundy asked: 

Could DCITA provide a breakdown of the allocation of television black spots funding by Federal Division?

Answer: 

Funds Approved by Federal Division as of 1 July 2003

	Site Electorate
	Total Funds Approved
	New Services
	Replacement

	BALLARAT
	$4,469.42
	$4,469.42
	

	BARKER
	$467,152.93
	$467,152.93
	

	BASS
	$347,083.48
	$347,083.48
	

	BLAIR
	$268,532.47
	$268,532.47
	

	BRADDON
	$374,532.36
	$374,532.36
	

	BURKE
	$1,535.00
	$1,535.00
	

	CALARE
	$607,099.22
	$607,099.22
	

	CANBERRA
	$144,202.00
	$144,202.00
	

	CAPRICORNIA
	$186,599.12
	$148,476.57
	$38,122.55

	CASEY
	$3,700.00
	$3,700.00
	

	CORANGAMITE
	$99,959.00
	$99,959.00
	

	CORIO
	$76,796.18
	$76,796.18
	

	COWPER
	$116,298.18
	$116,298.18
	

	CUNNINGHAM
	$128,358.55
	$128,358.55
	

	DAWSON
	$221,586.14
	$205,736.14
	$15,850.00

	DENISON
	$1,100.00
	$1,100.00
	

	EDEN-MONARO
	$39,635.09
	$39,635.09
	

	FADDEN
	$3,100.00
	$3,100.00
	

	FAIRFAX
	$2,910.00
	$2,910.00
	

	FARRER
	$370,107.46
	$327,985.23
	$42,122.23

	FLINDERS
	$140,237.82
	$140,237.82
	

	FORDE
	$402,350.34
	$402,350.34
	

	FORREST
	$456,883.02
	$433,993.02
	$22,890.00

	FRANKLIN
	$93,473.68
	$93,473.68
	

	GILMORE
	$1,790.00
	$1,790.00
	

	GIPPSLAND
	$116,699.95
	$111,459.50
	$5,240.45

	GREY
	$1,525,665.05
	$1,046,852.14
	$478,812.91

	GWYDIR
	$367,717.39
	$367,717.39
	

	HERBERT
	$283,031.38
	$283,031.38
	

	HINKLER
	$416,571.40
	$416,571.40
	

	HUGHES
	$147,652.00
	$147,652.00
	

	HUME
	$93,530.00
	$93,530.00
	

	INDI
	$230,407.34
	$46,276.44
	$184,130.90

	KALGOORLIE
	$1,423,212.05
	$600,792.00
	$822,420.05

	KENNEDY
	$679,541.82
	$509,392.87
	$170,148.95

	LA TROBE
	$1,000.00
	$1,000.00
	$0.00

	LEICHHARDT
	$1,335,623.08
	$944,481.88
	$391,141.20

	LINGIARI
	$2,965,535.29
	$1,231,937.93
	$1,733,597.36

	LONGMAN
	$3,381.82
	$3,381.82
	

	LYNE
	$533,413.18
	$533,413.18
	

	LYONS
	$591,346.97
	$591,346.97
	

	MALLEE
	$162,512.39
	$162,512.39
	$0.00

	MARANOA
	$742,711.89
	$540,954.61
	$201,757.28

	MAYO
	$7,081.75
	
	$7,081.75

	MCEWEN
	$294,279.58
	$268,959.45
	$25,320.13

	MCMILLAN
	$220,732.73
	$220,732.73
	

	MCPHERSON
	$6,017.21
	$6,017.21
	

	MONCRIEFF
	$4,467.21
	$4,467.21
	

	MURRAY
	$26,917.81
	$26,917.81
	

	NEW ENGLAND
	$203,081.87
	$203,081.87
	

	O'CONNOR
	$1,417,697.10
	$1,067,180.10
	$350,517.00

	PAGE
	$163,913.21
	$163,913.21
	

	PARKES
	$395,171.00
	$395,171.00
	

	PATERSON
	$87,860.83
	$87,860.83
	

	PEARCE
	$124,193.78
	$111,793.78
	$12,400.00

	PERTH
	$1,495.00
	$1,495.00
	

	RICHMOND
	$139,769.46
	$139,769.46
	

	RIVERINA
	$358,836.68
	$358,836.68
	

	ROBERTSON
	$4,536.76
	$4,536.76
	

	WAKEFIELD
	$298,343.98
	$231,676.77
	$66,667.21

	WANNON
	$56,071.00
	$23,466.00
	$32,605.00

	WIDE BAY
	$337,006.05
	$304,171.05
	$32,835.00

	TOTALS
	$20,326,517.47
	$15,692,857.50
	$4,633,659.97
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Question: 269

Topic: Television Black Spots Program
Written Question on Notice:

Senator Lundy asked: 

Could DCITA provide a breakdown of the applications for black spots funding that have not been approved and could this be provided according to Federal Division?

Answer: 

Number of Ineligible Projects by Federal Division

Television Black Spots Program (TVBSP)

1 July 2003

	Electorate
	No. of Projects

	Barker
	3

	Bonython
	1

	Braddon
	2

	Calare
	1

	Capricornia
	2

	Casey
	1

	Charlton
	1

	Corangamite
	1

	Dawson
	4

	Eden-Monaro
	14

	Fairfax
	1

	Forde
	1

	Gilmore
	1

	Gippsland
	4

	Grey
	2

	Gwydir
	6

	Herbert
	1

	Hinkler
	7

	Hume
	1

	Indi
	1

	Isaacs
	1

	Isisford
	1

	Kalgoorlie
	2

	Kennedy
	4

	Leichhardt
	3

	Lingiari
	2

	Longman
	1

	Lyons
	1

	Mallee
	1

	Maranoa
	3

	McEwen
	2

	McMillan
	2

	O’Connor
	5

	Page
	9

	Parkes
	1

	Pearce
	1

	Richmond
	1

	Robertson
	1

	Wannon
	1

	Wide Bay
	4

	TOTAL
	101


Remaining number of eligible projects that still require

funding approval ‑ by Federal Division

1 July 2003
	Electorate
	No. of Projects

	Ballarat
	1

	Blair
	1

	Calare
	2

	Capricornia
	2

	Casey
	3

	Corangamite
	5

	Dawson
	2

	Denison
	1

	Eden-Monaro
	1

	Forde
	1

	Gilmore
	2

	Gippsland
	3

	Gwydir
	2

	Herbert
	2

	Hinkler
	1

	Hume
	1

	Indi
	2

	Kennedy
	4

	Leichhardt
	2

	Lingiari
	1

	Longman
	1

	Lyons
	1

	Macquarie
	1

	Maranoa
	2

	Mayo
	1

	New England
	6

	Paterson
	3

	Perth
	1

	Richmond
	2

	Robertson
	2

	Wide Bay
	3

	TOTAL
	62
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Question: 270

Topic: Television Black Spots Program
Written Question on Notice:

Senator Lundy asked: 

Could DCITA explain the decision making process that took place in order to either approve or not approve applications for black spots funding?

Answer: 

Closing Date

The first criterion to be met was that Expressions of Interest (EOIs) for funding were received at the TV Fund Unit by the closing date for submissions. For Round 1, the closing date was 6 October 2000; for Round 2 the closing date was 30 March 2001. Late submissions were not accepted. 

Eligible Organisations

Applications could only be submitted by local government authorities and incorporated community organisations, known as the Coordinating Body (CB). 
Eligibility for funding for Replacement of Obsolete Equipment at existing self-help retransmission sites

To be eligible for funding, the following criteria had to be met:

· The obsolescence of the equipment to be verified through a technical report;

· The applicant organisation to use an existing site and agree to be responsible for the ongoing operation and maintenance of the service(s);

· The applicant organisation to hold an Apparatus Licence issued by the ABA to operate the service;

· Commonwealth contribution to capital costs not to exceed $25,000 per replacement transmitter or $25,000 for site establishment (e.g. a replacement tower or equipment shelter); and

· No more than 5 transmitters to be replaced per retransmission site.

Eligibility for funding for New Services

EOIs for funding for New Services had to include surveys (except in remote broadcast licence areas) of television reception taken at a random spread of households within the nominated black spot area. These surveys had to be completed by a qualified broadcast engineer, an antenna technician or an electronics technician. They were required to assess the level/quality of television broadcast signals received at a minimum of ten households (where between 100 and 200 households were affected) and 20 households (where more than 200 households were affected). Each of the services to be funded had to have a picture quality rating of less than 3, i.e. poor to non-existent.

The technical solution had to rectify television reception problems in a minimum of 100 (Round 1) and 50 (Round 2) permanently occupied households in the nominated black spot. Evidence of permanent occupancy, e.g. addresses of rate payers, had to be provided. 

The CB had to demonstrate that suitable arrangements were in place/could be negotiated to provide a retransmission site. This related to the proximity of road and power access to the site; and permission from the landowner to use the site. The CB also had to agree to meet all ongoing operation and maintenance costs of the facility.

The Commonwealth’s contribution to capital costs would not exceed $25,000 per service and $25,000 for site establishment (a maximum of $150,000 if the CB was seeking 5 services and site establishment). The CB had to agree to meet any costs over the funding cap.

Planning Process

All EOIs assessed as meeting the above criteria were forwarded to the Australian Broadcasting Authority (ABA) for consideration of spectrum availability, assessment of reception problems, and recommendation of viable solutions. 

Formal Application

If a solution is viable, the CB is invited to submit a formal application for funding. 
When all requirements have been met and a fully costed budget has been received by the TV Fund Unit, it is assessed for value-for-money. Once assessment is complete, a funding recommendation is made to the Minister.
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Question: 271

Topic: Television Black Spots Program
Written Question on Notice

Senator Lundy asked: 

Could DCITA provide a breakdown of the extent to which the first and second rounds of black spots programs were publicised and could this be provided according to Federal Division?

Answer: 

Round 1

The Television Black Spots Program was initially advertised after Round 1 was announced on 21 June 2000, with advertisements placed in two national papers and 34 regional papers (see table below) across the country. Information kits were sent to all Members of Parliament, and the 642 local shires and councils inviting all local governments to apply for funding under the Program.

Round 2

The Program was also widely advertised following the announcement of Round 2 on 1 November 2000, with advertisements placed in three national and 75 regional newspapers (see table below). Revised information kits were also sent to all Members of Parliament, and the 642 local shires and councils at that time. A final round of ‘reminder’ advertising followed in February 2001.
Advertisements were placed in the newspapers
 in the table and a breakdown by Federal Division cannot be provided as the full circulation details of these newspapers is not available. 
	Round 1
	Round 2

	1. Australian Financial Review

2. Weekend Australian

3. Albury Border Mail

4. Armidale Express

5. Bathurst Western Advocate

6. Burnie Advocate

7. Bairnsdale Advertiser

8. Ballarat Courier

9. Bendigo Advertiser

10. Bundaberg News Mail

11. Broken Hill Barrier 

12. Cairns Post

13. Coffs Harbour Advocate

14. Dubbo Daily Liberal

15. Grafton Daily Examiner 

16. Geelong Advertiser

17. Gladstone Observer

18. Gold Coast Bulletin

19. Gympie Times

20. Kalgoorlie Miner

21. Launceston Examiner

22. Lismore Northern Star 

23. Mackay Daily Mercury

24. Maitland Mercury 

25. Newcastle Herald

26. Parkes Champion Post 

27. Rockhampton Morning Bullet

28. Sunrayasia Daily 

29. Toowoomba Chronicle

30. Townsville Bulletin

31. Tamworth Northern Daily

32. Tweed Daily News

33. Wollongong Illawara Mercury

34. Warrnambool Standard

35. Warwick Daily News

36. Wagga Daily Advertiser
	1. Australian Financial Review 

2. The Age

3. Weekend Australian 

4. Adelaide Advertiser

5. Albany Advertiser

6. Albury Border Mail

7. Armidale Express

8. Bathurst Western Advocate

9. Ballarat Courier

10. Bendigo Advertiser

11. Brisbane Courier Mail

12. Burnie Advocate

13. Bunbury Mail

14. Bundaberg News Mail

15. Broken Hill Barrier 

16. Broome Advertiser

17. Bairnsdale Advertiser

18. Cairns Post

19. Canberra Times

20. Carnarvon Northern Guardian

21. Collie Mail

22. Central Coast Express Advocate 

23. Clare Northern Argus 

24. Centralian Advocate

25. Ceduna W.C Sentinel

26. Coffs Harbour Advocate

27. Dubbo Daily Liberal

28. Esperance Express 

29. Geelong Advertiser

30. Grafton Daily Examiner

31. Gippsland Times 

32. Gold Coast Bulletin

33. Gympie Times

34. Geraldton Guardian

35. Gladstone Observer

36. Horsh/Wim Mail Times 

37. Hobart Mercury

38. Kimberley Echo

39. Kalgoorlie Miner 

40. Katherine Times

41. Latrobe Valley Express

42. Launceston Examiner

43. Lismore Northern Star

44. Melbourne Age

45. Mackay Daily Mercury

46. Maitland Mercury 

47. Mt Isa Nth West Star 

48. Mt Gambier Boarder Watch

49. Murray Valley Stand 

50. Mandurah Mail

51. Merredin W’Belt Mercury

52. Narooma Area News 

53. Naracoorte Herald 

54. Nambour & District Chronicle 

55. Northern Territory News 

56. Newcastle Herald

57. Parkes Champion Post 

58. Perth West Australia

59. Pt Augusta Trns’ Cntl

60. Port Headland NW Telegraph

61. Rockhampton Morning Bullet

62. Roma Western Star 

63. Renmark Murray Pion 

64. Sunrayasia Daily

65. Shepparton News

66. Swan Hill Guardian

67. Sydney Morning Herald 

68. Tamworth Northern Daily

69. Toowoomba Chronicle

70. Tweed Daily News

71. Townsville Bulletin

72. Wagga Daily Advertiser

73. Warwick Daily News

74. West Coast Sentinel

75. Whyalla News

76. Wollongong Illawara Mercury

77. Warrnambool Standard

78. York Peninsular Times


Outcome 3, Output 3.2 




Questions: 272 and 273

Topic: NetAlert 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Harradine asked:

272. Budget Paper No.2 shows that half a million dollars per year for three years will be allocated to NetAlert. The Paper says, “NetAlert provides information and facilities research to raise community awareness about the control of offensive material online”.

The public clearly expects NetAlert’s principle role is to help to protect them from unwanted Internet pornography. It is difficult to glean this from NetAlert’s goals, most of which are so broad as to be meaningless. They include statements such as:

· “To educate and empower the Australian community to enjoy a positive, rewarding experience with the Internet …” etc

· “to encourage individuals, groups and organisations in Australia to confidently use the Internet …” etc

Couldn’t a company selling educational software or an Internet service provider have exactly the same goals?

273. Could that same concern not apply to your strategic objectives, which include:

· “build an awareness of the Internet with all Australians”

· “develop an appreciation of the concept of the Internet” etc etc

· “facilitate a dialogue” between various groups such as younger and older Australians, the government and the Internet industry, users and non-users.

Only one of the objectives mentions “promoting a safer Internet experience for young Australians”. What is the point of such broad strategic objectives, are these objectives measurable and if so, please provide me with some details of how you are tracking against each of them.
Answer: 

Answer to Questions 272 and 273.

The Government encourages the use of the Internet, which can deliver substantial economic and social benefits to Australia. However, the Government is also keenly aware that the Internet can pose risks for users, particularly children. As part of the online regulatory scheme for managing offensive and illegal content, the Government established NetAlert in 1999 to promote a safe Internet experience.

NetAlert aims to raise awareness of the risks of Internet access by, among other things, providing information brochures, an information website and a toll-free advisory service. In line with the Government’s broader information technology policy, NetAlert attempts to promote Internet safety in a way that does not discourage Australians from going online. Accordingly, one of the key roles for the organisation is to balance the risks and benefits of Internet access when promoting confident and safe use of the Internet.

NetAlert’s objects and powers are set out in its Constitution. The organisation has developed strategic goals and objectives for conducting its functions, in conjunction with associated business and marketing plans. While these strategic goals and objectives could possibly be shared by information technology enterprises, the aim of promoting Internet safety is core to NetAlert’s Constitutional objects and powers.

NetAlert is being considered in the current statutory review of the online content scheme. A number of submitters have expressed concern that NetAlert has focused more on promoting the Internet than promoting Internet safety. In this context, recommendations have included that NetAlert should focus more on child safety online. These submissions are being considered in the review context.

While NetAlert has not tracked progress specifically against the strategic objectives, it reports on its activities for its four priority projects in its annual reports and workplans. The priority projects include NetAlert’s help line, information resources and industry liaison programs, and community education.
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Question: 274

Topic: NetAlert 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Harradine asked:

Has there been an independent evaluation of NetAlert’s activities over the past three years to assess whether you are meeting your objectives?  If so, please provide me with a copy.
Answer: 

NetAlert has not commissioned independent evaluation of its activities, although NetAlert reports on its activities in its annual reports and workplans. Informal evaluation has also occurred at the board level and through dialogue with stakeholders and official observers of board proceedings. A number of submissions to the current review of Schedule 5 to the Broadcasting Services Act 1992 recommended that NetAlert should commission independent evaluation of its activities and this is being considered in the review context.
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Question: 275

Topic: NetAlert 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Harradine asked:

The Australia Institute stated earlier this year in a media release that “NetAlert, the body established in 1999 to promote safe use of the Internet, even wants to change its name to ‘Growing Australia Online’ after pressure from industry to remove the ‘alarmist’ element from its name”. Is that true? 
Answer: 

The recommendation to change the name of NetAlert was made as part of the submission to the review of Schedule 5 to the Broadcasting Services Act 1992. NetAlert has advised that this recommendation was made on the basis that the name did not reflect the “positive” aspects of the Internet. Since that time, however, work has been undertaken to reinforce the value of NetAlert’s name. There is no intention to change the name of NetAlert.
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Questions: 276

Topic: NetAlert 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Harradine asked:

I note that “Growing Australia Online” is the slogan NetAlert uses on publicity material including for the 2003 conference. Is Growing Australia Online really the aim of NetAlert?  My impression was your role is to protect the general public from unwanted Internet pornography.
Answer: 

NetAlert’s objects are set out in its Constitution. In addition to providing users with advice and information about access management and undertaking work in relation to filters, the current objects include to ‘encourage and promote the use of the Internet by all Australians, particularly young people and their families’. 
NetAlert developed the term “Growing Australia Online” to reflect the role that the Internet plays in economic and social development, and the key role the Internet plays for young people and their families. It has maintained its four priority programs of providing a helpline, undertaking community education, industry liaison and developing information resources on Internet safety.
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Questions: 277

Topic: NetAlert 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Harradine asked:

In 1999 I received a letter detailing how the Government proposed to spend Telstra social bonus money in Tasmania. Part of that money was for NetAlert. The funding was to be used “for a combination of a community education program to promote safe Internet content, and R&D grants for the development of online content software”. 
I have seen work you have done to educate people about pornography on the Internet and in spam, but I’m not aware of the work you are doing to promote safe Internet content. What work are you doing in that area?
Answer: 

Through its community education program, NetAlert works to increase awareness of what users can do to limit access to unsuitable content on the Internet. NetAlert undertakes education to encourage the use of filters and to provide tips on how to deal with objectionable material online. 

NetAlert co-funded a study with the ABA into the effectiveness of various Internet filter products (answer to question 278-279).
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Questions: 278 and 279

Topic: NetAlert 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Harradine asked:

278. Would you also please advise me of what work you are doing to develop protective online content software?

279. What work is NetAlert doing with regard to filtering?
Answer: 

Answer to Questions 278 and 279.
In the initial phase of NetAlert, the organisation did not intend to address every one of its 11 objects and four powers, as set out in its Constitution, but rather focused on a small number of objects to develop effective and achievable projects in the short to medium term.

To this end, while NetAlert has not undertaken work to develop protective online content software, it has undertaken a range of research work into existing filtering technologies. NetAlert engaged the CSIRO Division of Information and Mathematical Sciences on a consultancy basis from late 1999 to mid 2001 to conduct technical evaluations of filtering software available in Australia, against agreed performance criteria. Filters that met the agreed criteria were recommended for the list of scheduled filters in the Internet Industry Association Codes of Practice (IIA Codes) registered by the Australian Broadcasting Authority.

In February 2001, the CSIRO Division of Mathematical and Information Sciences was contracted jointly with the ABA to conduct a research project into filtering software products listed in the IIA Codes to assess their effectiveness from a user viewpoint. The approach taken in the study was to assess:

· Is the filter easy to install, configure, use and update?

· How well does the filter block access to ‘undesirable’ content?

· Does the filter block access to ‘desirable’ content as well?

On 26 March 2002, the CSIRO report on the effectiveness of filters from a user viewpoint was released and made available from the home page of the NetAlert website. NetAlert uses the findings of the research to provide practical consumer information to filter users and potential users. The report is promoted and advertised to the Australian community wherever possible in media releases, advertising material, in online content, in print information sheets, and specifically through the helpline program.

NetAlert makes available to the Australian community, in print form and as a fact sheet available from the NetAlert website, information on filters and how to use them. It also makes available the list of Scheduled filters in the IIA Codes. Information on filters and filtering software products is also given to persons who contact the NetAlert helpline.

NetAlert is considering further work on filtering technologies, including further research on filter effectiveness. NetAlert will make a decision as to the progress of this work following the release of the Government review of Schedule 5 to the Broadcasting Services Act 1992.
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Questions: 280

Topic: NetAlert 
Written Question on Notice

Senator Harradine asked:

Would you please advise the committee how you liaise with the ABA to ensure the best protective outcomes?
Answer: 

NetAlert is in constant contact with the ABA particularly where members of the community have reported sites to NetAlert that they find objectionable. Additionally a representative of the ABA attends the NetAlert board meetings in the capacity of official observer and presents a report to the board on each occasion. The Executive Director of NetAlert also regularly meets with the ABA to discuss developments in Internet content regulation.
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Question: 281

Topic: Imparja Television Funding
Written Question on Notice
Senator Sue Mackay asked:

1. Can you confirm that Imparja Television will continue to be funded by DCITA through ATSIC after the 2003-2004 financial year?

2. In NO, why not and where have these funds been diverted?

3. If YES, will the funding be maintained at its current level of $2 million per annum?

4. Can you confirm that the original condition of the funding arrangement, that the funds must be spent on developing and maintaining Imparja’s services, is still the case?

5. Please provide details of any changes to the level of funding.

6. Has DCITA placed any additional conditions on ATSIC over the way these funds are allocated?  If yes, please provide details.

Answer: 

(1) – (6) The funding for Imparja Television to which you refer in your question has been provided by the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission (ATSIC) from within its budget allocation. From 1 July 2003 the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Service (ATSIS) will assume responsibility for this funding. None of this funding is provided from the Communications, Information Technology and the Arts portfolio, either directly or indirectly.
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Question: 282

Topic: Commercial Radio Blackspots Program

Written Question on Notice
Senator Lundy asked:

1. Could DCITA provide information as to which radio stations applied for black spot funding to deliver new or improved commercial radio services to regional and remote communities under the Commercial Radio Black Spots Program?


Answer: 

1. In October 2001 the Government made an election commitment to provide funding to 142 communities which were identified in an industry submission from Commercial Radio Australia (CRA – then known as the Federation of Australian Radio Broadcasters). The process did not involve broadcasters submitting applications to DCITA for funding under the Program. Projects for the 142 communities were nominated by ten broadcasters:

· ACE Radio Broadcasters

· Bathurst Broadcasters

· Capital Radio Network

· DMG Radio Australia

· North West Radio

· Radio 4VL

· Radio Outback

· Rebel FM 

· RG Capital

· Richmond River Broadcasters
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Question: 283

Topic: Commercial Radio Blackspots Program

Written Question on Notice:
Senator Lundy asked:

1. How many applications have not been approved as potential beneficiaries of the program and could the entire process of decision making behind their failure to be approved please be explained?


Answer: 

1. In the first round of funding announced on 9 May 2003 assistance was provided for 37 projects in 36 communities. The status of projects for the remaining 106 communities is as follows:


· Projects for 21 communities were withdrawn by the broadcaster following a change in circumstances in the intervening period since 2001;

· projects for 4 communities were assessed as being ineligible as they were proposals to provide a service in another licensee’s licence area (out-of-area proposal); and

· projects for 81 communities have been preliminarily assessed as eligible but remain subject to ABA planning approval and the allocation of a suitable broadcasting frequency.
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Question: 284

Topic: Commercial Radio Blackspots Program

Written Question on Notice:
Senator Lundy asked:

1. The 36 black spot communities identified as beneficiaries of retransmission facilities so far under the first round of black spot funding cover 14 Federal Divisions. Analysis has shown that 12 of these Federal Divisions are held by the Coalition, 1 by the ALP and 1 by an Independent MP. From the applications that have not been approved for black spot funding, could DCITA provide information as to which Federal Divisions these failed applications come from?


Answer: 

1. The four communities referred to in Question 2 for which projects were assessed as ineligible on the basis of being out-of-area proposals are:


	Project
	MP
	Division

	Mt Garnet
	The Hon Bob Katter
	Kennedy

	Mt Surprise
	The Hon Bob Katter
	Kennedy

	Myrtleford
	Ms Sophie Panopoulos
	Indi

	Thargominda
	The Hon Bruce Scott
	Maranoa
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Question: 285

Topic: Commercial Radio Blackspots Program

Written Question on Notice
Senator Lundy asked:

1.
Did the Member for Leichhardt, Warren Entsch begin his regular Tuesday morning chat with 4CA FM prior or subsequent to, 4CA’s approval for black spot funding?
Answer: 

1. A commitment to fund a blackspots service in Mossman was made during the 2001 Federal election. A formal funding offer to DMG for the Mossman service was made in March 2003.

I am unaware of when the member for Leichhardt began his alleged “regular Tuesday morning chat with 4CA FM”.
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Question: 286

Topic: Commercial Radio Blackspots Program

Written Question on Notice
Senator Lundy asked:

1.
Did Warren Entsch or any other Coalition MP submit any written correspondence supporting 4CA’s application for black spot funding? If so, could copies of any correspondence submitted by Coalition MPs in support of this application please be provided?

Answer: 

1.
No.
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Question: 287

Topic: Commercial Radio Blackspots Program

Written Question on Notice:
Senator Lundy asked:

1. Why was 4LG Queensland, approved for black spot funding to establish a number of transmitters, including a high quality repeater in Tambo and not 4VL given that 4VL is in the same position as 4LG, serving towns in a vast area with a small population and little advertising revenue and given that Tambo is a shared town for commercial radio?  Further, how does the Department account for the fact that radio black spot funding will give 4LG a substantial commercial advantage over 4VL?

Answer: 

1. The projects approved for Radio Outback (West FM/4LG AM) were assessed as meeting the eligibility criteria and had Australian Broadcasting Authority (ABA) planning approval. Seven projects involving Radio 4VL, including Tambo, have been identified in the Commercial Radio Blackspots Program. Preliminary endorsement of all seven projects has been provided, however final approval remains subject to ABA planning and frequency allocation processes.

� The Program was also advertised on the Department’s web site from its announcement in June 2000.
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